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By Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia (by re
quest): 

H .R. 12620. A bill for the relief of James B. 
Wright; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 12621. A bill for the relief of Lt. 
Robert J. Scanlon; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H.R. 12622. A bill for the relief of Russell 
L. Chandler; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary. 

By Mr. PEPPER: 
H.R. 12623. A bill for the relief of Julian 

G. Carr; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 

and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

162. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the 21st 
Saipan Legislature, Trust Territory of the 
Pacific Islands, Saipan, Marianas Islands, 
relative to assignment of Peace Corps volun
teer attorneys to assist the people of the 
municipality of Saipan; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

163. Also, petition of the 21st Saipan Legis
lature, Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, 
Saipan, Marianas Islands, relative to enact
ment of an official plebiscite for the people 
of the Marianas not later than June 30, 1972; 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

164. Also, petition of the American Legion, 
Washington, D.C., relative to a resolution of 
the national executive committee assembled 
in St. Louis, Mo., commending Congress for 
granting educational benefits to veterans; 
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

165. Also, petition of the Board of Super
visors, Santa Cruz County, Calif., relative to 
a resolution opposing taxation of income 
from municipal bonds; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

166. Also, petition of the City Council, 
Harrisonburg, Va., relative to taxation of 
State and local government obligations; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

167. Also, petition of the Association of 
County Treasurers of California, Oroville, 
Calif., relative to retaining the tax-exempt 
status of State and local government bond 
issues; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

168. Also, petition of Henry Stoner, York, 
Pa., relative to Charles A. Lindbergh; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

SENATE-Monday, July 7, 1969 
The Senate met at 12 o'clock noon and 

was called to order by the Vice Presi
dent. 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward 
L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Trust in the Lord with all thine 
heart; and lean not upon thine own un
derstanding. In all thy ways acknowl
edge Him and He shall direct thy paths. 
Proverbs 3:5.and 6. 

Teach us, 0 Lord, in the coming cru
cial days not simply to acknowledge 
Thee, but in the depths of our nature to 
trust Thee for wisdom, for judgment, 
and for strength. Deliver us from the 
coldness of heart, the indolence of atti
tude, and the indifference of mind that 
shuts Thee out, or the busy-ness that will 
not let Thee in. As we move from this 
sacred interlude to take up our duties, 
preserve in us a sense of Thy pervading 
presence and the assurance of the quiet 
direction of Thy spirit in the work of this 
Chamber and in the affairs of the Nation. 

Rekindle in all the people the flame 
of holy living and let the bright light of 
a glowing patriotism shine throughout 
the land. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the reading of 
the Journal of the proceedings of Wed
nesday, July 2, 1969, be dispensed with. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES SUB
MITTED DURING ADJOURNMENT 

Under authority of the order of the 
Senate of July 1, 1969, the following 
reports of committees were submitted on 
July 3, 1969: 

By Mr. TYDINGS, from the Committee on 
the District of Columbia, without amend
ment: 

S. 1458. A bill to prohlb!t the business of 
debt adjusting in the District of Columbia 
except as an incident to the lawful practice 
of law or as an activity engaged in by a non
profit corporation or association (Rept. No. 
91-288}. 

By Mr. TYDINGS, from the Committee on 
the District of Columbia, with amendments: 

S. 545. A bill to amend section 9 of the 
District of Columbia Bail Agency Act (Rept. 
No. 91-287); and 

s. 2185. A bill to authorize a Federal con
tribution for the effectuation of a transit 
development program for the National Capi
tal region, and to further the objectives of 
the National Capital Transportation Act of 
1965 (79 Stat. 663) and Public Law 89-774 
(80 Stat. 1324) (Rept. No. 91-289). 

By Mr. RANDOLPH, from the Committee 
on Public Works, with amendments: 

S. 1072. A bill to authorize funds to carry 
out the purposes of the Appalachian Re
gional Development Act of 1965, as amended, 
and title V of the Public Works and Economic 
Development Act of 1965, as amended (Rept. 
No. 91-291). 

By Mr. STENNIS, from the Committee on 
Armed Services: 

S. 2546. An original b111 to authorize ap
propriations during the fiscal year 1970 for 
procurement of aircraft, missiles, naval ves
sels, and tracked combat vehicles and re
search, development, test, and evaluation 
for the Armed Forces, and to authorize the 
construotion of test fa.cilities at Kwajalein 
Missile Range, and to prescdbe the author
ized personnel strength of the Selected 
Reserve of each Reserve component of the 
Armed Forces, and for other purposes (Rept. 
No. 91-290). 

Under authority of the order of the 
Senate of July 1, 1969, the following re
port of a committee was submitted on 
July 7, 1969: . 

By Mr. ELLENDER, from the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry: 

s. 2547. An original bill to amend the 
Food Stamp Act of 1964 (Rept. No. 91-292}. 

WAIVER OF CALL OF THE CALENDAR 
UNDER RULE Vill 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the call of 
the calendar of unobjected to bills under 
rule VIII be waived. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS DUR
ING TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE 
MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that statements in 
relation to the transaction of routine 
morning business be limited to 3 min
utes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the following letters, which were 
referred as indicated: 
PROPOSED LEGISLATION TO INCLUDE PARENTS• 

IN-LAW IN THE DEFINITION OF DEPENDENTS 
OF MEMBERS OF THE UNIFORMED SERVICES 
A letter from the Assistant Secretary of the 

Air Force, Manpower and Reserve Affairs, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to amend section 401 of title 37, United 
States Code, to include parents-in-law in the 
definition of dependents of members of the 
uniformed services, and for other purposes 
(with an accompanying paper); to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 
PROPOSED LEGISLATION To AMEND THE DIS

TRICT OF CoLUMBIA STREET READJUSTMENT 
Acr 
A letter from the Assistant to the Com

missioner, government of the District of Co
lumbia, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to amend the District of Colum
bia Street Readjustment Act, and eliminate 
guarantee clauses in pavement construction 
contracts for streets in the District of Co
lumbia (with an accompanying paper); to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

REPORTS OF COM.Pl'ROLLER GENERAL 
A letter from the Comptroller General of 

the United States, tmnsmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report on savings in shipments 
of printed matter from Japan to points in 
the Pacific, Department of Defense, dated 
June 30, 1969 (with an accompanying re
port); to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

A letter from the Comptroller General 
of the United States, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report on improvements needed in 
Army supply management and stock fund 
activities in Korea, Department of the Army, 
dated June 30, 1969 (with an accompanying 
report): to th.e Committee on Government 
Opera tiona. 

A letter from the Comptroller General 
of the United States, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report on savings attainable through 
improved application of the economic 
order principle in the procurement of mili
tary supplies, Department of Defense, dated 
June 30, 1969 (with an accompanying re
port): to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on opportunities for better 
service and economies through standardiza-
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tion of pharmacy items and consolidation of 
bulk compounding facilities, Veterans' Ad
ministration, dated June 30, 1969 (with an 
accompanying report); to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, reporting, pursuant to 
law, on activities of the Office of the Govern
ment Comptroller of the Virgin Islands, fiscal 
years 1966 and 1967, Department of the In
terior, dated June 30, 1969; to the Committee 
on Government Operations. 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law a report on the effectiveness and admin
istration of the Wellfieet Job Corps Civilian 
Conservation Center under the Economic 
Opportunity Act of 1964, South Wellfieet, 
Mass., Department of the Interior, Office of 
Economic Opportunity, dated June 30, 1969 
(with an accompanying report); to the Com
mittee on Government Operations. 
PROPOSED FEDERAL CORRECTIONAL CENTER AND 

FEDERAL PARKING FACILITY, CHICAGO, !LL. 
A letter from the Administrator, General 

Services Administration, transmitting, pur
suant to law, a prospectus which proposes 
construction of a Federal Correctional Cen
ter and Federal Parking Fac1lity at Chicago, 
Ill. (with an accompanying paper); to the 
Committee on Public Works. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

Petitions, etc., were laid before the 
Senate, or presented, and referred as 
indicated: 

By the VICE PRESIDENT: 
A resolution of the House of Representa

tives, North Carolina General Assembly; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary: 

"HOUSE RESOLUTION 11 
"A House resolution withdrawing the con

currence of the North Carolina House of 
Representatives in a joint resolution memo
rializing Congress to call a convention for 
the purpose of proposing an amendment to 
the constitution of the United States relat
ing to the apportionment CYf State legisla
tures; 

"Whereas, a resolution was introduced in 
and passed by the House of Representatives 
during its 1965 Session, wherein the Senate 
concurred, which resolution was designated 
as 'Resolution 60', which resolution memo
rialized Congress to call a Constitutional 
Convention for the purpose of proposing an 
amendment to the Congress of the United 
States relating to the apportionment of state 
legislatures; and 

"Whereas, certified copies of such 1965 res
olution were transmitted to both houses of 
the United States Congress and to certain 
other federal officials as provided in such res
olution; and 

"Whereas, such resolution has not been 
acted upon by the United States Congress 
and 1s still pending before that body at the 
time of the passage of this resolution; and 

"Whereas, at the time of the passage of 
this resolution the requisite number of states 
have not passed similar resolutions in order 
to require the call of a Constitutional Con
vention as provided by the Constitution of 
the United States; and 

"Whereas., the North Carolina House of 
Representatives does desire to withdraw its 
concurrence in 'Resolution 60' referred to 
above; Now, therefore, be it resolved by the 
North Carolina House of Representatives: 

"Section 1. That this House of Representa
tives does hereby withdraw its concurrence in 
a resolution adopted by the House of Repre
sentatives and Senate during the 1965 Ses
sion of the General Assembly of North Caro
lina, which resolution is designated as 'Res
olution 60', which resolution was ratified on 
the 12th day of May, 1965, and does hereby 
declare that its action in this regard is 
rescinded, revoked and repealed as of the 

date of the passage of this resolution, and 
this House of Representatives does memori
alize the Congress of the United States not 
to call a Constitutional Convention under 
present circumstances or until such time as 
the Congress of the United States has pre
scribed regulations relative to the call, 
agenda and conduct of such Convention and 
until members of the public and the legis
lative bodies of the various states of the 
United States have had an opportunity to 
consider such acts of the Congress in this 
regard. 

"Sec. 2. The Secretary of State is hereby 
directed to transmit certified copies of this 
Resolution immediately to the Senate and 
House of Representatives of the Congress, to 
all members of Congress, to the President of 
the United States and to the presiding officers 
of the legislatures of the other forty-nine 
states. 

"Sec. 3. This Resolution shall become effec
tive upon its adoption. 

"EARL W. VAUGHAN, 
"Speaker, North Carolina House of Repre

sentatives, 1969. 
"Attest: 

"THAD EURE, 
"Secretary of State, State of North Caro

lina." 
A resolution adopted by the Legislature 

of the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, 
urg.ing that Peace Corps volunteer attorneys 
continue to be assigned to assist the people 
of the Municipality of Saipan; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

A resolution adopted by the Legislature of 
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, 
praying for the enactment of an official 
plebiscite for the people of the Marianas; to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

A resolution adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors of the Cormty of Santa Cruz, 
Calif., remonstrating against legislation that 
would deprive State and local government 
obligations of their traditional immunity 
from Federal taxation; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

A resolution adopted by the Association of 
Cormty Treasurers of California, praying for 
the enactment of legislation to strengthen 
State and local governments by assisting 
local government to meet the ever increasing 
operating costs; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE 

The following report of a committee 
was submitted: 

By Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey, from 
the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
with an amendment: 

S. 2068. A b111 to amend section 302 (c) of 
the Labor-Management Relations Act of 1947 
to permit employer contributions to trust 
funds to provide employees, their families, 
and dependents with scholarships for study 
at educational institutions or the establish
ment of child-care centers for preschool and 
school-age dependents of employees (Rept. 
No. 91-293). 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

As in executive session, the following 
favorable reports of nominations were 
submitted: 

By Mr. FULBRIGHT, from the Committee 
on Foreign Relations: 

William F. Buckley, Jr., of Connecticut, to 
be a member of the U.S. Advisory Commis
sion on Information; 

John A. Calhoun, of California, a Foreign 
Service officer of the class of career min
ister, to be Ambassador Extraordinary and 
Plenipotentiary to the Republic of Tunisia; 

Joseph J. Jova, of Florida, a Foreign Serv
ice officer of class 1, to be the representa-

tive on the Council of the Organization of 
American States, with the rank of Ambas
sador; 

Ridgway B. Knight, of New York, a For
eign service officer of the class of career min
ister, to be Ambassador Extraordinary and 
Plenipotentiary to Portugal; 

David D. Newsom, of California, a Foreign 
service officer of class 1, to be an Assistant 
Secretary of State; 

Joseph Palmer 2d, of Maryland, a Foreign 
Service officer of the class of career minister, 
to be Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni
potentiary to the Kingdom of Libya; 

John C. Pritzlaff, Jr., of Arizona, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten
tiary to Malta; 

Luther I. Replogle, of Illinois, to be Am
bassador Extl'lam-dinary and Plenipotentiary 
to Iceland; 

John Richa.Tdson, Jr., of New York, to be an 
AssistanJt Secretary of State; 

Kenneth Rush, of New York, to be Ambas
sador Extraordinary to the Fecternl Republic 
of Germany; 

Adolph W. Schmidt, of Pennsylvania, to be 
Ambassadlor Extraordinary to C~W~ada; 

John R. Stevenson, of NeW' York, to be Legal 
Adviser of the Department of State; 

J. Fife Symington, Jr., of Maa:yland, to be 
Ambassador Extraordin-ary and Plenipoten
tiary to Trinidad ·and Tobago; 

Terence A. Todman, of the Vi•rgin Islands, a 
Foreign Service officer of class 2, to be Am
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentia-ry 
to the Republic of Chrad; 

Philip H. Trezise, of Mich:l.gan, a Foreign 
Service officer of the class of career minister, 
to be an Assistant Secretary of State; and 

Samuel Z. Westerfield, Jr., of the Distlrict of 
Oolumbta, a Foreign Service officer of cl:ass 1, 
to be Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni
potentiary to Liberia. 

By Mr. TYDINGS, from the Commi·ttee on 
the District of Columbi·a: 

W. Byron Sorrell, of Maryland, to be an 
~ate judge of the District of Columbia 
Court of General Sessions. 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
INTRODUCED 

Bills and joint resolutions were intro
duced, read the first time, and, by unani
mous consent, the second time, and re
ferred, as follows: 

By Mr. TALMADGE: 
S. 2548. A bill to amend the National School 

Lunch Act and the Child Nutrition Act of 
1966 to strengthen and improve the food 
service prograxns provided for children under 
such Acts; to the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry. 

(The remarks of Mr. TALMADGE when he 
introduced the blll appear later in the RECORD 
under the appropriate heading.) 

By Mr. YARBOROUGH: 
S. 2549. A bill to amend the Public Health 

Service Act to improve and extend the pro
visions relating to assistance to medical li
braries and related instrumentalities, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare. 

(The remarks of Mr. YARBOROUGH when he 
introduced the b111 appear later in the RECORD 
under the appropriate heading.) 

By Mr. DOMINICK: 
S. 2550. A blll to require that State pro

graxns approved under part A of title IV of 
the Social Security Act make the aid available 
thereunder to children in need thereof be
cause of the unemployment of their father; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

(The remarks of Mr. DoMINICK when he 
introduced the blll appear later in the RECORD 
rmder the appropriate heading.) 

By Mr. HARTKE: 
S. 2551. A bill to amend title 5, United 

Stwtes Code, with respect to civil service re
tirement credit for employees injured in 
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line of duty, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Post Ofilce and CivU Service. 

By Mr. SYMINGTON (for himself and 
Mr. EAGLETON): 

S. :&552. A blll to amend the Act of AprU 
22, 1960, providing for the establishment of 
the Wilson's Creek Battlefield National Park; 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

(The remarks of Mr. SYMINGTON when he 
introduced the bill appear later in the REc
ORD under the appropriate heading.) 

By Mr. MciNTYRE: 
S. 2553. A bill for the relief of Giovanni 

Cerr&to; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. MONDALE (for himself, :Mr. 

WILLIAMS of New Jersey, Mr. RAN
DOLPH, Mr. CHURCH, a.nd Mr. 
PROUTY): 

s. 2554. A bill to provide certain services 
for Government employees in order to assist 
them in preparing for retirement; to the 
Committee on Post Ofilce and Civil Service. 

(The remarks of Mr. MoNDALE when he 
introduced the b111 appear later in the RECORD 
under the appropriate heading.) 

ByMr.FONG: 
S. 2555. A bill for the relief of Renato 

Geliza Ramil; 
S. 2556. A bill for the relief of Chung Ja 

Nohara; 
S. 2557. A blll for the relief of Erminia 

Ancheta Mandac; and 
S. 2558. A bill for the relief of Manuel 

Paris Guerrero; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. MONTOYA: 
S. 2559. A bill to amend section 901 of the 

Merchant Marine Act, 1936, with respect to 
the transportation in U.S.-flag commercial 
vessels of certain cargoes related to the ac
tivities of the Federal Government; to the 
co:nlmittee on Commerce. 

(The remarks of Mr. MoNTOYA when he 
introduced the bill appear later in the 
RECORD under the appropriate heading.) 

By Mr. PERCY (by request): 
S. 2560. A bill to authorize additional ap

propriations to the Small Business Adminis
tration for economic opportunity manage
ment assistance, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. MURPHY (for himself, Mr. 
CRANSTON, Mr. ALLOTT, and Mr. 
DOMINICK): 

S.J. Res. 131. Joint resolution to welcome 
to the United States all Olympic athletes and 
authorized Olympic delegations, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

(The remarks of Mr. MURPHY when he in
troduced the joint resolution appear later 
in the RECORD under the appropriate head
ing.) 

By Mr. BROOKE (for himself and Mr. 
KENNEDY): 

S.J. Res. 132. A joint resolution to author
ize the President to proclaim the period be
ginning August 3, 1969, and ending August 
10, 1969, as "National Shorthand and Steno
type Reporters Week"; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

(The remarks of Mr. BROOKE when he in
troduced the joint resolution appear later in 
the RECORD under the appropriate heading.) 

S. 2548--INTRODUCTION OF A BILL 
TO STRENGTHEN AND IMPROVE 
THE FOOD SERVICE PROGRAMS 
FOR CHILDREN 
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, re

cent efforts to combat hunger and mal
nutrition in this country have been quite 
gratifying. The Senate Committee on 
4griculture's action in reporting to the 
floor a bill for the comprehensive revi
sion of the food-stamp program is illus
trative of a new sense of oommitment on 
the part of 'the Congress-a commitment 

to stamp out hunger and malnutrition in 
this Nation of grea·t agricultural abun
dance. 

The committee mQirkup shows that 
many of us are determined to do some
thing now to provide adequate nutrition 
for the hungry of the Nation. I am ex
tremely pleased that the major parts of 
my own food-stamp bill have been incor
porated in our committee b111. However, 
we oannot allow ourselves to become 
complacent and self-satisfied. We must 
not delude ourselves in.to thinking that 
the enactment of ,a comprehensive food
stamp law wlll completely solve the prob
lem of hunger and malnutrition. 

Throughout my examina:ti:on of the 
problem, I have felt that our efforts 
should be directed to·ward seeing that 
hungry children receive the proper diet. 

In far too many cases, lack of adequate 
f·ood has already left its mark on poverty
stricken adults. An improper diet in the 
fol'IIll81tive years has resulted in mental 
retardation and habitual lack of energy 
and initiative in an unknown segment 
of our adult population. The most tragic 
aspect of this problem is that many of 
these deprived adults are producing off
spring who must endure the same un
fortunate cycle of poverty. 

We must break this cycle. We must do 
everything within the power of the Gov
ernment to see that all the children of 
this Nation are given adequate nutrition. 

Of course, a major instrument for 
achieving this objective can be the food
stamp program. Hopefully, expansion of 
the food-stamp program will provide im
proved nutrition for the maj-ority of de
prived children of the Nation. 

We are deluding ourselves, however, if 
we think that the food-S'tamp program 
oan, by itself, provide S'ufficient nutrition 
fo.r all children who M"e not now receiv
ing an adequate diet. 

Although a liberalization of the food
stamp program will bring millions of ad
ditional families into the program, there 
are many families who will never par
ticipate. Many needy families wlll havP. 
too much pride to ask for any form 
of public assistance-including food 
stamps. 

Many families-those in the upper 
limits of eligibility-will feel thait the 
bonus to be gained by pa.rtictpa:tion in 
the food-stamp program is not enough 
to warrant the trouble. 

Furthermore, we must face the harsh 
fact that in a small minority of cases, 
mothers are too ignorant, too lazy, or too 
callous to prepare adequate food for their 
children, even where such food is avail
able. 

Therefore, I believe that we must enact 
legislation which will insure that appe
tizing, nutritious school lunches are 
available to all deprived children. 

We must use food as a tool of educa
tion. A child cannot learn if he is hun
gry. It has been the experience of school 
administrators in economically deprived 
areas that there is a marked improve
ment in school attendance when children 
can look forward to the prospect of a 
good meal at school. 

During my tour of the school lunch 
program of Georgia in April, I was made 
aware of the importance of food as an 
educational device. While in Macon, Ga., 
I visited a school in which a very success-

ful breakfast program was operating. 
The teachers of that school were ex
tremely pleased with the program, for 
they had found that children who had 
taken advantage of this breakfast pro
gram were much more apt pupils and 
were less of a discipline problem. The 
principal of the school told me: 

Before we got the breakfast program, we 
could not teach some of these kids anything 
until after lunch. Now they are eager to learn 
thr·oughout the day. 

I am delighted that the public con
science has awakened in many areas to 
the need to insure that no hungry child 
should go without a school lunch. In 
both Macon and Atlanta, of my own 
State, and in other areas, ambitious serv
ice organizations, working with news 
media, have been able to raise thousands 
of dollars to provide free lunches for 
needy kids. 

However, I do not believe that a Na
tion as wealthy as ours can afford to rely 
on sporadic efforts of good wlll to provide 
adequate nutrition for our greatest re
source, our children. 

As I toured Georgia's school lunch pro
grams-both urban and rural-! was 
taken by the incongruity of hungry chil
dren in a Nation with so much wealth, 
so much agricultural abundance as ours. 
I do not believe that anyone who has 
stood as I have stood in Alexander II 
Elementary School, in Macon, Ga., and 
watched eager little children file in to 
eat their breakfast with obvious enjoy
ment, can feel that we should not spend 
more for the nutrition of our children. 

As I made a thorough study of this 
problem-by a tour of my own State 
and by reading data and testimony from 
other States-! was surprised and 
shocked by the great unmet need for ad
ditional funding and services in our 
school lunch programs. I think most 
middle-class Americans assume that 
every child who is in need gets a freA 
lunch through the school lunch pro
gram. 

Nothing could be further from the 
truth. By the most conservative esti
mates, the odds are 3 to 1 against the 
needy child getting his free lunch. Ac
cording to an Elementary and Second
ary Education Act statistical study, there 
are 6 mlllion school-age children in this 
country who belong to fam111es in the 
lowest poverty level-fam111es earning 
less than $2,000 a year and/or are re
ceiving aid to families with dependent 
children. But fewer than 2 m1llion chil
dren receive free or reduced-price 
lunches under the national school lunch 
program. 

Make no mistake--the national school 
lunch program has been a wonderful in
strument for good. It has provided badly 
needed nutrition for millions of hungry 
American children. This program, en
acted into law in 1946, stands as a great 
legislative achievement of two of our 
most beloved colleagues, Senator Rus
SELL and Senator ELLENDEit. 

The whole Nation has been richer be
cause of the foresight displayed by these 
gentlemen back in 1946. 

However, there has been a great deal 
of change since the late 1940's. Although 
originally there were sufficient funds to 
pay the maximum allowable reimburse-
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ment rate of 9 cents per lunch, the aver
age cash reimbursement nationally is 
now only 4% cents per lunch. 

There have been many additions and 
improvements made to the School Lunch 
Act since 1946, but they have not been 
adequate. We have come to realize that 
a special effort must be made to provide 
assistance to low-income schools. The 
special assistance section added to the 
School Lunch Act in 1962 has greatly in
creased funding for free and reduced
price lunches served to the needy. 

The passage of the Child Nutrition Act 
of 1966 provided for pilot breakfast pro
grams and other improvements in child 
nutrition. Other programs, such as the 
special milk program, utilization of sec
tion 32 surplus foods, and funds under 
title I of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act-all of these have im
proved the school lunch programs and 
child nutrition. 

While all of these programs have 
made a difference, they have not pro
vided a comprehensive solution to the 
problem. They have not solved the prob
lem for a number of reasons. However, 
the primary shortcoming of all of these 
programs is a shortage of funding. 

During my study and analysis of the 
different child feeding programs over 
the past two months, I have also real
ized that there is a great need for re
vision of the laws which have set up 
the child feeding programs. In all too 
many cases, funds now appropriated do 
not go to children who need help the 
most. 

In many cases where free or reduced
price lunches are available, the embar
rassment with which the programs are 
administered prevents the full utiliza
tion of school lunches by children in 
bad need of adequate nutrition. 

In many schools, such as those in 
Boston, Mass., there are no facilities for 
the preparation of hot lunches. 

In some areas of the country, there 1s 
no desire to participate in the school 
lunch program, for it is thought that 
adequate child feeding is not a responsi
bility of public education. For example, 
Los Angeles, a city of almost 3 million 
people, does not participate in the school 
lunch program. 

In other areas where there is partici
pation in the school lunch program, the 
price of lunches is pegged so high that 
children of low-income families do not 
participate. 

With these facts in mind, I am today 
introducing legislation to expand and 
improve school lunch services through
out the country. 

My proposed legislation would: 
First. Provide for increased funding. 
Second. Allow advance planning by 

authorizing the appropriations of funds 
a year in advance. 

Third. Insure that the funds appro
priated reach the children who need it 
most. 

Fourth. Provide that there would be no 
overt identification of children receiving 
free or reduced-price meals. 

Fifth. Where there is no equipment 
for the preparation of food, my bill would 
provide additional' funding to purchase 
the necessary equipment. 

Sixth. Where these facilities and 
equipment cannot be installed imme-

diately, my bill would allow the utiliza
tion of private food services for purposes 
of providing nutrition for schoolchildren. 

Seventh. The bill would require greater 
State participation in the funding of the 
school lunch program. It would insure 
that the States would pay part of the 
cost of child nutrition out of general 
revenue. 

Eighth. The bill will make available 
addi-tional money for thP. payment of 
operating expenses in needy schools. 

Ninth. My bill provides for special de
velopment projects to experiment in new 
methods of improving food service for 
children. 

Tenth. The bill provides for elimina
tion of a discriminatory aspect of the 
present law in regard to payment of 
State administrative expenses. 

Eleventh. I provide for the employ
ment of experts specially trained in child 
nutrition for assistance on the State and 
local level. 

Twelfth. In order to assist State edu
cational agencies in carrying out the 
purpose of child feeding acts, my bill 
would provide the Secretary of Agricul
ture with funds for research surveys and 
demonstration projects in the field of 
school food service and for the dissemi
nation of information obtained from 
these research programs. 

Thirteenth. In order to encourage con
tinued improvement and innovation in 
our child feeding programs, I would es
tablish a National Advisory Council on 
Child Nutrition. 

Last April, I toured school lunchrooms 
of my State to investigate the breakfast 
and lunch programs. At that time I made 
a commitment to not only my people of 
Georgia, but of the entire Nation. I 
promised that I would introduce legis
lation in an effort to insure that no child 
who came to school hungry would go 
home hungry. 

The legislation I introduced today in
dicates my readiness to fulfill this com
mitment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be received and appropriately referred. 

The bill (S. 2548) to amend the Na
tional School Lunch Act and the Child 
Nutrition Act of 1966 to strengthen and 
improve the food service programs pro
vided for children under such acts intro
duced by Mr. TALMADGE, was received, 
read twice by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on Agriculture and For
estry. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, my 
bill would improve child feeding pro
grams by making 13 important changes. 

PROVISIONS FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDING 

My bill provides $38 million for the 
purchase of food service equipment in 
fiscal year 1970. As the equipment need 
is met, funding would be decreased to the 
level of $10 million per year. 

I would provide for funding of $200 
million for special assistance to needy 
children in fiscal year 1970. This amount 
would be increased to $250 million in fis
cal year 1971, and $300 million in fiscal 
year 1972. 

ADVANCE FUNDING 

Under the present system school dis
tricts have great diftlculty in planning 
for the oncoming school year. My bill 
authorized the appropriation of funds a 

year in advance of the beginning of the 
fiscal year in which the funds would be
come available to the States. 

PROPER UTILIZATION OF FUNDS 

Under present law a needy child is 
benefited by special assistance funds only 
if he happens to attend a school desig
nated as a "special assistance school." 
My bill requires that special assistance 
funds follow the needy child. Under my 
plan these funds would be available to 
needy children regardless of the school 
they attend. 

OVERT IDENTIFICATION 

Due to embarrassing and insensitive 
administration of the school lunch pro
gram by some school officials, needy 
children in some schools refuse to take 
advantage of free lunches. My bill would 
insure that there would be no overt iden
tification of children receiving free or 
reduced-price lunches. 

EQUIPMENT ASSISTANCE 

In many areas school systems have no 
facilities or equipment for the prepara
tion of school lunches. To meet the ur
gent need in this area, my bill would pro
vide $38 million for equipment funding 
during 1970. This sum would be reduced 
as the need is met. It would be $33 mil
lion in 1971; $15 million in 1972; and 
$10 million every year thereafter. 

UTILIZATION OF PRIVATE FOOD SERVICES 

Where the school system is unwilling 
or unable to obtain the necessary facili
ties and equipment immediately, my bill 
would provide that private food services 
could be utilized. 

GREATER STATE PARTICIPATION 

At present, the States match each dol
lar of Federal money with $3 of Stat.e 
money. However, there is no requirement 
that any part of the State money be ob
tained from State revenue sources. The 
$3 matching requirement may be met 
solely from revenue obtained from child 
and adult payments fOT school lunches. 
My bill would provide a new matching 
formula of $1 of State money for every 
$1 of Federal money. However, the States 
would be required to meet a percentage 
of their matching funds from State rev
enue sources. Initially, States will be re
quired to obtain 10 percent of the match
ing requirement from State sources, and 
eventually this matching requirement 
will be raised to 50 percent. 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

For needy schools, my bill would pro
vide for additional Federal assistance in 
the payment of operating expenses. It 
would allow the USDA to pay up to 80 
percent of the operating cost of the feed
ing program, including the cost of ob
taining-, preparing and serving food. 

SPECIAL DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS 

There is a need for innovation and for 
improvement of child feeding programs. 
The bill would provide for special de
velopment projects which would experi
ment in the utilization of special fabri
cated food items, attractive packaging, 
and new delivery systems. 

STATE ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 

Present law restricts the States in 
utilization of funds for administrative 
expenses. My bill would eliminate the 
discriminatory aspect of the present law 
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which differentiates among States purely 
on organizational differences. 

CHILD NUTRITION EXPERTS 

There is a need for personnel specially 
trained and educated in matters related 
to the diet and nutrition of children. MY 
bill allows the Secretary of Agriculture 
to determine the number of personnel 
needed and to make money av•ailable for 
thei·r employment. 

RESEARCH AND TRAINING 

There is a need to encourage addi
tional research and surveys in the area 
of school food servi-ce. My bill allows the 
secretary to mak·e funds available to 
State educational agencies for this pur
pose. 

NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL ON CHILD 

NUTRITION 

There is a need for oontinued exami
nation of our child feeding programs. 
The need is great for elimination of over
lapping and for coordination of the vari
ous feeding programs. It shall be the 
function of this council to make oon
tinuous studies and to recommend sub
stantive changes in the child nutritioo 
programs. 

S. 2549-INTRODUCTION OF MEDI
CAL LffiRARY AND HEALTH 
COMMUNICATIONS ASSISTANCE 
AMENDMENTS OF 1969 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I 

introduce, for appropriate reference, leg
islation to improve and extend those pro
visions of the Public Health Service Act 
authorizing assistance to medical librar
ies and related facilities. This bill-the 
Medical Library and Health Communi
cations Assistance Amendments of 1969-
would extend and expand an essential 
national program for improving com
munications throughout the health field. 

There is a vital need to assist the or
derly growth of our country's health 
communication resources. Biomedical 
libraries constitute a fundamental 
"knowledge bank" for our national health 
effort in patient care, biomedical re
search, and professional education. When 
the Medical Library Assistance Act of 
1965 was passed, Congress recognized 
that the massive growth of biomedical 
knowledge had wholly outstripped our 
facilities for collecting and disseminat
ing information in the health sciences. 
At that time American medical libraries, 
to which all other biomedical communi
cations media must relate, were in a de
plorable condition-inadequately housed, 
equipped, and staffed. 

Under the Medical Library Assist
ance Act of 1965, a total of $95 million for 
fiscal years 1966-70 was authorized for 
the seven programs funded under this 
legislation. But a total of only $34 m11-
11on has been appropriated through fiscal 
year 1969 for these seven programs, not 
half of the money Congress authorized. 

Grants totaling $11.2 million have been 
awarded to assist the construction of 11 
health libraries in educational institu
tions throughout the oountry. 

For the purpose of increasing and 
organizing the health library resources of 
the Nation, 392 resource grants totaling 
over $11 million will have been awarded 
by the close of fiscal year 1970 for im-

proved and expanded services in health 
libraries. 

During the same period, nine regional 
library awards totaling $5 million will 
have been made, thus organizing health 
information services under regional co
operative arrangements designed to uti
lize available resources more effectively. 

To expedite access, availability, and 
utility of health information through re
search and development, 64 projects, 
totaling some $5.9 million, will have been 
supported. In addition, 67 awards have 
been made, totaling $2.9 million for 29 
projects, to prepare, synthesize, and 
distribute secondary literature resources 
in a wide spectrum of the health 
sciences. 

In 1965, there were less than 3,000 
trained medical librarians. With just 
under $4.5 million appropriated under the 
Medical Library Assistance Act, some 20 
graduate and postgraduate training pro
grams have been initiated, and 309 per
sons will have received training through 
1970. These programs have gone beyond 
traditional training in their orientation 
to innovative technology to serve infor
mation processing. To present legislation 
has brought to the attention of health 
leaders the potential contribution well
organized biomedical communications 
has for more effective use of scarce man
power resources. 

The Medical Library Assistance Act of 
1965 has made a good beginning toward 
the solution of health information prob
lems. However, I am impressed by the 
magnitude of the problems which re
main. 

At the present time we need 5,000 
trained medical librarians and other 
health communication specialists. Less 
than 20 percent of the 7,200 accredited 
hospitals in the United States have 
library facilities that are in any way 
adequate for their needs. 

Without continued and expanded sup
port through the Medical Library As
sistance Act, our health information 
problems will only grow worse. On the 
basis of current progress and future 
plans, it is estimated that over 10,000 
physicians will graduate from medical 
school in 1975, an increase of one-third 
over the present time. Leaders in other 
health professions are also preparing for 
greatly expanded personal requirements 
in the coming decade. To meet the in
structional requirements this expansion 
will impose, more educational leaders are 
turning to greater use of medical library 
resources, particularly to programed 
learning in specifically designed learn
ing resource centers. It is hoped that this 
combination of bibliographic resources, 
technological apparatus, and educational 
research will make teaching of the future 
more effective and more responsive. 

The extension of the Medical Library 
Assistance Act that I am introducing, 
while similar to the present act, incor
porates several changes to take advan
tage of the experience and progress 
gained so far. This legislation would au
thorize a 5-year program with an in
creased authorization funding level from 
$21 million to $41 million per year, or 
$205 million over 5 years, a level com
mensurate with the need we must at
tempt to meet. Language changes are 
proposed to allow greater flexibility in 

administration and to permit more 
equitable and efficient utilization of 
funds. 

The Medical Library and Health Com
munications Assistance Amendments of 
1969 will not resolve all the needs and 
problems in health communications. 
They will, however, provide assistance 
where needed and stimulate the formu
lation and adaptation of new ideas and 
new concepts for making health infor
mation available. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of this bill with a sum
mary of the -bill be printed at this point 
in the RECORD. I also ask unanimous 
consent to have a number of letters re
questing this legislation, printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be received and appropriately referred; 
and, without objection, the bill, sum
mary, and letters will be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The bill <S. 2549) to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to improve and extend 
the provisions relating to assistance to 
medical libraries and related instrumen
talities, and for other purposes, intro
duced by Mr. YARBOROUGH, was received, 
read twice by its title, referred to the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
and ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

8. 2549 
Be tt enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this Act 
may be cited as the "Medical Library and 
Health Communications Assistance Amend
ments of 1969". 

CLARIFYING AND TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS 

DECLARATION OF POLICY AND STATEMENT OF 
PURPOSE 

SEC. 2. (a) (1) Clause (3) of subsection (b) 
of section 390 (42 U.S.C. 280(b)) of the 
Public Health Service Act is amended by 
striking out "the awarding of special fellow
ships to physicians and other practitioners in 
the sciences related to health and scientists," 
and inserting in lieu thereof "grants to physi
cians and other practitioners in the sciences 
related to health, and scientists, and public 
or nonprofit private institutions on behalf of 
such individuals,"; and 

(2) Clause (5) of such subsection is 
amended by striking out "improving" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "establishing, im
proving,". 
ASSISTANCE FOR CONSTRUCTION OF FACILITIES 

(b) (1) Subsection (b) (1) (B) of section 
393 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 280b-3) is 
amended by striking out "subject to subsec
tion (c),". 

(2) Section 393 of such Act is further 
amended by striking out subsection (c) 
thereof and redesignating subsections (d), 
(e), (f), (g), (h), and (i) a.s subsections 
(c). (d), (e), (f), (g), and (h), respec
tively. 

ASSISTANCE TO SPECIAL SCIENTIFIC 

PROJECTS 

(c) (1) The heading of section 395 of such 
Act (42 U.S.C. 280b-5) is amended to read: 
"ASSISTANCE FOR SPECIAL SCIENTIFIC PROJ

ECTS, AND FOR RESEARCH AND DEVELOP
MENT IN MEDICAL LmRARY SCIENCE AND 
RELATED FIELDS" 

(2) The second sentence of section 395 of 
such Act 1s amended by striking out "Sur
geon General for the establishment of spe
cial fellowships to be awarded to physicians 
and other practitioners in the sciences re
lated to health and scientists" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "Secretary to make grants to 
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physicians and other practitioners in the 
sciences related to health, and scientists, and 
public or nonprofit private institutions on 
behalf of such individuals". 

(3) The third sentence of such section is 
amended (A) by striking out "In establish
ing such fellowships, the Surgeon General" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "In making such 
grants, the Secretary"; and (B) by striking 
out "fellowships are established" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "grants are made". 
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT IN MEDICAL LI-

BRARY SCIENCE AND RELATED FIELDS 

(d) Subsection (a) of section 396 of such 
Act (42 u.s.a. 280b-6) is amended by strik
ing out "research and investigations in the 
field of medical library science" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "research, investigations, 
and demonstrations in the field of medical 
library science". 
GRANTS FOR IMPROVING AND EXPANDING THE 

BASIC RESOURCES OF MEDICAL LIBRARIES 
AND RELATED INSTRUMENTALITIES 

(e) ( 1) The heading of section 397 of such 
Act (42 u.s.a. 280b-7) is amended to read: 
"GRANTS FOR ESTABLISHING, IMPROVING, AND 

EXPANDING THE BASIC RESOURCES OF MED
ICAL LIBRARIES AND RELATED INSTRUMEN
TALITIES" 

(2) The first sentence of subsection (b) 
of such section is amended by striking out 
"expanding" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"establishing, expanding,''. 

(3) Subsection (c) (2) of such section is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(2) In no case shall any grant under this 
section to a medical library or related instru
mentality for any fiscal year exceed $200,000; 
and grants to such medical libraries or re
lated instrumentalities shall be in such 
amounts as the Secretary may by regulation 
prescribe with a view to assuring adequate 
continuing financial support for such librar
ies or instrumentalities from other sources 
during and after the period for which Fed
eral assistance is provided." 

GRANTS FOR ESTABLISHMENT OF REGIONAL 
MEDICAL LIBRARIES 

(f) (1) Subsection (b) of section 398 of 
such Act (42 u.s.a. 280b-8) is amended by 
striking out "and" at the end of clause (4), 
by redesignating clause (5) as clause (6), 
and by inserting a new clause (5) to read as 
follows: 

"(5) planning for services and activities 
under this section; and" 

(2) Subsection (c) (1) of ·such section is 
amended by striking out "(A) to modify and 
increase their library resources so as to be 
able to provide supportive services to other 
libraries in the region as well as individual 
users of library services" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "(A) to modify and increase 
their library resources and to supplement the 
resources of cooperating libraries in the re
gion so as to be able to provide a.dequa. te 
supportive services to all libraries in the re
gion as well as to individual users of library 
services". 

(3) Subsection (c) (2) of such section is 
amended by striking out clause (A) andre
designating clauses (B) and (C) as clauses 
(A) and (B), respectively. 

(4) Such section is further amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
subsection: 

"(f) The Secretary may also carry out the 
purposes of this section through contracts as 
well as grants, and such contracts shall be 
subject to the same limitations as are pro· 
vided in this section for grants." 

FINANCIAL SUPPORT FOR BIOMEDICAL 
PUBLICATIONS 

(g) (1) The second sentence of subsection 
(a) of section 399 of such Act (42 u.s.a. 
280b-9) is amended by striking out", public 
or private nonprofit institutions of higher 
education and individual scientists" and in-

CXV--1161-Part 14 

serting in lieu thereof "public or nonprofit 
private institutions and organizations, and 
individual scientists". 

(2) Subsection (b) of such section is 
repealed. 

(3) Subsection (c) of such section is re
designated as subsection (b). 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

EXTENSIONS OF DURATION 

SEc. 3. (a) Section 399a of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 280b-10) is 
amended to read as follows: 

"SEc. 399a. Funds appropriated to carry 
out any of the purposes of this part for any 
fiscal year shall remain available for such 
purposes for the fiscal year immediately 
following the fiscal year for which they were 
appropr'iated. Funds appropriated under this 
part for grants for construction shall re
main available until expended". 
ASSISTANCE FOR CONSTRUCTION OF FACILITIES 

(b) Effective with respect to fiscal years 
ending after June 30, 1970, subsection (i) of 
section 393 of such Act is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(i) For the purposes of carrying out the 
provisions of this section, there are hereby 
authorized to be appropriated for each fiscal 
year, beginning with the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1971, and ending with the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1975, such sums, not to ex
ceed $20,000,000 for any fiscal year, as may 
be necessary". 
GRANTS FOR TRAINING IN MEDICAL LIBRARY 

SCIENCES 

(c) Effective with respect to fiscal years 
ending after June 30, 1970, subsection (a) 
of section 394 of such Act is amended by 
striking out "In order to enable the Surgeon 
General to carry out the purposes of sec
tion 390(b) (2), there are hereby authorized 
to be appropriated for each fiscal year, be
ginning with the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1966, and ending With the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1970, such sums not to exceed 
$1,000,000, for any fiscal year, as may be 
necessary. Sums made available under this 
section shall be utilized by the Surgeon Gen
eral in making grants-" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "In order to enable the Secre
tary to carry out the purposes of section 
390(b) (2), there are hereby authorized to 
be appropriated for each fiscal year, begin
ning with the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1971, and ending With the fiscal year end
:ing June 30, 1975, such sums, not to exceed 
$3,000,000 for any fiscal year, as may be 
necessary. Sums made available under this 
section shall be utilized by the Secretary in 
making grants-". 
ASSISTANCE FOR SPECIAL SCIENTIFIC PROJECTS 

(d) (1) Effective with respect to fiscal 
years ending after June 30, 1970, the first 
sentence of section 395 of such Act is 
amended to read as follows: "In order to en
able the Secretary to carry out the purposes 
of section 390(b) (3), there are hereby au
thorized to be appropriated for each fiscal 
year, beg'inning with the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1971, and ending with the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1975, such sums, not to ex
ceed $500,000 for any fiscal year, as may be 
necessary." 

(2) The second sentence of such section is 
amended by striking out "Surgeon General" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "Secretary". 
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT IN MEDICAL 

LIBRARY SCIENCE AND RELATED FIELDS 

(e) (1) Effective with respect to fiscal years 
ending e.fter June 30, 1970, the first sentence 
of subsection (a) of section 396 of such Act 
is amended to read as follows: "In order to 
enable the secretary to carry out the pur
poses of section 390(b) (4), there are hereby 
authorized to be appropriated for each fiscal 
year, beginning with the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1971, and ending with the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1975, such sums, not 

to exceed $3,000,000 for any fiscal year, as 
may be necessary." 

(2) The second sentence of subsection (a.) 
of such section is amended by striking out 
"Surgeon General" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "Secretary". 
GRANTS FOR IMPROVING AND EXPANDING THE 

BASIC RESOURCES OF MEDICAL LIBRARIES AND 

RELATED INSTRUMENTALITIES 

(f) (1) Effective with respect to fiscal years 
ending after June 30, 1970, subsection (a) 
of section 397 of such Act is amended to 
read as follows: 

"(a) In order to enable the Secretary to 
carry out the purposes of section 390(b) (5), 
there are hereby authorized to be appropri
ated for each fiscal year, beginning with the ' 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1971, and ending 
with the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975, 
such sums, not to exceed $6,000,000 for any 
fiscal year, as may be necessary." 

(2) Subsection (b) of section 397 of such 
Act is amended by striking out "Surgeon 
General" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"Secretary". 
GRANTS FOR ESTABLISHMENT OF REGIONAL 

MEDICAL LIBRARIES 

(g) (1) Effective with respect to fiscal years 
ending after June 30, 1970, the first sen
tence of subsection (a) of section 398 of 
such Act is amended to read a.s follows: "In 
order to enable the Secretary to carry out 
the purposes of section 390(b) (6), there are 
hereby authorized to be appropriated for 
each fiscal year, beginning with the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1971, and ending with 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975, such 
sums, not to exceed $6,500,000 for any fiscal 
year, as may be necessary." 

(2) The second sentence of such subsec
tion (a) is amended by striking out "Sur
geon General" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"Secretary". 

FINANCIAL SUPPORT FOR BIOMEDICAL 
PUBLICATIONS 

(h) (1) Effective with respect to fiscal years 
ending after June 30, 1970, the first sentence 
of subsection (a) of soot! on 399 of suoh 
Act is amended to read as follows: "In order 
to enable the Secretary to carry out the 
purposes of section 390(b) (7), there are 
hereby authorized to be appropriated !or 
each fiscal year, beginning with the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1971, and ending with 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975, such 
sums, not to exceed $2,000,000 for any fiscal 
year, as may be necessary". 

(2) The second sentence of such subsec
tion (a) is amended by striking out "Surgeon 
General" and inserting ln lieu thereof "Secre
tary". 

REDESIGN ATIONS 

Sec. 4 ('a) (1) Title ill of the Public Health 
Service Act is amended by redesignating (A) 
part I as part J, (B) part II which has the 
heading "Part IT-National Ll:brary of Medi· 
cine" as part I, and (c) sections 371 through 
378 in such part as sections 381 through 388, 
respectively. 

(2) Clause (2) of section 391 of such Act 
(42 u.s.a. 280b-1) is amended by striking 
ous "section 373 (a) " and inserting in lieu 
thereof "section 383 (a) " . 

(3) (A) Subsection (a) of section 392 of 
such Act (42 u.s.a. 280b-2) is amended (i) 
by striking out "373(a)" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "383 (a) " and ( 11) by striking 
out "373" and inserting in lieu thereof "383". 

(B) Subsection (b) of such section 392 is 
amended by striking out "part II whioh deals 
with the National Library of Medicine" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "part I". 

(b) (1) Section 395 of the Public Health 
Service Act is amended by inserting " (a) " 
immediately under "Sec. 395.". 

(2) Section 396 of such Act is amended 
(A) by striking out the heading thereto, (B) 
by striking out "Sec. 396.", and (C) by re-
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designating subsections (a) and (b) thereof 
as subsections (b) and (c), respectively. 

(3) Sections 397, 398, 399, 399a, and 399•b 
of such Act (and all references therert;o) are 
redesignated as sections 396, 397, 398, 399, 
and 399a, respectively. 

EFFECTIVE DATE 
Sec. 5. Except as otherwise provided, the 

amendments made by the preceding provi
sions of this Act shall take effect July 1, 
1970, and shall be effective with respect to 
grants and contracts made after June 30, 
1970. 

The summary and letters, presented 
by Mr. YARBOROUGH, are as follows: 
SUMMARY OF MEDICAL LIBRARY AND HEALTH 

COMMUNICATIONS ASSISTANCE AMENDMENTS 
OF 1969 
This bill would amend the Public Health 

Service Act to improve and extend the pro
visions relating to a.ssistan<:e to med·ioal li
braries and related instrumentalities. The 
Act is cited as the "Medical Li:brary and 
Healrtlh Communications Assistance Amend
ments of 1969." 

The bill proposes a five-year extension of 
these provisions of the Act (through fiscal 
yea.r 1975); increases the maximum appro
priwtion authorization from $21 million per 
year to $41 million per year; and makes a 
number of clarifying and technical amend
ments to facilitate its administration. 

These amendments would allow the Secre
tary to make grants for special scientific 
projects to institutions OlD. behalf of qualified 
individuals as well as to such individuals 
directly. They would consolidate similar au
thorities of this section (Section 395) and 
the research and development authorities 
of Section 396 and perm! t the use of funds 
for demonstration projects, as well as re
search and development of new techniques 
in medical library science and health com
muntcrutions. 

Under grants for mediool libr·ary resources 
(Section 397 of the Public Health Service 
Act), the proposal would continue the lim- · 
itatton of $200,000 for any single grant. How
ever, it would permit the Secre<ta.ry to pre
scribe by regulation the amount of the grant, 
in order to a&S~Ure adequate, continued fi
nancial support from other sources during 
and after the period of Federal assistance. 
This would be in place of the present provi
sion under which grant amounts are required 
to be reduced annually by a prescribed per
centage of either the prior year's grant or 
the institution's annUial operating budget. 

The Act would also authorize planning 
grants and provide contracting authority 
with respect to regional medical libraries. In 
order to obviate any administrative difficulty 
caused by the wording of the law, the bill 
deletes a provision requiring the Secretary 
to give priority on the basis of "need" to 
applications for grants for regional medical 
libraries since by the same provision the Sec
retary is also required to base h1s main con
sideration in making grants on the potential 
of the grantee library in meeting "needs" 
for services. 

The amendments would expand the cate
gories of eligible recipients for biomedical 
publication projects to public or nonprofit 
institutions or organizations (now restricted 
to institutions of higher education) as well 
as to sci~ntists and would extend the per
missible grant period for publication support 
beyond the current three-year maximum to 
any such publication as the Secretary may 
determine will be advantageous to carry out 
the purposes of this Act. 

THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS, M. D. 
ANDERSON HOSPITAL AND TuMOR 
INSTITUTE, 

Houston, Tex., May 1, 1969. 
Han. RALPH YARBOROUGH, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR YARBOROUGH: A vital part of 

the progress in medicine is concerned with 
continuing and intimate contact with medi
cal information by way of medical libraries 
in a. given region. We are very concerned 
about the status of the Medical Library As
sistance Act renewal legislation and the effect 
any further reductions in the funding would 
have upon this progress. 

At my request, a member of our staff has 
prepared a. review of the present status of 
programs funded through this legislation and 
specifically the benefits which have been de
rived from it in Texas. A copy of this re
view is forwarded for your information. 

Sincerely yours, 
R. LEE CLARK, M.D. 

President. 

REV:IEW OF MEDICAL LmRARY ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAM 

The need for medical library assistance 
from the federal level was created largely by 
the heavy Public Health Service research 
grant funding beginning after World War II 
and continuing to the present. AJ3 more re
search money was made available, more re
quests for medical library materials and serv
ices were generated by the investigators. In 
addition, the published papers from the fed
erally-funded research has resulted in an ex
ponential increase in the amount of available 
medical and scientific information. Inade
quately budgeted medical libraries could not 
acquire and organize this "flood" of material 
for use by the producer/consumer, i.e., the 
physician and the investigator. 

The Medical Library Assistance Act of 1965 
(PL 89-291) authorized the following 
amounts for each fiscal year of a. 5-year pe
riod: 

Construction ----------------
Training --------------------
Special projects --------------
Research --------------------
Resources --------------------
Regional Medical Libraries ____ _ 

Total ------------------

$10,000,000 
1,000,000 

500,000 
3.000,000 
3,000,000 
2,500,000 

20,000,000 

Since its enactment, all sections of the Act 
have been funded only to about half of the 
level authorized. In the two year periOd from 
1966 through 1968, approximately $20,000,000 
have been granted to medical libraries in the 
United States. This level of funding cannot 
close the gap created by the 20-odd years of 
research support before the Medical Library 
Assistance Act was written. 

Funds for two sections of the Act have 
proven particularly inadequate: Construc
tion, and Regional Medical Libraries. 

Through June 30, 1968, only 8 grants for 
construction of medical libraries had been 
awarded. Most of the 90 older university med
ical schools maintain only over-crowded areas 
for their libraries. Many have resorted to 
heavy withdrawals of volumes or to storing 
volumes in areas unavailable for use. The 
advent of rapid, long-distance access to in
formation via television and on-line com
puters is still more or less promissory. Under
graduate and postgraduate education in the 
biomedical sciences still relies primarily on 
printed materials to supplement laboratory 
and bed-side teaching. Approximately 30 ap
proved medical library construction applica
tions are now on file at the National Library 
of Medicine awaiting funding. . 

To date six Regional Medical Libraries have 
been approved. None has received funding to 
meet fully the minimum requirements of the 
Act itself, e.g., to supply free photocopy to 
all medical libraries in a given region and to 
all health science personnel requesting it. 
The Act requires a MEDLARS station in each 
official Region. None of these six Regional 
Libraries has received support for computer 
operation of the MEDLARS program. This re
sults in unacceptable delays in the receipt of 
MEDLARS printouts by the local physician, 
while his request is processed in Bethesda at 
the National Library of Medicine. 

Four applications for Regional Medical 
Libraries remain to be approved. All have 
been informed that their funding will be at 
the same low level as the six operating re
gions. 

The local physician and the investigator 
are expected to provide a higher level of 
health care each year. Unless the Medical 
Library Assistance Act is renewed in 1970 and 
all its sections funded at the level authorized, 
the nation's basic biomedical information re
source will become even more unable to sup
ply the literature necessary to assist the 
health scientist in this achievement. 

Institutions in Texas have received the 
following amounts under the Medical Library 
Assistance Act of 1965: 

Construction: 
The University of Texas Medi-

cal Branch, Galveston, for 
construction of a new li
brary--------------------- $1,598,406 

Resources: 
The University of Texas South-

western Medical School, 
Dallas ___________ ------- __ 

The University of Texas Medi-
cal Branch, Galveston _____ _ 

The University of Texas Medi-
cal School, San Antonio ___ _ 

The University of Texas M.D. 
Anderson Hospital and Tu-
mor Institute at Houston __ _ 

The University of Texas Dental 
Branch, Houston __________ _ 

The University of Texas College 
of Pharmacy, Austin _______ _ 

University of Houston College 
of Pharmacy--------------

Austin State Hospital, Austin_ 
Baylor University, Dallas _____ _ 
Southwest Foundation for Re-

search and Education, San 
Antonio ------ --- -------- --

$39,577 

39,808 

50, 179 

36,520 

8,195 

3,949 

7, 204 
4,110 

11,940 

5, 084 

Total resources___________ 206, 566 

Total ____________________ 1, 804,972 

ST. LoUIS STATE HOSPITAL, 
St. Louis, Mo., April 29, 1969. 

Re Medical Library Assistance Act of 1965, 
category 6. 

Hon. RALPH YARBOROUGH, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR YARBOROUGH: This is to let 
you know of my personal interest and need 
for the continuing funding for the projects 
carried out under this act. I would find it 
possible to keep up with the printed ma
terial which comes out monthly in the areas 
for which I have responsibility in this hos
pital. I find it very important to receive se
lected articles in the fields of religion and 
mental health, group therapy, and com
munity mental health. 

To research for articles, collect the maga
zines, and keep up with the reading would 
be impossible. With the present program 
which regularly sends me excerpts of all of 
the articles in the fields for which I have 
responsibility, I find that I can just barely 
keep up with the necessary reading. Without 
this program I would fall hopelessly be
hind in my professional field. I urge you to 
support the continuing funding of these 
programs. 

Sincerely, 
JoN WAGNER, 

Chaplain-Counselor, Southwest Mental 
Health Center, St. Louis State Hospital 
Complex. 

THE FRANCIS A. COUNTWAY 
LmRARY OF MEDICINE, 

Boston, Mass., May 14, 1969. 
Hon. RALPH YARBOROUGH, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR YARBOROUGH; We medicalll• 
bra.rians are conscious of the fact that re-
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newal legislation for the Medical Library 
Assistance Act of 1965 (PL 89-291) will be 
coming before Congress soon. We feel that 
renewal of the Act and, indeed, increased 
funding are essential to the continuing effec
tive dissemination of biomedical information 
to health scientists in this country. I hope 
that I can give you some examples of how 
funds provided by the Medical Library As
sistance Act have concretely benefited the 
health science community served by the 
Countwa.y Library, namely, the health scien
tists of Harvard University, all physicians in 
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, and as 
you will see later, all health scientists and 
practitioners in the six New England states. 

The Countway Library has received funds 
from two parts of the Assistance Act: a Re
sources Grant and a Regional Library Grant. 
With Resources Grant funds we were able 
to strengthen our library resources and to 
make our resources more available to the 
health community in the following ways: 

1. We mounted a project to merge and im
prove the records of periodical sets belonging 
to the Harvard Medical Library and the Bos
ton Medical Library, the two institutions 
which came together in the Countway build
ing in 1965. This unparalleled collection of 
biomedical periodicals is now, for the firs.t 
time, in efficiently retrievable order on our 
shelves and is keyed to records which accu
rately describe our holdings. 

2. We completed the programming effort 
necessary to produce a computer-printed list 
of health-related periodicals in the Countway 
Library from the above-mentioned records. 
This immensely valuable holdings list of 
Countwa.y's 17,000 periodical titles has sub
sequently been made available to all health
science libraries in New England. 

3. We hired an Oriental Language Cataloger 
to initiate a program of acquisition and 
cataloging of materials from mainland China 
and to catalog and process our valuable but 
unprocessed backlog of materials in the Chi
nese, Japanese, and Korean languages. 

4. We hired a Slavic Language Cataloger to 
process a large and unique collection of Slavic 
materials and to keep up with our ongoing 
program of acquiring these materials. 

5. We purchased ba.ckfiles of ninety peri
odical titles. These costly files were identified 
as the most urgently needed lacunae in the 
Library's collection through a. study of re
quests from our health community. 

None of these projects could have been 
completed or even begun in the context of 
the Library's regular sources of income. 

The Countway LibTary was designated in 
1967 as the country's first Regional Medical 
Library, serving the six New England states. 
This designation by the National Library of 
Medicine followed on a long tradition of li
brary service to the general community by 
the two component parts of the Countway 
Library. The Regional Library Grant, how
ever, provided funds for the first time to en
able us to attack the problem of regional 
service in a creative and realistic way. 

Our basic goal has been to equalize the op
portunity for medical library services between 
the health science practitioner at a distance 
from a large medical center and his counter
part who, by accident of geography, works in 
or near such a center. The focus in this 
endeavor is the community hospital-the 
single agency which can act uni versrally as a 
local learning center, center for continuing 
education, and center for library service. 

To this end we have supported the devel
opment of a Core Medical Library for com
munity hospitals, a basic minimum standard 
collection which is financially within reach 
of every hospital library in New England. 
(This list appeared in the New England Jour
nal of Medicine on February 27, 1969, and is 
receiving wide acceptance). Consultation 
from the Countway Library to hospitals in 
the region has been made available to aid 1n 
the solution of a. variety of library problems. 
An educational program, designed to teach 

untrained persons to become effective hospi
tal library supervisors, has been initiated. 

Communication channels have been op
timized: a monthly Newsletter listing Count
way acquisitions and news of interest in the 
region reaches 20,000 health scientists. Wide 
Area Telephone Service (WATS) and Tele
typewriter Exchange (TWX) have removed 
the subtle communication barriers of long 
distance telephoning. 

The Countway provides rapid loans of li
brary materials needed in hospitals but not 
in their collections. Regional reference li
brarians ferret out answers to questions 
posed by health scientists in the region. 

This program, made possible only through 
the Medical Library Assistance Act, has had 
a visible impact on the provision of medical 
library services in New England and, there
by, on efforts for the continuing education 
of health professionals. 

We sincerely hope that you will agree with 
us as to the importance of these exciting 
programs and will lend your support to re
newal legislation. 

Sincerely, 
HAROLD BLOOMQUIST, 

Librarian. 

MEDICAL SOCIETY OF THE COUNTY 
OF KINGS AND THE ACADEMY OF 
MEDICINE OF BROOKLYN, INC., 

Brooklyn, N.Y., June 5, 1969. 
Hon. RALPH YARBOROUGH, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public 

Welfare, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR SENATOR YARBOROUGH: I am writing 

to urge your support of the Medical Library 
Assistance Act. 

The Academy of Medicine of Brooklyn is 
the owner of one of the greatest complete 
medical libraries in the country. It is now 
housed at the Downstate Medical Center, 
State University of New York. Five full-time 
personnel are employed whose sole function 
is to handle interlibrary loans. We have been 
able to satisfy 87 percent of the requests 
sent in for material. 

This function is extremely important both 
to medical education and medical research. 
It is a costly function and one which we 
could not continue without federal funds 
under the Medical Library Assistance Act. 

We strongly urge your support of this 
legislation. 

Sincerely yours, 
MATTHEW BRODY, M.D., 

President. 

UNIVERSITY OF Los ANGELES, 
Los Angeles, June 2, 1969. 

Hon. RALPH YARBOROUGH, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public 

Welfare, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR SENATOR YARBOROUGH: We are Writing 

to tell you how much the Medical Library 
Assistance Act has contributed to the pro
grams of the UCLA Center for the Health 
Sciences and to urge that it be extended for 
at least three years, with higher appropria
tion authorizations. We have been most con
cerned to learn that the Administration has 
proposed only a one year extension in place 
of the five year extension we had confident
ly expected. Anything less than the three 
year extension proposed in HR 11223 is a.l
most certain to prove wasteful because it 
would prevent adequate planning in terms 
of personnel, materiel and sound develop
ment of projects. 

The Biomedical Library here, and through 
it the health sciences community it serves, 
has benefited directly from the Act's pro
visions for training, resources, research, and 
regional libraries. 

Support for training has enabled us to 
continue and expand the medical library 
internship program begun as a pilot proj
ect funded by the National Institute of Gen
eral Medical Sciences. Through this progrrun 
four recent library school graduates, chosen 
on a national basis, spent a year at UCLA in 

a program combining further academic work 
in the biological sciences and other appro
priate fields with rotating assignments in 
each department of the Biomedical Library. 
Graduates have gone out from this program 
to responsible positions in many parts of 
the country. Those who have elected to ac
cept positions in our own library have added 
strength to it a.t a time when qualified 
personnel are in desperately short supply. 

The Medical Library Resource Grant 
awarded three years ago to the Biomedical 
Library has enabled us to make substantial 
progress in reducing our cataloging backlog, 
in an extensive and much needed revision of 
the subject catalog, and in developing prac
tical computerized procedures for processing 
materials and improving bibliographic ac
cess to them. A research grant recently ap
proved, but not yet funded, wm allow us to 
experiment with on-line access to computer
ized records. 

Obviously the progroains of our schools rut 
UCLA are signifioa,ntly improved by improved 
access to the health sciences record, but the 
effects go far beyond our own walls. The 
Biomedical Library, as a training center, in
fiuences students in the School of Library 
Service, Looal librarians ·and librarians visit
ing from many more distant areas. In line 
with University policy, the Library has long 
been a resource available to a.nd widely used 
by the health sciences community of South
ern California. Now, with its designrution this 
month as the Pacific Southwest Regional 
Medical Library, under provision of the Med
ical Library Assistance Act, and in coopera
tion with th·e medioal libra.ri.es of Arizona, 
California, Hawaii and Nevada, it is beginning 
th·e organi22at1on of a regional network with 
lines to the National Library of Medicine and 
other national and regional resources. The 
aim of this network will be dir·ectect to taking 
information to health professionals rather 
than passively waiting for them to find their 
way to it ·as has beerr necesS~ary in the past. 

The ootUial dollar amount spent thus far 
on implementing the Medical Libmry Assist
ance Act has not been great (less than half 
of the mod·est authorim.tion allowed), but 
judging by what it has already done for our 
own library a.nd the libmries in this area, the 
returrus have been large. The job of establish
ing ·an adequate health sciences information 
service, however, has just begun. We strongly 
believe that oompletion of this task is essen
tial to the ultimate success of the national 
effort in health research ·and health oMe. 

Very sincerely yours, 
JOHN W. KNUTSON, D.D.S., 

Acting Dean, School of Dentistry. 
SHERMAN M. MELLINKOFF, M.D., 

Dean, School of Medicine. 
LOUISE DARLING, 

Biomedical Librarian. 
FRANK J. MASSEY, Jr., M.D., 

Acting Dean, School of Public Health. 
Miss AGNES A. O'LEARY, 

Acting Dean, School of Nursing. 
RoBERT VosPER, 

UniverS<fty Librarian. 

NEW ENGLAND REGIONAL MEDICAL 
LmRARY SERVICE, 

Hon. RALPH YARBOROUGH, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

-June 3, 1969. 

DEAR SIR: Renewal legislation for the Med
ical Library Assistance Aot of 1965 (PL 89-
291) will soon be coming before Congress. 

I understand that the Librarian of the 
Countway Library has described to you in 
some detail the important activities we have 
been able to perform, and the services that 
we have been able to provide to New England 
medicine, as a result of funds received under 
PL 89-291. 

As the Department Head charged with the 
responsibility of administering the Regional 
Service program, I have been made aware of 
the benefits that the Service has brought to 
health professionals. I think particularly of 
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those who live and work at some distance 
from urban centers and who have great dif
ficulty securing the bibliographical material 
they need. If only for their sakes I urge your 
support for renewal legislation. 

I am, Sir, 
Sincerely yours, 

T. MARK HODGES, 
Director, NERMLS. 

YALE UNIVERSITY SCHOOL OF NURSING, 
New Haven, Oonn., June 20, 1969. 

Hon. RALPH YARBOROUGH, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public 

Welfare, Subcommittee on Health, U.S. 
Senate, Washington, D.O. 

DEAR MR. YARBOROUGH: For nurses and 
nursing librarians to urge renewal of the 
Medical Library Assl.stance Act of 1965 wlll 
be no surp·rise to discerning legislators, who 
know that improved library service is es
sential to the expansion of knowledge neces
sary to the improvement of health care 1n 
the United States. And for the nursing pro
fession to plead for greater attention in the 
new legislation to nurses' needs for library 
service may also be thought inevitable. 

You may be less prepared, however, for 
our expression of concern that the present 
legislation's provisions for funding regional 
medical libraries are being interpreted in 
some regions of the country in a manner 
that impedes the development of the best 
kind of library service for nursing and cer
tain allled health professions. We believe 
that the law should be broadened to correct 
this situation. 

Specifically, the National Library of Medi
cine has required that some regional medi
cal libraries (e.g., in Boston and Philadel
phia) rely on nursing collections in other 
institutions rather than build strong nurs
ing collections in the central regional li
brary ittelf. This refusal to fund central col
lections in all health fields encourages per
petuation of the present fragmentation and 
scattering of health literature collections. As 
a result, a nurse or other health worker in 
search of a comprehensive health library 
has no single place where her library needs 
can be met. It is not enough to coordinate 
mail service from a variety of back-up libra
ries, as is done at present. Strong central
ized collectiont are needed in each region to 
serve visiting library users according to their 
special health interests. 

We ask that divisions of the Medical Li
brary Assistance Act of 1965 contain clear 
directives that, while existing library re
sources continue to share through coopera
tive arrangements in providing better health 
library service for all, poSitive steps be taken 
to build up one central, comprehensive 
health library oolllection in each region for 
the in-house use of visiting health scholars. 

Sincerely, 
VmGINIA HENDERSEN, 

Chairman, Advisory Committee on Li
brary Resources for Nurses in the New 
England Region (ad hoc). 

EMORY UNIVERSITY, 
SCHOOL OF DENTISTRY. 

Atlanta, June 5, 1969. 
Senator RALPH YARBOROUGH, 
U.S. Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D .a. 

DEAR SENATOR YARBOROUGH: I WOUld like to 
take this opportunity to provide you with 
information that may help you in your de
cisions pertaining to the renewal of the 
Medical Library Assistance Act. I am associ
ate professor of dentistry at Emory Univer
sity and am presently Chairman of the 
Council on Dental Research of the American 
Dental Association. 

I have seen how our library has used funds 
from this Act and see changes that wm cer
tainly increase the need for improved dental 
libraries throughout the nation. Our grant 
for the first year amounted to $6550.00. 

This money was spent for new stacks, a ref
erence table, binding of older dental journals, 
buying needed books and to supplement the 
salary of a full-time library assistant. We are 
still not able to supply duplicated copies of 
journaLs to our recent graduates who live 
out in the state and are studying for their 
speciality boards or who need specific 
information. 

We wm be moving into our new dental 
school building soon with increased space 
for the library that will need furnishing and 
equipping. The limited budget of private 
institutions (especially) will not adequately 
cover these sorts of expenses. 

I believe that practicing dentists will be 
required to attend specified numbers of 
hours of continuing education course work 
in the near future. Several states are already 
requiring physicians and dentists to produce 
evidence of such education in order to par
ticipate in certain health programs. This new 
requirement will certainly add to the use of 
dental libraries by dentists from private of
fices who come in to the schools for these 
courses. 

The interest of our Council on Dental Re
search in promoting more practical research 
in methods of diagnosing and treating oral 
and dental disease, certainly includes our 
concern for the support and expansion of 
dental library facilities. Little progress can 
be made in research without adequate com
munication and information sources. 

There is typically a 5 to 10 year lag between 
the publication of research in the Journals 
and the inclusion of this information in 
standard textbooks. The alert practitioner 
needs access to dental journals to avoid prac
ticing dentistry that is 5 to 10 years obsolete. 

I would therefore like to urge your full 
support of renewal of the Medical Library 
Assistance Act. 

Sincerely yours, 
PARKER E. MAHAN, D.D.S., Ph. D., 
Chairman, Council on Dental Research. 

S. 2550-INTRODUCTION OF A BILL 
RELATING TO WELFARE REFORM 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, among 
the many problems in our outmoded wel
fare system, one must stand alone as an 
unparalleled oddity. 

Where a man is living in the home in 
the 25 States which do not have an 
AFDC-unemployed fathers program: 
First, if the mother is married to him, 
she and the children are not eligible for 
assistance; and second, they are eligible, 
however, if the man and woman are not 
married. 

This can and should be changed at 
once. 

The largest and fastest growing group 
of welfare recipients is that of aid to 
families with dependent children
AFDC. It accounted for three-fourths of 
the increase in money payments in 1968, 
and is made up of: 

First, 4.6 million children; and second, 
1.6 million adults, 1.3 million of which 
are mothers. 

The Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare estimates that there are 
three or fewer children in two-thirds of 
the families. Almost half of the families 
have two children or less. More than 
three-fourths of the children are under 
13 years old. 

What about the fathers? Where are 
they and why are they not working to 
support their families? 

The best estimate of HEW is that: 
First, 5% percent are dead; second, 12 

percent are incapacitated: third, 5 per
cent are unemployed; and fourth, over 75 
percent are "absent" from home. 

Until last year 28 States and the Dis
trict of Columbia denied assistance if 
there was a man in the house. As a re
sult, many fathers who were unable to 
find employment abandoned their fami
lies so the mothers and children could 
qualify for welfare. 

In the 1968 case of King against Smith, 
the Supreme Court struck down the 
man-in-the-house rule. The Court held 
that States may not deny eligibility 
on the basis that there is an unrelated 
man living in the home. 

The irony is that we are faced with 
the situation I described above. This 
hardly seems the sensible way to en
courage some of those "absent" fathers 
to return home, and assume their re
sponsibilities. 

At the present time the unemployed 
fathers program is optional with the 
States. Only 25 have chosen to imple
ment it in the 8 years since it was 
created. 

For the family to receive help under 
this program, the child's father must 
not have been employed for at least 30 
days prior to receipt of aid. The father 
must not have refused "without good 
cause" a bona fide offer of employment 
or training during that period. He must 
have had six or more quarters of work 
during any 13 calendar quarters ending 
within 1 year prior to his application, or 
in the alternative, received or been qual
ified for unemployment compensation 
during that time. 

What makes the unemployed father 
program noteworthy, however, is that: 
First, the father must be referred to the 
work incentive program within 30 days 
after receipt of aid; second, aid is de
nied if, and for so long as, the father is 
not currently registered with the public 
employment office, or if the father re
ceives unemployment compensation; 
and third, the State welfare agency must 
enter into a cooperative arrangement 
with the State vocational education 
agency to encourage retraining of indi
viduals capable of being retrained. 

I believe this program, if made avail
able in all States, may significantly con
tribute to family stability, bring more 
families into the mainstream of Ameri
can economic life, and aid in the preven
tion. of extreme economic and social 
strain. It certainly could assist measur
·ably in avoiding situations which lead to 
the desertion of a husband and father to 
qualify the family for assistance on other 
grounds. 

Colorado already has some experience 
under the work incentive program, un
der which welfare payments to an indi
vidual are decreased as his or her earn
ings increase, and the unemployed fa
thers program. In Denver, for instance, 
they were able to reduce welfare pay
ments under the unemployed fathers 
program by $25 per case during the first 
3 months of this year. 

I think the approach of the unem
ployed fathers program is eminently 
sound, and I hope the Senate will act 
expeditiously to make its provisions 
available to these families in the remain
ing States. 
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My bill, which I am introducing, would 

accomplish this, and I ask that it be re
ferred to the appropriate committee. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be received and appropriately referred. 

The bill <S. 2550) to require that State 
programs approved under part A of title 
IV of the Social Security Act make the 
aid available thereunder to children in 
need thereof because of the unemploy
ment of their father, introduced by Mr. 
DoMINICK, was received, read twice by 
its title, and referred to the Committee 
on Finance. 

S. 2552-INTRODUCTION OF A BILL 
TO ESTABLISH WILSON'S CREEK 
NATIONAL BATTLEFIELD, SPRING
FIELD, MO. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 

on behalf of Senator EAGLETON and my
self, I introduce, for appropriate refer
ence, a bill to amend the act of April 22, 
1960, providing for the establishment of 
the Wilson's Creek Battlefield National 
Park. 

The battle at Wilson's Creek, 12 miles 
southwest of Springfield, Mo., was the 
first major Civil War battle west of the 
Mississippi River. On August 9, 1861, Brig. 
Gen. Nathaniel Lyon of the Union Army 
marched his troops to Wilson's Creek to 
meet the Southern force. The battle that 
ensued was one of the most furious in 
the war. Confederate casualties in that 
battle were 1,242; Union casualties were 
1,302. General Lyon was among those 
killed. 

This history of legislative proposals 
to establish a national park at Wilson's 
Creek dates back to 1917 and the 65th 
Congress. In 1960, efforts were finally 
successful; however, that authorization 
placed a limit on appropriations for de
velopment that, according to the De
partment of the Interior, "has precluded 
the National Park Service from carry
ing out an adequate development plan 
for this area." 

The bill introduced today would in
crease the authorization of funds to 
$2,300,000, as recommended by the Inte
rior Department, and would change the 
name to Wilson's Creek National Battle
field. 

Establishment of a national park at 
the Wilson's Creek Battlefield site is sup
ported by local interests as well as the 
Missouri General Assembly which has 
appropriated funds for land acquisition. 
In May 1968, the Advisory Board on 
National Parks of the U.S. Interior De
partment endorsed the provisions of the 
bill presented today. 

In view of present budgetary limita
tions, it would not be realistic to expect 
appropriation of the recommended au
thorization in the near future; never
theless, passage of this bill would enable 
local interests who have continued in 
their strong support to proceed with 
plans with the assurance that when 
Federal funds are available their efforts 
to preserve the site at Wilson's Creek 
as a national park will be realized. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be received and appropriately referred. 

The bill (S. 2552) to amend the act 
of April 22, 1960, providing for the es
tablishment of the Wilson's Creek Bat-

tlefield National Park, introduced by Mi. 
SYMINGTON (for himself and Mr. EAGLE
TON) was received, read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

S. 2554-INTRODUCTION OF THE 
FEDERAL EMPLOYEES PRERE
TIREMENT ASSISTANCE ACT OF 
1969 
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I intro

duce for myself, the Senator from New 
Jersey <Mr. WILLIAMS), the Senator from 
West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH), the Sen
ator from Idaho <Mr. CHURCH), and the 
Senator from Vermont (Mr. PROUTY), a 
bill to provide Federal employees with a 
comprehensive program of preretire
ment counseling and assistance. I intro
duced a similar proposal in 1967 as S. 
2295 of the 90th Congress. 

The bill I propose today is modified in 
significant detail and . I am very hope
ful that it will receive early and favor
able consideration in the Senate. Enact
ment of this proposal will, I believe, take 
us far toward the goal articulated by 
President Kennedy-the objective of 
adding new life to the new years which 
science is adding to man's lifespan. 

The institution of retirement has been 
described as one of the most difficult ad
justments in life. Physicians have testi
fied that one of the most common 
syndromes treated by general practition
ers is that known as retirement shock. 
This underscores the preplexing combi
nation of confusion and anxiety which 
afflicts many about to end their working 
careers. 

Most retirees know something about 
the experiences they will encounter as 
retirees. Yet very few know more than a 
little about the actual dimensions of the 
psychological and physical adjustments 
which retirement. necessitates. For the 
average retiree, the end of work brings a 
new awareness that ours is a society 
which is both youth-oriented and work
oriented. For many, therefore, retire
ment brings a loss of identity and incen
tive. For a few, retirement also results in 
a loss of interest in living. 

I believe that retirement from a job 
need not lead to retirement from life. 
Scientists tell us that as a man slows 
physically he often matures mentally; as 
one's capacity for productive output de
creases his facility for creative work 
often increases. Yet to maximize retire
ment potential one must prepare him
self in advance; he must develop his in
terests and resources over the years 
against the day of his retirement. He 
must learn the importance of remaining 
active and of maintaining the vital, life
giving interest in others. He must, in a 
phrase, learn the technique which John 
Gardner has called self-renewal. That 
technique encourages an openness and 
fiexibility in personal life which facili
tates fulfillment and growth in every sit
uation. 

It has been said that "today, education 
is for life on the job, but more and more 
we need education for life off the job, so 
that we can derive the most from our 
leisure." I share that conviction. Educa
tion on the job for life off the job can, 
in my judgment, facilitate the kind of 

self-renewal which is essential to mean
ingful retirement. 

At one of the hearings in 1967 before 
the Subcommittee on Retirement and the 
Individual, Mr. Gardner, then Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare said: 

Sometime during the middle years of life, 
preferably several years before retirement ... 
every person should have access to effective 
preretirement information and education 
about some of the common problems and ad
justments that are experienced in the retire
ment period. 

He added: 
I would like to stress here again the im

portance of tailoring preretirement training 
to the needs of persons about to retire. Merely 
offering a series of lectures or classes will 
accomplish little. There must be individual 
counseling so that the special concerns of 
each person may be discussed privately and 
dealt with. And there must be a concerted 
effort to maintain contact with the older 
person as he nears the age of retirement and 
after he retires. 

In his report to President Johnson in 
December 1968, Mr. Wilbur J. Cohen, 
then Seoretary of Health, Educa.tion, and 
Welfare, proposed a bill of rights for 
older people. Under one of the 10 pro
posed rights he included, "preretirement 
counseling of high quality to a.ssi:st in 
meeting the problems of retiremelllt." 

The American Association of Retired 
Persons is keenly aware of the impor
tance of preretirement programs. As a 
result of its 1967 study which disclosed 
that relatively few Federal employees 
had access to an adequate program of 
preretirement counseling, tt recently 
prepared and published an excellen-t 
guide entitled "Preparation for Retire
ment.'' This guide is designed to assist 
agencies in developing approprtate pro
grams for Government employees, and 
offers a PJ.'IaCtical outline of the subjects 
and factors that should be considered. 

Universi-ties have devoted a greB~t deal 
of Blttention to the problems of adjust
ments to retirement; and organized 
lBibor, industry, and business have begun 
to recognize the need and desirability of 
preretirement planning. Many have es
tablished retirement programs. The 
Uruted S.teel Workers of America and the 
United Automobile Workers of America 
in oooperB~tion with universities, have 
developed and introduced comprehensive 
programs and have trained union rep
resentatives to conduct them. Moreover, 
there is a growing belief tha1t it is an 
employer's responsibility to provide such 
programs. It is my belief that this is a 
responsibility that the Federal Govern
ment can no longer shirk. 

In order to ascertain the need for re
tirement planning programs, the U.S. 
Civil Service Coilllllis5ion conducted a 
study last summer in which a large sam
ple of Federal employees nearing retire
ment or retired 1 to 3 years was asked to 
respond to a. number of questions. Among 
other things, the study disclosed that al
most all those interviewed liked the idea 
of a preretirement planning program and 
thought that a good program could help 
people enjoy retirement more; that less 
than 18 percent had a preretirement 
planning program available to them; and 
that most of those who did attend found 
the program useful. 
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Acting on this study, Chairman Rob
ert Hampton of the Civil Service Com
mission announced in April that the 
Commission's position on preretirement 
counseling of Federal employees had 
changed "from one of neutrality to one 
of promoting, encouraging, and assist
ing in the establishment of retirement 
planning services throughout the Fed
eral community." He also stated that the 
Commission planned to offer a program 
of training for agency retirement ad
visers. 

The bill I am introducing today pro
vides the statutory muscle for the Civil 
Service Commission by requiring that 
all Federal employees who are eligible for 
or approaching retirement shall have 
available an appropriate program of re
tirement assistance. It also calls upon 
the Civil Service Commission to estab
lish standards for such programs, pro
vide training for agency retirement ad
visers, and study and publish guidelines 
about related work-life programs such 
as phased retirement, trial retirement, 
new kinds of part-time work, and sab
baticals. 

Enactment of this bill will, I believe, 
greatly reduce the anxiety and dread of 
Federal employees who approach retire
ment. Hopefully, it will stimulate posi
tive thinking about retirement by pro
viding employees with the factual in
formation and counseling which will en
able them to understand the nature of 
retirement problems and to plan their 
leisure years intelligently. 

Mr. President, I believe that the pre
retirement training and counseling pro
grams developed as a result of this pro
posal will enable the Federal Govern
ment to assume a leadership position in 
an important but largely neglected area. 
I am hopeful, moreover, that the pro
grams engendered by this bill will serve 
as models for adoption by State and lo
cal governments and by industry and 
business. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi
dent, that the text of my bill be printed at 
this point in the RECORD. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be received and appropriately referred; 
and, without objection, the bill will be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The bill (S. 2554) to provide certain 
services for Government employees in 
order to assist them in preparing for re
tirement, introduced by Mr. MoNDALE, 
for himself and other Senators, was re
ceived, read twice by its title, referred 
to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service, and ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

s. 2554 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Federal Employees 
Preretirement Assistance Act of 1969." 

That subchapter I of chapter 83 of title 
5, United States Code, is amended-

( 1) by inserting at the end thereof the 
following new section: 

"SEC. 8302. PRERETIREMENT ASSISTANCE. 
" (a) For the purpose of this section, 

'agency' means an Executive agency or the 
government of the District of Columbia. 

"(b) Except as otherwise provided in sub
section (d) ( 3) of this section, the head of 
each agency shall formulate and carry out 
a program to provide comprehensive pre-

retirement assistance to employees of such 
agency who are eligible, or approaching eli
gibility, for retirement. 

" (c) Each such program shall provide for 
furnishing to interested employees such edu
cational or informational materials, group 
training sessions, group and individual coun
seling services, and other assistance as may 
be necessary to aid them in preparing for 
and adjusting to a retirement status. 

"(d) (1) Each such program shall be con
ducted in accordance with standards pre
scribed in regulations to be promulgated by 
the Civil Service Commission. The Commis
sion shall provide appropriate training for 
any employee of an agency which is to pro
vide preretirement assistance under such pro
gram. If deemed advisable, the Commission 
may enter into contracts with educational 
and other institutions to provide such train
ing. 

"(2) The Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare may provide-

" (A) such training and other assistance in 
the development and evaluation of such pro
grams as the Commission may request; and 

"(B) technical assistance and formulate 
such program models as may be necessary to 
meet the specific needs of an agency subject 
to the provisions of this section. Such models 
may be used in formulating the standards 
prescribed in the regulations promulgated by 
the Commission under paragraph ( 1) of this 
subsection. 

"(3) (A) If the Commission determines, 
upon request of an agency, that it is not 
practicable for the agency to comply with 
the provisions of subsection (b) of this sec
tion, the Commission may grant such agency 
an exemption from providing a program of 
retirement assistance for its employees. Such 
exemption shall be reviewed at least once 
every six months and shall remain in effect 
if, at the time of each review, there is a 
determination by the Commission that it 
continues to be impracticable for the agency 
to provide such a program. 

"(B) If an exception is granted under this 
paragraph, the Commission shall take such 
measures as may be necessary to provide em
ployees of such agency with an appropriate 
program of preretirement assistance. 

"(e) Such interagency cooperation as is 
necessary to obtain maximum utilization of 
resources shall be undertaken to achieve the 
purposes of this section. The head of an 
agency is authorized and requested to pro
vide informational materials, group training 
services, group and individual counseling 
services, and other assistance to another such 
agency or to employees of such other agency 
when it is more economical or feasible to do 
so"; and 

(2) by adding at the end of the analysis of 
such subchapter, preceding section 8301, the 
following new item: "8302. Preretirement 
assistance." 

SEc. 2. The Civil Service Commission shall 
make a study of existing and recommended 
practices, both within and outside the Gov
ernment of the United States, which relate 
to work-life and study programs, including 
phased retirement, trial retirement, new 
kinds of part-time work, and sabbaticals. 
With the assistance of agencies and officers 
of the Government of the United States, in
cluding the Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, and educational institutions, 
the Commission shall, based on such study, 
establish guidelines concerning such pro
grams for the information and use of such 
agencies. 

SEc. 3. Within 18 months after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Civil Service Com
mission shall submit a report to the Presi
dent and the Congress on the program of 
retirement assistance required by the amend
ment made by the first section of this Act 
and on the development of new work-life and 
study programs by agencies of the Govern
ment of the United States. 

SEc. 4. Not later than 90 days after the date 

of enactment of this Act, the Civil Service 
Commission shall promulgate regulations to 
establish standards for conducting programfl 
of retirement assistance as authorized by 
the first section of this Act. Not later than 
6 months after such date of enactment, 
the Commission shall place into operation a 
program for providing the training required 
by section 8302 (d) (1) of title 5, United 
States Code (as added by the first section of 
this Act) . 

SEC. 5. There are authorized to be appro
priated such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out the provisions of this Act. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, I wish to associate myself 
with comments made by Senator MoN
DALE concerning introduction of a bill 
to provide programs of preretirement 
counseling and planning for Federal 
employees. 

The need for this legislation has be
come clear in studies conducted by the 
U.S. Senate Special Committee on Aging. 
As chairman of that committee I am 
especially aware of the contribution 
made by Senator MoNDALE and his Sub
committee on Retirement and the In
dividual in conducting hearings which 
clearly established that an emerging "re
tirement revolution" is taking place in 
this Nation, even though this Nation is 
not prepared for all the consequences of 
that revolution. 

Hearings conducted by the subcom
mittee in June and July 1967 showed 
conclusively that most retirees experi
enced great difficulty in adjusting tore
tirement, and that not only the individ
ual but society also were generally 
unaware of the seriousness and com
plexity of the program. 

Indeed, expert witnesses at committee 
hearings have described a "shock syn
drome" which accompanies retirement. 
Many workers are only vaguely aware 
of the psychological and social changes 
they will experience after they leave the 
job. When they actually retire, they ex
perience trauma that could have been 
avoided if they had prepared adequately. 

We must find ways to begin thinking 
and planning for retirement well in ad
vance of the actual date. Fortunately, 
the bill introduced today offers Federal 
employees a variety of services and pro
grams designed to smooth the transition 
between work and retirement. They can 
look at retirement from a distance, pre
pare for it, and meet it well and wisely 
when it comes. 

With the help of this bill, the Federal 
Government can at last become a model 
for other, similar efforts in business and 
in industry. This bill will set the stage 
for expanded programs of preretirement 
p~eparation, and those programs in turn, 
Will set the stage for a more satisfying 
life after work is through. 

S. 2559-INTRODUCTION OF A BILL 
TO AMEND SECTION 901 OF THE 
MERCHANT MARINE ACT, 1936 
Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I in

troduce, for appropriate reference a bill 
to clarify and strengthen the m~ritime 
cargo-preference laws of the United 
States and put an end to the wasteful 
practice of paying double subsidies to 
certain shipping interests. 

Section 1 of the bill deals with cargo 
generated by agencies of the U.S. Gov-
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ernment and shipped to foreign nations 
under the provisions of Public Law 480. 

Public Law 480 is the means by which 
the Uni-ted States uses its abundant agri
cultural productivity to combat hunger 
and malnutrition in friendly countries. 
Since its inception in 1954, through 1967, 
over $12 million worth of foodstuffs have 
been shipped to needy nations. The pro
gram has been highly effective in opening 
up outlets for American surplus food and 
commodities. This has helped stabilize 
the U.S. agricultural economy and so 
lessen the public tax burden of storing 
surplus food. 

Though the humanitarian objectives 
of the law are commendable, the law wn.s 
also designed to assist the U.S. economy. 
The act states that the foreign curren
cies which accrue under title I sales
goods sold for local currencies-are to be 
used to "expand interna tiona! trade" and 
to "encourage economic development.'' 

The program, through its secondary 
grants of food receipts, is supposed to 
open up markets to American exports and 
eventually return dollars to the United 
States. From 1954 through 1967, $159,-
746,000, or 17.5 percent, of local currency 
receipts from Public Law 480 were used 
for U.S. obligations in the recipient na
tion such as payment of U.S. Embassy 
expenses. Since these expenses would 
otherwise have been paid in dollars this 
practice has exerted a favorable effect on 
the U.S. balance-of-payments position. 

During the 10-year period, 1957-66, 
however, the American balance-of-pay
ments deficit amounted to $23 billion. 
Without the contribution of $5.7 billion 
to the balance during this same period 
by the U.S. merchant marine the deficit 
would have been $28.7 billion. 

The balance of payments is an account
ing summary of transactions between the 
United States and foreign countries. The 
greatest gross value segment is the ex
change of goods and services, including 
transportation. Commodity exports, un
der Public Law 480's title IV must be paid 
for in U.S. dollars. When these dollars 
are paid there is a positive and direct ef
fect on our balance of payments. 

However, the favorable effects of these 
transactions are diluted by the fact that 
50 percent or more of the Public Law 
480 cargo is carried on foreign ships. If 
the 50 percent were being shipped on the 
recipient nation's ftag vessels one might 
argue that this practice was further 
strengthening the economy of these un
derdeveloped countries. However, the 
principal recipients of Public Law 480 
cargo do not have the ships to carry this 
trade. 

The third ftag carriers are the highly 
developed nations of Japan, Norway, 
Germany, and England. In addition, 28.4 
percent of all U.S. oceanborne commerce 
is carried by ships registered under the 
Liberian ftag. A large share of these 
ships are American "runaways." The 
combined competition of these nations 
on the high seas has been so effective 
that the American merchant marine now 
carries only about 5 percent of our com
mercial imports and exports. 

Each dollar spent on foreign-ftag ship
ping has a negative impact on our bal
ance of payments. Each dollar spent on 
shipping American flag has a positive 
impact. In the 3-year period 1964-66, 

American-ftag carriage of Government
sponsored cargo resulted in a positive im
pact of approximately $1.3 billion to our 
balance of payments. Without the use of 
American bottoms our deficit would have 
been significantly worse. 

Under the Cargo Preference Act, at 
least 50 percent of Government cargoes 
is required to be shipped on American
flag vessels. The present cargo prefer
ence system, as it is administe.red, has 
made this 50 percent a maximum, in con
travention of the law and congressional 
intent, and ignored the formidable con
tribution American shipping can make 
toward solving our balance-of-payments 
position. For example, in 1967-the most 
recerit year for which complete figures 
are available-only 39.7 percent of Public 
Law 480 shipments were on U.S.-ftag 
ships. 

Though it is true that American ship
ping rates are greater and frequently 
more than double foreign rates, the com
parison, without considering the bene
ficial results of conserving U.S. dollars, 
would be incomplete. Although it is dif
ficult to obtain complete information, the 
Economic Research Service of the De
partment of Agriculture has computed 
that the average 1968 ocean freight rates 
from U.S. gulf ports to the west coast of 
India was $11.65 per ton of grain on for
eign ships, and $27.50 per ton of grain on 
U.S. ships. 

Through March 1969, 810,000 tons have 
been shipped in India under a Public 
Law 480 grain agreement signed Decem
ber 23, 1968, for 2.3 million tons; 408,000 
tons have been carried on U.S.-ftag ships, 
and 402,000 tons on foreign ships. These 
figures do not reftect the 1969 ratio of 
all Public Law 480 cargo carried by U.S. 
ships vis-a-vis foreign vessels. 

The specific freight costs for these 
shipments to India are not available. 
However, based on the Agriculture De
partment's average rates for shipments 
to India from U.S. gulf ports, we can 
come up with an approximate freight 
cost of $4,683,300 for the portion shipped 
via foreign vessels, and $11,220,000 for 
American-ftag shipments; or a total 
freight cost of $15,903,300. If foreign 
ships were exclusively used, the total 
freight bill would have been $9,436,500. 

On the surface, American ftag shipping 
might look like a $6-million extrava
gance. However, a Harbridge House study 
on the balance of payments and the U.S. 
merchant marine points out that there is 
a 35-percent gain in our balance of pay
ments from using U.S. versus foreign
flag ships. This means that paying the 
higher U.S. rate actually contributed 
around $4 million to our balance of pay
ments. 

After taking the balance-of-payments 
contribution into consideration, i.t would 
appear the Government still paid out $2.5 
million more than necessary. But this is 
not the case. The $4 million consists pri
marily of wages paid to American crew
men and relatively inadequate profits to 
American shipowners. This money enters 
America's economic bloodstream and is 
pumped into American consumer prod
ucts, and taxes to Federal, State, and 
local government. 

Every dollar spent by someone in the 
economy is also a dollar of income to 
somebody else. About two-thirds of in-

come is spent on personal consumption. 
In light of the critical shortage of State 
and local funds for education, urban re
newal, and so forth, the increased reve
nue generated through sales tax is par
ticularly important. The remaining third 
is apportioned to savings and income and 
property taxes. Therefore, after each 
round of spending a smaller amount of 
personal income is generated. However, 
after several rounds of spending the total 
income generated will amount to ap
proximately three times the amount orig
inally injected into the economy. The $4 
million contributed to the Nation's pay
ments receipts will eventually generate 
around $12 million worth of income to 
American citizens. 

A conservative estimate would be that 
the average American consumer pays 
approximately 16 percent Federal in
come tax and 8 percent State and local 
tax. Based on this figure, of the $12 mil
lion of generated income, close to $2 mil
lion will be returned to the Federal Gov
ernment in income tax, and another mil
lion will be paid in tax to State and local 
governments. 

This is only one example of the im
mediate economic effect of using Ameri
can shipping. The unsubsidized segment 
of the American merchant marine is al
most entirely dependent upon Govern
ment cargo for its existence. However, 
currently the unsubsidized ships are not 
earning enough to warrant replacing ob
solete ships. There is no question that if 
the percentage of U.S. Government gen
erated cargo shipped in American bot
toms were increased, unsubsidized ship
owners would be in a better position to 
build new ships. This investment in capi
tal equipment would have an even greater 
effect on the economy and substantially 
increase the amount of money returned 
to the Government in taxes. 

In 1967, 9,490,000 tons were shipped on 
foreign-ftag vessels. Complete figures are 
not available as to the destination of 
these shipments or the freight costs in
curred. However, if we assume an aver
age American shipping costs of $15 per 
ton, about $142 million could have been 
spent on American shipping. This Ameri
can-ftag shipping investment would have 
represented an input of about $50 m1llion 
to our balance-of-payments receipts. 
Experience in the United States has 
shown that an input of 50 million will 
generate about $150 million worth of ad
ditional American income. However, un
der existing cargo administrative prac
tices, this additional income has been de
nied the American people. 

The economic welfare of American 
industry is not based upon the artificially 
induced foreign aid markets, but is based 
upon the buying power of the American 
consumer. This is specially true of the 
American farmer. The American busi
nessman and farmer can remain the 
wealthiest in the world only if there is a 
strong American dollar, and only if the 
American people, including the merchant 
seaman, have the economic ability to buy 
American goods. 

Section 2 of the bill would put an end 
to the present practice of paying subsidy 
to the U.S.-fl.ag lines to meet foreign
flag competition, and then permitting the 
subsidized lines to use the subsidy to bid 
against unsubsidized American operators 
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for carriage of cargoes reserved for U.S.
flagships. In this way, the subsidy paid 
is wasted, the U.S.-flag share of our 
foreign commerce is reduced, and un
subsidized operators are deprived of the 
cargoes they need if they are to survive 
without direct Government subsidy. 

Despite Government subsidy payments 
of over $300 million a year, the Ameri
can-flag merchant marine has been con
stantly declining. This decline can be at
tributed, in part, to administrative pol
icies and practices which permit the mis
application of a large portion of the sub
sidy money appropriated each year. 
Much of the Government subsidy each 
year is not used to sustain American
flag competition with foreign-flag ships. 
Instead, and contrary to congressional 
intent, the subsidy paid is used by the 
favored few subsidized operators to com
pete against unsubsidized Americans for 
_,argoes which are already reserved for 
U.S.-flag ships. This bill would plug up 
the loopholes in the law which permit 
this annual waste of scarce subsidy 
funds. 

Instead of strengthening the entire 
American merchant marine, Government 
subsidies are now being used to destroy 
the unsubsidized portion of our fleet. 
This bill would stop the payments of 
double subsidies, and assure that all seg
ments of our fleet can survive and grow. 

According to the Maritime Administra
tion-"Maritime Subsidies," 1969: 

Operating-differential subsidy is given op
erators to place American vessels on a par 
with those of foreign competitors. 

The need for subsidy to meet foreign 
competition is obvious: American vessels 
cost in excess of $2,000 a day more to 
operate than foreign-flag vessels. With
out subsidy, American vessels cannot 
meet this low-cost foreign competition 
for commercial cargoes. Only 14 U.S.
flag operators have subsidy contracts; 
they draw operating subsidies of about 
$200 million a year, and construction 
subsidies of over $100 million a year. 

Unfortunately, instead of using their 
subsidies to carry cargo in competition 
with foreign lines, many of the subsi
dized lines carry huge quantities of mili
tary and other cargoes reserved only for 
American-flag ships. This is a complete 
waste of Government money, because 
direct subsidy is not needed to carry 
these cargoes for which there is no for
eign competition. 

Our American merchant marine needs 
all the support it can· get. But, Govern
ment funds are scarce, and we cannot 
afford to waste $50 to $100 million a year 
on subsidy to carry cargoes which al
ready are reserved for American-flag 
ships at premium rates. 

This bill deals directly with this waste. 
It requires that direct subsidy payments 
be reduced in proportion to the amount 
of reserved cargo-that is cargo reserved 
for U.S.-flag ships-carried on any voy
age. This is a direct and simple remedy 
for the subsidy waste. It has precedent 
in the Merchant Marine Act of 1936-
the subsidy law. Under the 1936 act, any 
subsidized line which carries domestic 
cargoes coastwise from U.S. port to U.S. 
port on a voyage has its subsidy reduced 
by the amount of such domestic coastwise 
cargoes. The logic of this is that domestic 

cargoes are reserved for U.S.-flag ships. 
Foreign ships cannot compete for this 
cargo and therefore no subsidy is needed. 

The 1936 act has no similar provision 
for U.S. Government-generated car
goes-carried in foreign commerce--be
cause these cargoes were not moving in 
any volume in 1936. Today they are, and 
the subsidy waste is evident. We cannot 
afford to let this waste continue. 

American-flag steamship operators 
who do not receive subsidy are depend
ent for their survival on carriage of Gov
ernment-sponsored cargoes. Without 
these cargoes, our unsubsidized fleet 
would disappear. We need these unsubsi
dized ships to maintain a balanced mer
chant fleet, but we cannot keep them op
erating and provide for their replacement 
if they are to be denied Government-gen
erated cargoes as the result of unfair 
competition financed by subsidy pay
ments which were intended to be used 
to make the 14 subsidized U.S. compa
nies competitive with foreign-flag 
operators. 

The procurement practices of the 
agencies now shipping military and other 
Government-sponsored cargoes require 
unsubsidized operators to bid against 
subsidized lines. For example, all our 
military cargoes are reserved by law for 
U.S.-flag ships. Yet, the subsidized lines 
are able to use their subsidies, intended 
to make them competitive with foreign
ers to underbid unsubsidized American 
operators for military cargoes. What is 
happening is that the Government is 
paying some lines subsidy to destroy the 
services of the unsubsidized lines. 

This bill would stop this destructive 
use of our existing maritime subsidy sys
tem. Subsidized lines would not be paid 
subsidy to carry military and other re
served cargoes. A fair basis for bidding 
for these Government-sponsored cargoes 
would be provided; U.S. unsubsidized op
erators would be able to survive and 
American subsidized operators would be 
encouraged to compete for commercial 
cargoes on the essential trade routes for 
which they were granted their subsidies 
in the first place. 

Obviously, the enactment of this bill 
would serve as a great incentive for the 
development of a revitalized and bal
anced U.S. merchant fleet with attend
ant benefits to all Americans in terms 
of a more favorable balance-of-payments 
account and a strengthened domestic 
economy. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of my bill be printed 
at this point in the RECORD. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be received and appropriately referred; 
and, without objection, the bill will be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The bill <S. 2559) to amend section 
901 of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, 
with respect to the transportation in 
U.S.-flag commercial vessels of certain 
cargoes related to the activities of the 
Federal Government, introduced by Mr. 
MoNTOYA, was received, read twice by its 
title, referred to the Committee on Com
merce, and ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 2559 
Be it enacted by the Senate ana House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Oongress assembled, That sub-

section (b) of section 901 of the Merchant 
Marine Act, 1936 (46 u.s.c. 1241 (b)), is 
amended (1) by striking out "50 per 
centum" and inserting in lieu thereof "75 
per centum", and (2) by inserting at the 
end thereof the following: "For the pur
pose of this subsection rates charged pri
vately-owned United States-flag commercial 
vessels shall be considered to be fair and 
reasonable if such rates are not greater than 
necessary to provide, taking into considera
tion American capital and operating costs, a 
reasonable profit on investment on an an
nual or longer basis and such additional 
amount as is necessary for vessel replace
ment. In any case in which equipment, ma
terials, or commodities subject to this sub
section are transported on vessels other 
than privately-owned United States-flag 
commercial vessels, the appropriate Govern
ment agency shall file a report with the Sec
retary of Commerce setting forth the reason 
or reasons such a United States-flag com
mercial vessel was not used for such trans
portation." 

SEc. 2. Subsection (b) of section 901 of 
the Merchant Marine Act, 1936 is further 
amended by inserting " ( 1) " after "(b)" des
ignating such subsection, and inserting at 
the end of such subsection a new para
graph as follows: 

"(2) (A) No vessel for which an operating
differential subsidy pursuant to title VI of 
this Act is being received may be used to 
transport on any voyage any equipment, 
material, or commodity subject to this sec
tion (including supplies subject to the pro
visions of section 2631 of title 10 of the 
United States Code) unless the operator of 
such vessel agrees that any such subsidy pay
able on account of such voyage shall be re
duced by an amount which bears the same 
ratio to the amount of such subsidy as the 
revenue from transporting such equipment, 
material, or commodity bears to the total 
revenue from such voyage. For the purpose 
of this paragraph revenue shall be calculated 
net of cargo loading and discharging cost. 
The Secretary of Commerce shall make any 
such reduction agreed to pursuant to this 
paragraph. 

"(B) No vessel for which a construction
differential subsidy was paid pursuant to 
title V of this Act may be used to transport 
any such equipment, material, or commodity 
(i) on liner terms unless the operator of 
such vessel agrees to pay to the Secretary of 
Commerce an amount equal to that propor
tion of one twenty-fifth of such subsidy, plus 
interest thereon at 6 per centum per annum 
computed on a level basis for twenty-five 
years, which the revenue derived from such 
transportation bears to the revenue derived 
from such vessel during the entire calendar 
year during which such transportation was 
provided, or (ii) on charter terms unless the 
operator of such vessel agrees to pay to the 
Secretary of Commerce an amount equal to 
that proportion of such subsidy, plus interest 
thereon at 6 per centum per annum com
puted on a level basis for twenty-five years, 
which the duration of such charter bears to 
twenty-five years. Amounts received by the 
Secretary of Commerce pursuant to this sup
paragraph shall be deposited in the Treasury 
as miscellaneous receipts." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 131-
INTRODUCTION OF A JOINT RESO
LUTION WELCOMING TO THE 
UNITED STATES OLYMPIC ATH
LETES AND DELEGATIONS 
Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, the year 

1976 will mark the 200th anniversary of 
the independence of our Nation. In that 
year we will with just pride recognize 
and commemorate the spirit of freedom 
which has permitted our people, indi
vidually and collectively, to gain preemt-
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nence in such a wide range of man's pur
suits. 

One area in which our citizens have 
distinguished themselves, and which our 
people as a whole enjoy with a passion, 
is in the field of sports. It seems, there
fore, particularly appropriate that the 
U.S. Olympic Committee should be at
tempting to bring to our country the 
Olympic games of 1976. The city of Los 
Angeles has been authorized to seek the 
summer Olympic games and the city of 
Denver has been authorized to seek the 
winter Olympic games in that year. 

As the senior Senator from California, 
and more personally as the son of our 
Nation's first Olympic coach, I want to 
do anything I can to help the Olympic 
committee bring the games to the United 
States in 1976. I know my colleagues will 
share this wish, and it is for that reason 
that I, with the junior Senator from 
California and the Senators from Colo
rado, am introducing now a joint reso
lution expressing our interest in the 
Olympic games and asking that the 
President issue a Proclamation welcom
ing the Olympic delegations to our coun
try in 1976 and assuring that appropri
ate and convenient entry procedures will 
be provided. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The joint 
resolution will be received and appropri
ately referred. 

The joint resolution <S.J. Res. 131) to 
welcome to the United States all Olym
pic athletes and authorized Olympic del
egations, and for other purposes, intro
duced by Mr. MURPHY, for himself and 
other Senators, was received, read twice 
by its title, and referrred to the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 132-
INTRODUCTION OF A JOINT RES
OLUTION RELATING TO "NATION
AL SHORTHAND AND STENOTYPE 
REPORTERS WEEK" 
Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, the first 

week in August the city of Boston, Mass., 
will host the National Convention of the 
Shorthand and Reporters Association. 

All of us who have practiced in court, 
or spent much time in meetings of con
gressional committees or in other meet
ings where witnesses are heard and 
cross-examinations conducted, are well 
aware of the vital work performed by 
shorthand and stenotype reporters. They 
truly are the silent transcribers of prog
ress and effective government. Without 
them, the entire legislative process, our 
economy, and justice as we know it to
day would surely falter. No society has 
ever had a greater need for accurate and 
pr:>mpt recordings of its proceedings; 
and no society could ever be more ably 
served than by today's highly trained 
and skilled shorthand and stenotype re
porters. 

In recogntion of their invaluable serv
ices, I introduce, for myself and Senator 
KENNEDY, a joint resolution, and ask 
that it receive the prompt consideration 
of the Senate. 

I ask unanimous consent that the joint 
resolution be printed in the RECORD. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The joint 
resolution will be received and appropri
ately referred; and, without objection, 

the joint resolution will be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 132) to 
authorize the President to proclaim the 
period beginning August 3, 1969, and 
ending August 10, 1969, as "National 
Shorthand and Stenotype Reporters 
Week," introduced by Mr. BROOKE (for 
himself and Mr. KENNEDY), was received, 
read twice by its title, referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary, and ordered 
to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

S.J. RES. 132 
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled (two-thirds of each 
House concurring therein), That, in honor of 
persons engaged in shorthand and stenotype 
reporting and in recognition of the con
tribution made by such persons to the ad
ministration of justice and the performance 
of executive and legislative duties, the Pres
ident is authorized and requested to issue a 
proclamation designating the period begin
ning August 3, 1969, and ending August 10, 
1969, as "National Shorthand and Stenotype 
Reporters Week", and calling upon the peo
ple of the United States and interested 
groups and organizations to observe such 
week with appropriate ceremonies and ac
tivities. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS 
5.835 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that, at its next printing, 
the names of the Senator from New 
Jersey (Mr. CASE) and the Senator from 
Minnesota <Mr. MoNDALE) be added as 
cosponsors of the bill <S. 835) amending 
the act authorizing funds for restora
tion of the Frederick Douglass home in 
Anacostia. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I am glad to 
join with Senator HART in sponsoring his 
bill, S. 835, to authorize sufficient funds 
to finance the restoration of the Wash
ington home of Frederick Douglass, a 
slave who rose to national prominence as 
an eloquent fighter for Negro freedom 
and equality in the last century. 

In 1962 Congress ordered the Douglass 
home, located in the Anacostia section 
of the District of Columbia, preserved as 
part of the park system of our National 
Capital. It was the intention of Congress 
that the Douglass estate, known as Cedar 
Hill, be restored, refurbished, and devel
oped as a "historic home museum,'' with 
proper safeguards to protect the fur
nishings and library. 

While Congress authorized $25,000 for 
this work, the figure has proven to be 
insufficient, largely because of unantic
ipated storm and other damage to the 
home. Last August the Department of 
the Interior estimated that it will take at 
least $450,000 to complete the job. 

S. 835 authorizes this increase in ex
penditures and I urge that it be approved 
promptly. 

In preserving the Douglass home we 
will provide for future generations a 
tangible reminder of the life of this 
exceptional man. 

Douglass was born, probably in Feb
ruary 1817, on a plantation in Talbot 
County, Md. His childhood as a slave on 
the plantation was a nightmare of priva
tion. In his twenties he escaped to Mas
sachusetts where he worked as a shipyard 

laborer for $1 a day. Douglass was a self
educated man and, by anyone's measure, 
a brilliant one. 

In 1841 Douglass entered the aboli
tionist movement where he became a paid 
lecturer and organizer. Later in Roches
ter, N.Y., he published the newspaper 
"The North Star," which demanded 
emancipation and elevation of the Negro. 

As an orator, Douglass probably was 
unsurpassed in his time. Eloquence, a 
fearless demeanor, and an irrefutable 
logic contributed to his success in rally
ing white as well as black to the cause 
of antislavery. 

It is a measure of his vision that his 
spoken and written words are relevant 
even today. 

In 1865 Douglass declared that "slav
ery is not abolished until the black man 
has the ballot." It is tragic that more 
than a century later the battle fully to 
enfranchise the Negro is incomplete. 

Much is heard today about black sep
aratism: A century ago Douglass ad
dressed this point when he stated that 
"a nation within a nation is an anomaly. 
There can be but one nation-and we are 
Americans.'' 

Frederick Douglass did not advocate 
reliance only on words to earry the strug
gle against discrimination. He believed 
that at times physical force may be 
necessary. But his general prescription 
for success in the civil rights movement 
was: "Agitate! Agitate! Agitate!" 

Douglass befriended Lincoln and 
served him as an adviser. He also served 
under later Presidents as marshal and 
recorder of deeds in the District of Co
lumbia. In 1888 he was appointed minis
ter of Haiti and held that post for 2 
yea;rs. 

Douglass purohased Cedar Hill in 1877 
and lived there until his death in 1895. 
The substantial house and grounds sym
bolized his achievements, including a 
measure of affiuence. In the home Doug
lass kept the bill of sale which released 
him from slavery at a cost to English 
friends of $710.96; an order signed by 
Lincoln; and a gift of silver from Queen 
Victoria. 

Together with the Frederick Douglass 
Memorial and Historical Association, the 
National Association of Colored Women's 
Clubs wisely and generously undertook 
to preserve the Douglass home so that 
future generations, both black and white, 
can be reminded of the enduring contri
bution that one exslave made to his 
oountry. 

A grateful nation c:an do no less than 
complete this work without further 
delay. 

s. 2076 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, at its next 
printing, the name of the Senator from 
Michigan (Mr. HART) be added as a co
sponsor of the bill <S. 2076) to provide 
for the establishment and administra
tion of a National Di~aster Control Fund. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

s. 2114 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, at the 
request of the Senator from Hawaii <Mr. 
INOUYE), I ask unanimous consent that, 
at its next printing, the name of the Sen
ator from Hawaii (Mr. FoNG) be added 
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as a cosponsor of the bill (S. 2114) to pro
vide for the conveyance of certain real 
property situated in the State of Hawaii 
to the State of Hawaii 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

8.2488 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, at its next print
ing, the name of the Senator from Iowa 
(Mr. MILLER) be added as a cosponsor 
of the bill (S. 2488) to amend section 
4(h) of the Commodity Credit Corpora
tion Charter Act so as to authorize the 
Commodity Credit Corporation to insure 
loans made to farmers for the construc
tion or purchase of grain storage facilities 
for storage of grain on the farm. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

COLLECTION OF FEDERAL UNEM
PLOYMENT TAX IN QUARTERLY 
INSTALLMENTS-AMENDMENTS 

AMENDMENT NO. 64 

Mr. CURTIS submitted an amend
ment, intended to be proposed by him, 
to the bill (H.R. 9951), to provide for 
the collection of the Federal unemploy
ment tax in quarterly installments dur
ing each taxable year; to make status of 
employer depend on employment during 
preceding as well as current taxable 
year; to exclude from the computation 
of the excess the balance in the employ
ment security administration account as 
of the close of fiscal years 1970 through 
1972; to raise the limitation on the 
amount authorized to be made available 
for expenditure out of the employment 
security administration account by the 
amounts so excluded; and for other pur
poses, which was ordered to lie on the 
table and to be printed. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 65 AND 66 

Mr. GOODELL submitted two amend
ments, intended to be proposed by him, 
to House bill 9951, supra, which were 
ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

ANNOUNCEMENT OF HEARINGS ON 
VETERANS HOSPITAL AND MEDI
CAL CARE BILLS 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, for 

the information of Senators, I wish to 
announce at this time that the Subcom
mittee on Veterans' Affairs, of which I 
am chairman, of the Labor and Public 
Welfare Committee, will hold hearings 
on July 17, beginning at 9:30 a.m., on 
nine bills which would amend title 38, 
United States Code, so as to broaden 
hospital and medical care benefits for 
certain veterans. 

The bills to be considered are S. 345, 
introduced by Senator JosEPH M. MoN
ToYA, to eliminate the 6-month limita
tion on the furnishing of nursing home 
care in the case of veterans with service
connected disabilities; S. 1279, also in
troduced by the distinguished Senator 
from New Mexico, to provide that any 
disability of a veteran who is a former 
prisoner of war is presumed to be service
connected for purposes of hospitalization 
and outpatient care; S. 1949, introduced 
by Senator DANIEL INOUYE, to permit the 
Administrator of Veterans' Affairs to 

share with public or private persons the 
cost of nursing home care for veterans 
in Alaska and Hawaii; and six House
passed bills-H.R. 692, to extend the 
length of time community nursing home 
care may be provided at the expense of 
the United States; H.R. 693, to provide 
that veterans who are 70 years of age or 
older shall be deemed to be unable to 
defray the expenses of necessary hospital 
or domiciliary care; H.R. 2768, to elimi
nate the 6-month limitation on the fur
nishing of nursing home care for veter
ans with service-connected disabilities; 
H.R. 3130, to provide that the Adminis
trator of Veterans' Affairs may furnish 
medical services -for non-service-con
nected disability to any war veteran who 
has total disability from a service-con
nected disability; H.R. 9334, to promote 
the care and treatment of veterans in 
State veterans homes; and H.R. 9634, to 
improve and make more effective the 
Veterans' Administration program of 
sharing specialized medical resources. 

ANNOUNCEMENT OF HEARING ON 
NOMINATIONS 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I 
wish to announce the scheduling of a 
hearing before the Labor and Public 
Welfare Committee on Wednesday, July 
9, at 9:30 a.m. in room 4232 on the fol
lowing pending nominations for execu
tive appointments: 

Dr. Roger 0. Egeberg, of California, 
to be an Assistant Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare. 

Mr. Hubert B. Heffner, of California, 
to be Deputy Director of the Office of 
Science and Technology. 

Mr. William David McElroy, of Mary
land, to be Director of the National 
Science Foundation. 

ANNOUNCEMENT OF HEARINGS ON 
AMENDMENTS TO THE VOTING 
RIGHTS ACT OF 1965 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I wish to 
announce that the Subcommittee on 
Constitutional Rights will hold hearings 
on S. 818, S. 2507, and S. 2456, bills to 
amend the Voting Rights Act of 1965, 
and has changed the hearings rooms as 
follows: 

July 9 and 10 at 10 a.m., room 324, 
Senate Office Building. 

July 11 at 10 a.m., room 2228, New 
Senate omce Building. 

Any'One wishing further information, 
please contact the subcommittee office. 

NOTICE CONCERNING NOMINATION 
BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON THE 
JUDICIARY 

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, the 
following nomination has been referred 
to and is now pending before the Com
mittee on the Judiciary: 

Bethel B. Larey, of Arkansas, to be 
U.S. attorney for the western district of 
Arkansas for the term of 4 years, vice 
Charles M. Conway, resigned. 

On behalf of the Committee on the 
Judiciary, notice is hereby given to all 
persons interested in this nomination to 
file with the committee, in writing, on or 
before Monday, July 14, 1969, any repre-

sentations or objections they may wish 
to present concerning the above nomi
nation, with a further statement whether 
it is their intention to appear at any 
hearing which may be scheduled. 

ANNOUNCEMENT OF SHOWING OF 
DOCUMENTARY ENTITLED "THE 
FACES OF RUSSIA" 
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I wish 

to announce that there will be a show
ing of the films I took in Russia during 
the latter part of last year. '!'he film will 
be shown on Thursday and Friday in 
the Senate auditorium at 4 p.m., 6:30 
p.m., and 8 p.m. on each day. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the notice be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the notice 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Senator ALLEN J. ELLENDER (D. La.) an
nounces th·e first showing of his documentary 
film entitled "The Faces of Russia" on 
Thursday and Friday, July lOth and 11th. 
The film will be shown in the Senate audi
torium, G-308, at 4:00, 6:30, and 8:00 p.m. 
on each day. 

"The Faces of Russia" was photographed 
by Senator ELLENDER while visiting virtually 
every part of the U.S.S.R. last fall. The film 
is in color, with sound. 

Senator ELLENDER, the Senate's second
ranking Democrat, said tha.t the film should 
be helpful and instruc·tive to the Congress 
during the ABM debate, and in the drafting 
of policies in the context of the cold war. 

Members of Congress, their families, staff, 
guests, and the general public are cordially 
invited to attend. 

CITIZENS CRUSADE FOR CLEAN 
WATER 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, as never 
before in our history Congress and the 
American people are deeply concerned 
about the asaults being made on our en
vironment by pollution. This concern 
surfaced again last week when a major 
and unprecedented coalition of industry, 
labor, consumers, professional and con
servation organizations, launched a citi
zens crusade for clean water. 

The crusade was the spontaneous reac
tion of these groups to the woefully in
adequate budget request for clean water 
appropriations. Their common ac·tion 
speaks eloquently of their conviction of 
the American people--that we must 
begin now to improve the quality of our 
environment. Each day others join their 
ranks, and I ask unanimous consent that 
a current listing of these organizations 
be printed in the RECORD along with press 
accounts of their activities. 

There being no objection, the list and 
articles were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

American Association of University Women. 
AFL/CIO. 
American Fisheries Society. 
American Institute of Architects. 
American Paper Institute. 
Association of Inta-pretive Naturalts·ts. 
Citizens Committee on Natural Resources. 
Consumer Fed.eration of America. 
Izaak Walton League of America. 
Monsanto Biodize Systems, Monsanto 

Chemical. 
National Association of Counties. 
National Audubon Society. 
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National Fisheries Institute. 
National Rifle Association. 
National Wildlife Federation. 
Society of American Foi"esters. 
South Jersey Shellfishermans Association. 
Sport Fishing Institute. 
The American Forestry Association. 
The Conservation Foundation. 
The League of Women Voters of the United 

States. 
The National Assocl.a.tion of Soil and Water 

Conservation Districts. 
The Sierra Club. 
The Wilderness Society. 
The American Institute of Planners. 
The Wildlife Society. 
Trout Unlimited. 
United Auto Workers. 
United Steelworkers of America. 
U.S. Conference of City Health Officers. 
U.S. Conference of Mayors. 
Wildlife Management Institute. 

[From the Washington Post, June 9, 1969] 
ONE BILLION DOLLARS FOR CLEAN WATER URGED 

Maryland Gov. Marvin Mandel pleaded 
with a U.S. Senate subcominittee yesterday 
to appropriate a full $1 billion authorized 
for community sewage plants next year, in
stead of the $214 million sought by the Nixon 
Adininistration. 

Mandel was a key witness for the Citizens 
Crusade for Clean Water, a group of three 
dozen national ana local organizations that 
opened a clean water campaign yesterday. 

Budgetary stresses resulting from the Viet
nam war have kept Federal outlay slow, de
spite large authorizations voted by Congress 
in the 1966 Clean Water Restoration Act. 

Mandel said his State's water cleanup pro
gram "will die" unless the Federal Govern
ment begins giving the states and communi
ties the money it promised them under the 
1966law. 

Maryland, he said, had planned oommunity 
treatment plants and set up a sanitary fa
cilities fund on the basis of an anticipated 
$57.5 million in Federal grants from fiscal 
1968 to 1971, but would get only $14 million 
at the current rate of Federal appropriations. 

"The sanitary facilities fund will go broke 
early in fiscal 1970 unless Federal appro
pria.tions are increased," the Democratic 
Governor said. He added, "Our people are fed 
up with billion-dollar talk and million-dol
lar action." 

Mandel's demand for the full appropria
tion was echoed by Douglas Merrifield, of St. 
Joseph, Md., who spoke for the National 
League of Cities and U.S. Conference of 
Mayors, and by spokesmen for other groups 
sponsoring the crusade. 

The grants would actually generate far 
more than $1 billion in construction, since 
communities normally match them 50-50 or 
better. Municipal sewage is one of the ma
jor sources of water pollution in the United 
States. 

The request for $1 billion in appropria
tions was endorsed by Senate Air and Water 
Pollution Subcominlttee Chairman Edmund 
S. Muskie (D-Me.) and senior Republican 
J. Caleb Boggs (R-Del.). 

When Allen J. Ellender (D-La.), presiding 
at the hearing as chairman of the Senate 
Public Works Appropriations Subcommittee, 
asked Muskie for a figure that would have a 
"realistic" chance of getting through Con
gress, Muskie said, "Some $600 million can 
be effectively spent, I'm informed." 

The three-dozen groups that have come 
together to form the Citizens Crusade for 
Olean Water include the Conservation 
Foundation, Wilderness Society, U.S. Con
ference of Mayors, Natural Resources Coun
cil of America, United Auto Workers, AFL
CIO, National League of Cities, League of 
Women Voters, National Association of 
Counties, Izaak Walton League, Sierra Club, 
National Wildlife Federation and National 
Audubon Society. 

[From the Evening Star, June 9,1969] 
ONE BILLION DOLLARS To CLEAN UP WATER 

ASKED BY CITIZENS CRUSADE 
(By Roberta Hornig) 

A coalition of conservation and labor 
groups and state and local government of
ficials today opened a campaign to put pres
sure on the Nixon adinlnistration to come 
up with the money needed to clean up the 
nation's water. 

The "Citizens Crusade for Clean Water" 
will seek immediately to get Congress to ap
propriate $1 billion to help states and munic
ipalities build sewage treatment plants. 
This represents the dollar gap between what 
Congress said it would spend to combat wa
ter pollution when it passed a clean water 
act in 1966 and what it has appropriated. 

The group already has sent a telegram to 
President Nixon, pleading for more funds for 
cleaner water. 

MANDEL TO TESTIFY 
Delegates from the group, which represents 

more than 35 organizations having a mem
bership estimated at about 10 million, were 
appearing at a special hearing befOTe the 
Senate subcominlttee on public works: 

Among those scheduled to testify was 
Maryland Gov. Marvin Mandel. 

The coalition is made up of groups that 
often disagree, but have joined forces on the 
clean-water issue to galvanize public support. 

PUT ASIDE DIFFERENCES 
The committee's coordinator, J. W. Pen

fold, head of the Izaak Walton League of 
America, told a press conference: 

"Our differences in objectives, programs, 
purposes, policies and procedures have all 
been put aside for the moment so as to join 
our voices in a single demand upon which we 
all agree." 

The organizations represented include the 
AFL-CIO, American Fisheries Society, Amer
ican Forestry Association, American Institute 
of Architects, Association of Interpretative 
Naturalists, Association of State and Inter
state Water Pollution Control Adininistra
tors, Citizens Cominlttee on Natural Re
sources, and Conservation Foundation. 

Also, the Consumer Federation of America 
Izaak Walton League, League of Women Vat~ 
ers, National Association of Counties, Na
tional Audubon Society, National League of 
Cities, National Wildlife Federation, Sierra 
Club, Sport Fishing Institute, United Auto 
Workers, U.S. Conference of City Health Of
ficers, U.S. Conference of Mayors, United 
Steelworkers of America, Wilderness Society, 
Wildlife Management Institute, and Wildlife 
Society. 

SUPPLY STAFF AID 
Penfold said the coalition has no budget, 

but that each organization is providing some 
staff ald. 

The Federal Water Pollution Control Act 
authorizes $1 billion to be spent for treat
ment-plant construction in fiscal1970 alone. 
It begins July 1. 

But in budgets proposed by both the John
son and Nixon adinlnistrations, only $214 
Inillion in spending was recommended. 

Interior Secretary Walter J. Hickel, who is 
in charge of cleaning up waters, made a spe
cial plea for $600 Inillion, but got nowhere. 

At today's press conference, a spokesman 
for the coalition released a tabulation by 
states showing that local governments have 
grant applications totaling $2.5 billion on file 
with the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Adinlnistration. 

[From the Christian Science Monitor, 
June 12, 1969] 

COALITION PROMOTES CLEAN WATER 
(By Robert Cahn) 

WASHINGTON.-A new nationwide coalition 
of citizen groups organized to fight water 
pollution is making its presence felt in places 
that count. 

Representing 35 organizations-with more 
joining every day-the Citizens Crusade for 
Clean Water has made !Jts first goal getting 
some of the money due cities to help fi
nance waste-treatment plants. 

On June 6, citizen groups which represent 
more than 6 million people sent a telegram 
to President Nixon. 

They urged the President to increase his 
1970 budget request for waste-treatment con
struction from $214 million to the full con
gressional authorization of $1 blllion. 

On June 9, leaders of the crusade took 
their cause to the Senate publ•ic works ap
propriations .subcommittee. 

VARIETY OF INTERESTS 
Now they are working in their communi

ties, explaining the problem to citizens and 
urging that the pressure of public opinion 
be brought to bear on the President and on 
Congress through thousands of telegrams 
and letters. 

The coalition is a mixture of groups that 
often are not on the same side of issues. 
Among organizations in the crusade are the 
AFL-CIO, United Automobile Workers, 
United Steel Workers of America, National 
Association of Counties, National League of 
Cities, United States Conference of Mayors, 
League of Women Voters of America, 
Wilderness Society, National Audubon So
ciety, National Rifle Association, National 
Wlldldfe Federation, Conservation Founda
tion, Consumer Federation of America 
Izaak Walton League, and Citizens Commit~ 
tee on Natural Resources. 

In addition, several industrial corpora
tions including Monsanto Chemical Com
pany and the American Paper Institute are 
lending their support to the coalition. 

The problem, which is being severely felt 
in delays for construction of waste-treatment 
plants in many cities, exists because of a 
growing money gap between whart Congress 
has authorized, and what the administration 
recommends and what Congress appropriates. 

The Federal Government, under the Clean 
Water Restoration Act of 1966 and later 
amendments, agreed to pwt up from 35 to 
85 percent of construction funds for city 
sewage-disposa.l plant construction. In many 
cases, the city puts up 25 percent, the state 
matches with 25 percent, and the Federal 
Government puts up the remainder. 

HUGE BACKLOG OF REQUESTS 
As of March 31 this year, a backlog of $3.2 

billion existed in requests from states on 
pending applications to the Federal Water 
Pollution Control AdminiSitration (FWPCA) 
for assistance. The Johnson Administration 
had requested only $214 Inillion, and despite 
the urging of Interior Secretary Walter J. 

· Hickel for $600 million, the Nixon adminis
tration's 1970 budget k-ept to the $214 million 
figure. 

Meanwhile, 14 states that have been ad
vancing the federal share to cities in antici
pation of federal funding, are being left in 
difficult positions. At the present time these 
states, including New York, Connecticut, 
Massachusetts, Maine, Pennsylvania and 
Michigan, are out $635 million in these 
advances. 

Miss Olga M. Madar, United Automobile 
Workers re!»'esentative on the citizen cru
sade, explained the plight of her own state 
Michigan. ' 

"Last November, the people of Michigan, 
with a 70 percent 'yes' vote, passed a $335 
bond issue for treatment abatement, Miss 
Madar said. Legislation has just been en
acted by the state as to how the money shall 
be appropriated. But under the present fed
eral request totaling $214 Inillion, Michigan 
would be allowed only a little over $7 million. 

MOBILIZATION URGED 
"This is the time to mobilize citizen sup

port. The people are willing to pay for the 
pollution problem that has accumulated 
through no fault of their own. 
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"The UAW intends to work in all of our 

communities through political-action lines. 
We will be getting out the information to our 
membership and asking them to exert pres
sure on the federal government. 

"In testimony before the Senate Appropria
tions Committee, Maryland Gov. Marvin 
Mandel said even though the state had set 
up a sanitary-facilities fund, so much money 
had to be advanced to cities that the fund 
would go broke early in fiscal 1970 unless 
federal appropriations were increased. 

"If the reason for deferring construction 
of these plants is so save money, this is short
sighted," Governor Mandel said. "Costs are 
increasing about 15 percent a year. If we 
delay five years, the cost will be double." 

The new citizens crusade was organized 
following a meeting last April of the Natu
ral Resources Council of America, a society 
of major national and regional conserva
tion organizations. The meeting had been 
briefed by David Dominick, new director 
of the Federal Water Pollution Control Ad
ministration, who had explained the short
age of federal funds and the effects on states 
and cities. 

IDEA SPREADS QUICKLY 

After the meeting, the executive commit
tee of the resources council decided to look 
into the possibiUties of forming a citizen 
coalition. The idea caught on, and by early 
June, 26 organizations had joined 1n the ef
fort. The citizens crusade is being coordi
nated by Joseph W. Penfold. 

The shortage of funds for wa.ter-pollution 
control is somewhat embarrassing to Presi
dent Nixon, who has been stressing the ur
gency of cleaning up pollution, both before 
and after his election. 

Mr. Nixon's own postelection task force on 
resources and the environment had been 
highly critical of funding for water pollution 
control. 

"The gap between need and appropriations 
in the a1r and water pollution programs is 
critical and growing," the task force advised 
Mr. Nixon in its report. 

"We attach the highest importance to 
these programs, and believe that adequate 
funding will remain a major key to their 
effectiveness," the report continued. "The 
annual uncertainty of appropriations of ade
quate funds for the cost share disrupts or
derly local planning and financial arrange
ments and breeds distrust of the federal 
government." -------

OUR PRISONERS IN NORTH 
VIETNAM 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, one of 
the gravest atrocities being committed 
in the war in Vietnam is the manner 
in which the North Vietnamese hold vir
tually incommunicado all prisoners of 
war which they have taken. They permit 
very little information to leak out from 
behind their self-imposed bamboo cur
tain about prisoners of war. This has 
left the families of these prisoners of 
war in suspense about the health and 
safety of their husbands. 

I am pleased that Secretary of State 
Rogers has designated Under Secretary 
Richardson the specific task of negotiat
ing with the North Vietnam Government 
on release and care of Americans who are 
prisoners of war. It is an encouraging step 
in a continuing effort to secure needed 
information on these men. 

There is also another effort being made 
by the POW wives from all over the coun
try who are sending cablegrams to the 
North Vietnam delegation at the Paris 
peace talks. Recently in the Aberdeen 
American News there appeared an article 

about Mrs. Charles Lane, the wife of a 
South Dakotan, who is a prisoner of war, 
which tells about these activities of the 
wives of the prisoners of war. I ask 
unanimous consent to have the article 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

PLEAs FROM POW WivEs Go To PARis 
(By Fran Vandervelde) 

Cablegrams have been delivered to the 
North Vietnam delegation at the Paris peace 
talks at the rate of 10 to 20 a week since 
mid-March. 

So what? At any international conference 
there are many messages sent to delegates 
daily. 

But these particular cablegrams are dif
ferent. They come from a special group. They 
are a plea for fair treatment of prisoners of 
war, treatment specified by the Geneva Con
vention and guaranteeing such things as 
neutral inspection of POW camps, the release 
of sick and wounded, release of mail, and fair 
and proper treatment of all prisoners. 

These wives have had no mail, no direct 
word from their husbands since the begin
ning of the Paris peace talks. 

"My husband has been missing in action 
for 22 months. His plane was shot down over 
North Vietnam and he is supposedly a pris
oner of war," says the Dakota Midland 
woman who sent a cablegram bound for 
Paris in June. 

She is Mrs. Charles Lane, whose husband 
is a pilot in the Air Force, and from whom 
she has had no direct word since his plane 
was downed by a MIG. 

She and other POW wives over the coun
try are sending the cablegrams (enough 
have been arranged to keep going through 
September), and requesting newspapers to 
publish editorials and stories to try to bring 
about North Vietnam's observance of Ge
neva Convention rulings in dealing with 
prisoners of war in that land. 

"We hope that through the cablegrams, 
editorials and artcles in newspapers and 
magazines. North Vietnam might respond to 
evidence that the free world feels that a 
respectable government in the world commu
nity should treat its prisoners of war hu
manely, and abide by the Geneva rulings in 
relation to treatment of war prisoners," says 
Mrs. Lane. 

This concerted effort by POW wives over 
the country started in March in California. 
A POW wife hadn't received a Christmas 
letter from her husband, as she had in 
former years. She decided to send a cable
gram to Paris, and asked her friends to do 
likewise, and to ask their friends to join in. 

So it was that this California start was 
brought to the attention of a Pennsylvania 
friend of Mrs. Lane. That friend wrote to 
Mrs. Lane. 

The cable message program continues, and 
so does the group's plea to others to bring 
pressure on "the powers that be" to help the 
POW's plight. 

It was after Secretary of Defense Laird 
made his appeal to North Vietnam that the 
women started their requests to newspapers 
on the local, national and international 
levels, and their pleas to others to join in 
their efforts. 

"No one wants war," she asserts. "I'm a 
loyal American, and I hope President Nixon 
can solve the Vietnam problems. But we can't 
leave until the South Vietnam government is 
strong enough to carry on against Com
munism." 

Patriotism to Mrs. Lane has been a natural 
part of growing up. "It starts in the home. 
It's the responsib1llty of the parents to teach 
it." 

She is proud to be patriotic. She is proud 
that President Nixon praised South Dakota 

students in his recent talk at Madison, said 
he was glad to see that these Midwestern 
young people consider education a privilege, 
and that it is good to see both parents and 
students working to further their educa
tional opportunities. But she thinks the stu
dent protesters in other parts of the U.S. 
have done more harm than good, especially in 
regards to goals of peace. 

"President Nixon is going to bring my 
Daddy home," expresses the hope of the 
Lanes' two little daughters, Julie, who is 3'f2, 
and JoAnne, to be 2 in July. In fact, an 
American-News clipping which included 
Nixon's picture was about in shreds by the 
time Julie had carried it around for several 
weeks and told friends about her hopes for 
Daddy's return. 

The little girls keep Mom well occupied. 
"A lot of our time is spent at the parks," she 
says. A lot is spent in playing games, working 
with jig-saw puzzles for tots, and story hours. 
Mrs. Lane isn't working--outside her home, 
that is--for she feels that with the girls' 
Daddy gone, "they would be cheated with 
a part-time mother." 

The three were having a good time together 
Wednesday afternoon, the day that storm 
clouds and sunshine kept playing tag in the 
sky, and trips outdoors to play in the sun 
resulted in a return of rain and wet clothes 
for the girls. "Yes, they keep me busy, 
especially on rainy days," laughs this pretty 
young mother of two sweet little girls. 

A RETURN TO THE THREE R'S ON 
THE COLLEGE CAMPUS 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I was par
ticularly struck by a commencement 
address given at Wagner College on June 
1, 1969, by Francis H. Horn, president, 
the Commission on Independent Colleges 
and Universities of the State of New 
York. Dr. Horn was also president of the 
University of Rhode Island, Kingston, 
R.I., where he did an outstanding job. 

Dr. Horn spoke of campus unrest and 
relates this all-pervading subject to the 
role and status of the smaller private 
institutions. I was also especially inter
ested in a sentence of Dr. Horn's where 
he stated: 

I do, however, want to urge the necessity 
of a return to the three R's on the college 
campus. These collegiate three R's are re
spect, responsibility, and rationality. 

Perhaps if both students and school 
administrators took heed of Dr. Horn's 
address they would find it most bene
ficial. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
statement be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
NEEDED ON THE COLLEGE CAMPUS: A RETURN 

TO THE THREE R'S 
(By Dr. Francis H. Horn) 

It is a pleasure to be here at these com
mencement exercises on this lovely h111top 
campus, just a short ferry ride. from down
town Manhattan, or a quick trip across the 
Verrazano Bridge to the center of Brooklyn, 
yet seemingly so remote from the hurly
burly, the tensions, and the crushing prob
lems of metropolitan New York. You Wagner 
graduates are fortunate in having spent your 
college years here in an almost bucolic en
vironment, yet close enough to the big city 
to enable you to share its educational and 
cultural advantages, to participate in its 
bustle and movement, and to feel a part of 
its all-pervasive dynamism. In effect, you 
have had the best of two worlds and the 
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thought of giving up this pleasant life, of 
terminating your Wagner experience, must 
temper the joy you feel at receiving your 
degrees today. 

But commencement is a time to be happy 
and I appreciate the opportunity to share 
with you graduates and your families and 
friends the satisfaction of this occasion. It is 
an important and memorable event in your 
lives, but with the joy you feel that you 
have finally "made it" must go thankfulness 
to Almighty God and a commitment to use 
your education in His service and that of 
your fellowmen. 

I need scarcely remind you graduates how 
proud your parents are today and how much 
you owe to them, many of whom have made 
sacrifices to enable you to enjoy the ad
vantages of a college education. You owe 
much also to your professors, who have 
helped you lay the foundation for your 
further education or your occupational 
career. For them, your teachers, and for 
myself, I congratulate you warmly on your 
graduation today. 

It is always a pleasure for me to participate 
in commencement exercises. I delivered a 
commencement address last night in Syra
cuse (It was quite different from this one) 
and I have two more to go, one of them, 
incidentally, in Las Vegas! But I am especial
ly pleased to have been invited by your 
president to come to Wagner today. Dr. 
Davidson is an old friend. In addition, he 
was a member of the Commission on Inde
pendent Colleges and Universities when it 
brought me back to New York from Rhode 
Island to be its president. I have enjoyed 
working with Dr. Davidson and have learned 
to admire and respect his sound professional 
competence and his high personal integrity. 
Wagner is fortunate that at this time of 
crisis in American higher education, it has 
Arthur Davidson as its president. 

Because of my position as a spokesman for 
the private sector of higher education, I want 
to say a word about the importance of pre
serving in this country its dual system of 
public and private colleges and universities. 
Fortunately, both the Governor and the legis
lature in New York have demonstrated that 
they want this states to continue its strong 
dual system. Governor Rockefeller, a year ago, 
after commenting on the phenomenal growth 
of the State university, declared "we must 
also have vigorous private colleges and uni
versities standing alongside our public sys
tem. For our private institutions have special 
qualities that are irreplaceable and must be 
preserved." 

The Governor had acted on that conviction 
two years ago, when in conjunction with the 
Board of Regents, he appointed the Select 
Committee on the Future of Private and In
dependent Higher Education in New York 
State, headed by Ford Foundation President 
McGeorge Bundy. The Governor charged 
the Committee to advise "how the state can 
help preserve the strength and vitality of 
our private and independent institutions of 
higher education, yet at the same time keep 
them free." The Committee, as you know, 
concluded that these objectives could best 
be met by a program of direct State aid to 
institutions of higher education, including 
when constitutionally possible, the church
related institutions like Wagner. The Gov
ernor then submitted bills, backed by the 
Board of Regents, to implement the recom
mendations of the Bundy Committee. A year 
ago the legislation establishing the principle 
of State support for private higher education 
became law. This year's legislature appro
priated over $20,000,000 for this support. In 
addition, the legislature passed a bill making 
the church-related colleges eligible for such 
aid. The Governor's action on this b111 is 
not yet known, but our Commission urged 
his approval. The Bundy Committee made a 
strong and thoroughly convincing case for 
including the church-related institutions, 
Catholic and Protestant-although, obvious-

ly, not the theological seminaries-in the 
state-aid program. Colleges like Wagner serve 
the public interest just as do branches of the 
State University or of City University. Soon, 
it is hoped, these colleges wm benefit from 
the program of state assistance to private 
institutions. 

If by any chance, however, church-related 
colleges like Wagner do not become eligible 
for direct state aid, they should not, in my 
opinion, so modify their legal and organiza
tional structure in order to qualify as a non
sectarian institution that they repudiate 
their religious orientation and perhaps com
promise their basic Christian character. One 
Lutheran College in New York State has al
ready officially severed its connection with 
the Church. I am not criticizing the College's 
decision; but I believe it would be a great 
loss for American higher education if similar 
action were taken by many other church
related colleges-Catholic or Protestant. 

Many colleges founded as church colleges 
have become non-denominational and non
sectarian, including my own alma mater, 
Dartmouth, where President Davidson was a 
professor for some years. But something im
portant has disappeared in the process: the 
positive cultivation of moral and spiritual 
values, the encouragement of a religious 
commitment. 

In an avowedly church-related college like 
Wagner, there is a definite emphasis, as your 
catalogue states, on quickening "the stu
dent's understanding of Christian beliefs and 
values," and on encouraging "the growth of 
religious convictions." I do not argue for a 
narrow sectarianism, intolerant or neglectful 
of other points of view or perhaps limiting 
faculty and students to adherents of one 
religious creed or denomination. But I do 
argue that our system of higher education 
will be much the poorer if we do not have 
a fair number of church-related colleges 
where the commitment to Christian values is 
emphasized and significant. 

Convinced as I am of the importance of 
the Christian College, I believe that the 
sponsoring churches should strengthen their 
ties to their colleges, increase their financial 
support--alas, in all too many cases today, a 
mere pittance of what should be supplied, 
and take such other positive steps as will 
assist the institutions in making their Chris
tian emphasis a meaningful and inspiring 
influence on the campus. 

This, it seems to me, is especially impor
tant in these days of the confusion and 
change and discontent that surround the 
lives of all Of us, but which effect the young 
most of all. Not only are our traditional 
values under attack, especially by college stu
dents, but also by many of their teachers as 
well, but indeed all of society, our whole way 
of life, seems threatened by the more militant 
activists in our colleges and universities. 
One is shocked by the resort to violence
in our cities but especially on our cam-· 
puses. I want to devote the rest of these re
marks this afternoon to some observations 
about the student revolt, noting, inciden
tally, that the trouble is not exclusively a 
revolt of our college students, but involves a 
minority of the faculty, though like the stu
dent radicals, a very active minority. It is 
somewhat surprising, in my opinion, that 
the growing public disenchantment with 
colleges and universities seems directed al
most exclusively at the students. It is seldom 
aimed at the m111tant faculty members for 
whom the rejection of rational action is a 
repudiation of their professional commit
ment to things of the mind. In the long run, 
I am persuaded, higher education may suf
fer more deeply from the irresponsibility and 
tactics of faculties than from the demands 
and the destruction of students. In any case, 
it is imperative that the violence be stopped 
and the campus returned to what it 1s in
tended to be-a place of teaching and learn
ing. 

Violence is not, as Rap Brown and the 

Black Panthers are saying, "as American as 
cherry pie." If it is true, as a looder of the 
Panthers said l'ast Sunday in a church in my 
neighborhood, "power comes from the barrel 
of a gun" and "you put a .38 on your hip and 
you get respect," and people act on that 
theory, then our society is as surely doomed 
as if someone dropped a nuclear bomb. A 
year ago this week when Senator Robert 
Kennedy was dead, a victim of gun power, 
President Johnson pleaded in a nationwide 
television address: "So let us-for God's 
sake-resolve to live under the law. Let us 
put an end to violence and the preaching of 
violence." 

We must begin on the campuses, for it is 
the colleges and universities which have 
stood for many centuries as the citadels of 
reason, for the very opposite of emotion and 
passion which erupt into violence. The SDS 
and other militants are right, given their 
assumptions, in attacking the Establishment 
through institutions of higher education. If 
they can bring down the colleges and uni
versities, the collapse of society is inevitable. 
I was appalled a year ago when in a com
mencement address, historian Will Durant 
cautioned educators not to become unduly 
alarmed over campus turbulence, which he 
referred to as just the "measles of intel
lectual growth." 

The past year has been the most turmoil
filled in the whole history of American higher 
education. Serious violence has occurred at 
dozens of institutions. In one two-week pe
riod last month, over 200 fires broke out, 
apparently set, in New York City colleges 
and universities. Institutions have been 
closed by violence or to avoid violence and 
thousands of students denied the instruction 
they came to college to get. 

If this violence is not curbed, and the 
campuses brought under control-and that 
quickly-the damage to higher education 
and ultimately to society may be irreparable. 
Professor Sidney Hook of N.Y.U., a noted 
radical over the years, has pointed out that 
"When black students and SDS radicals use 
the same methods Nazi students employed to 
destroy the Weimar Republic and trample 
into the dust traditional ideaLs of academic 
freedom, then no matter how different their 
rhetoric may be, fundamentally both are 
enemies of the rational process and of those 
values of civilization which have developed 
over the centuries against the forces of ob
scurantism and barbarism." 

It is apparent that if the colleges and uni
versities do not put their houses in order, 
outside forces will try to do it for them. 
Legislatures and the Congress have already 
moved not only to penalize students in
volved in campus violence, but also to take 
punitive measures against the institutions. 
Alumni and friends of higher education are 
curtaiUng, or threatening to curtail their 
financial support if the disturbances are not 
stopped. If student revolt continues as it 
has this past year, I am convinced that the 
American public wm increasingly deny the 
support and the freedom which are essen
tial to the health and vitality of American 
higher education. 

What must we do 1f we are to avoid catas
trophe? It is not my purpose to analyze the 
causes of today's student unrest. Nor do I 
intend to expound my views that students 
must be involved more directly in the af
fairs of alma mater without turning the 
control or operation of the institution over 
to them. I do, however, want to urge the 
necessity of a return to the three R's on the 
college campus. These collegiate three R's 
are respect, responsibiUty, and rationality. 

All in the academic community must re
establish respect for one another. We elders 
must learn to respect our students, to try to 
understand them, and to work with them to 
improve our educatlonallnstitutlons and our 
society in general. Conversely, you of the 
younger generation must learn to respect us 
of the older generation. You must recognize 
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that those of us over thirty are not all hypo
critical, venal self-seekers, that we have 
learned some useful and practical things 
from experience, that some of us at least have 
acquired a little wisdom about life that is 
worth heeding, and that we too have hopes 
and ideals and are committed to a better 
world for all individuals and all nations. 
Somehow we must find through mutual re
spect the means to bridge the generation 
gap and to join forces to work for the better 
world which we all desire. 

In this process, we must recognize the need 
to treat others with the respect we expect 
others to show to us. Shouting ob
scenities, shoving speakers from the micro
phone, refusing to hear out someone with 
whom one disagrees, carrying people bodily 
!rom their offices--such rudeness and incivil
ity are to be deplored and hopefully will soon 
disappear from the college scene. This is not 
to inhibit freedom of speech and dissent or 
the right of peaceful protest. It is to eschew 
the barbarities that characterize too many 
campus confrontations. 

We also need to re-establish a sense of re
sponsibility, not only on the part of student, 
but also on the part of faculties and admin
istrations. Too many institutions of higher 
education have neglected their responsibility 
to their students, especially the responsibility 
for good teaching. If our students had en
joyed better teaching, we would hear much 
less about the relevancy of the curriculum
since a good teacher "'lakes any subject rele
vant to his students-and have much less 
student discontent capable of being whipped 
up into violence. 

But on the student side there has also 
been a serious lack of responsibility. There 
is too little concern for the rights of other 
students, or, indeed for the rights of faculty 
to teach undisturbed by hecklers, for ex
ample. The ruthless and senseless detruction 
of college property is nothing short of crim
inal. Such destruction serves no useful pur
pose--it is not a case of property having 
priority over human need. It is especially 
difficult to understand what motivates stu
dents to destroy a professor's notes, burn a 
dean's correspondence, overturn library card 
catalogues, set fire to the library itself. Last 
month a fire set at the Indiana University 
graduate library destroyed books valued at 
$600,000. The breaking of windows and simi
lar vandalism are bad enough; the destruc
tion of scholarly or historical material is the 
work of savages and its perpetrators have no 
place in an institution of higher learning. It 
is time for the academic community to re
gain its sense of responsibility. 

And finally, there must be a return to ra
tionality, to the process of reason. Today's 
student generation increasingly repudiates 
reason. There was a time, Robert Hutchins 
has said, when "rational living was the goal 
of life." This no longer is a goal of the young. 
They are suspicious of reason unless as one 
N.Y. Times commentator put it, it is "adorned 
with emotion's clappings." They believe one 
must feel and act before one thinks. Typical 
is the reported statement of a Stanford stu
dent leader: "It's time we stopped thinking 
and started feeling." Sincerity, not rationality 
has become the goal. 

But this way lies catastrophe. In his recent 
inaugural address at the University of Chi
cago, President Edward Levi warr ... ed: "We 
should reaffirm our commitment to the way 
of reason, without -vhich a university be
comes a menace and a caricature." And Pro
fessor Arthur Schlesinger recently said, "I 
can imagine nothing worse for our society 
than a rejection of reasoned analysis by the 
young. In the long run," he wrote in an im
portant little book on violence, "any sane 
society must rest on freedom and reason. If 
we abandon this, we abandon everything." 

If somehow in the year or years ahead we 
can on our campuses reestablish the rule 

of re·ason and restore law and order-and I 
realize the unhappy visions of George Wal
lace and Mayor Daley's police that the phrase 
conjures up--there is a greater likelihood 
that we oan begin to rebuild our society, 
which seems to be falling apart. It will not 
be easy. Oampus violence has seeped into 
high schools and even into the junior highs. 
The tactics of disruption and revolt are being 
learned all too well by our adolescents, and 
the SDS is actively working to teach them 
its tactics. The eighteer:-year-old chairman 
of the New York Afro-American Students 
Association (a high-school group) recently 
stated: "If you think there are militant peo
ple in the high schools, you've seen nothing 
until you've seen the 11- and 12-year-olds 
in the next few years." 

The outlook is terrifying. Unless ways a.re 
found to reverse this trend toward violence-
to return our students-and our faculties as 
well-to respect, responsibility, and rational
ity-the future is as bleak as if, as I have 
said, someone triggered us into nuclear war. 
I wish I had the formula for bringing order 
and peace, and the freedom to teach and 
to learn, back into our colleges and univer
sities. I do know that it must somehow be 
found---e-nd soon. 

I also knbw that students must be in
volved in finding the answer. I am c•onvinced, 
moreover, that the voting age mu&t be re
duced to eighteen, so that our young people 
can make their influence felt through nor
mal democratic channels. Unquestiona,bly, 
some of the demonstrations and rioting that 
have occurred on campuses springs from 
youth's frustmtlons a.t their inability under 
existing political circumstances to influence 
policy on the war in Vietnam and the lack 
of war on poverty and racism here at home. 
Giving young people the vote might substan
tially decrease their recourse to riot and vio
lence. The participation of college students 
in the McCarthy and Bobby Kennedy cam
paigns prior to the last election demonstrates 
their eagerness to work for the improvement 
of society through establishd political chan
nels. 

In any case, I know that discouraged as 
we elders may be about our present-day stu
dents, they are our sons and daughters, and 
the students whom we have taught, and the 
shape of tomorrow's world lies with them, 
with young people like you graduates. In 
many respects you graduates are smarter than 
our generation, and better prepared than we 
were to take your places in society. In addi
tion, you have a greater opportunity than any 
previous generation to make this a better 
world. The world could be on the threshold 
of its greatest development in recorded his
tory. Soon men will set foot on the moon 
and in the 80's, on Mars; they wm also set 
up housekeeping on the ocean floor. Man 
holds within his grasp the possibility of end

·ing everywhere the age-old scourges of hun-
ger, disease and war. Given individuals with 
the intelligence and good will and moral 
courage to bring it about, the world can, 
with Divine help, achieve a new era of peace 
and prosperity and justice such as it has 
hitherto never known. 

So it's an exciting time to be graduating 
from college. It's exciting because the future, 
despite my pessimistic observations on vio
lence, which will, I know, eventually be over
come, holds out great promise for you. It 
is a future needing and demanding as never 
before, your talents and your energies and 
your dedication to something bigger than 
yourself. You enjoy unusual opportunities 
for service and achievement and happiness. 
So I congratulate you again upon your grad
uation today and urge you to remain true to 
the high ideals and the Christian commit
ment you have experienced here at Wagner. 
I wish you good luck and Godspeed in what
ever lies ahead for you. 

REPORT TO 
AMERICAN 
TION BILL 

TEXANS 
FOLKLIFE 

ON THE 
FOUNDA- · 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
the Richardson, Tex., Daily News of June 
23, 1969, carried my report to my fellow 
Texans on S. 1591, a bill to create an 
American Folklife Foundation, which I 
have introduced in this Congress. This 
article sets forth my reasons for intro
ducing this proposal. I hope my col
leagues in the Senate will support the 
measure. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the article entitled "Senator 
Yarborough's Newsletter," from the 
Richardson, Tex., Daily News of June 23, 
1969, be printed in the RECORD. 

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

SENATOR YARBOROUGH'S NEWSLETTER 

We in the United States are fortunate to 
stand in the midst of a vast and varied cul
tural heritage. Not only does each American 
enjoy the distinctive ways of his family, his 
ethnic group, his region and occupation 
which comprise his personal folk culture, but 
he also shares with all Americans a common 
body of customs and traditions. 

This folk culture--the folk tales, the folk 
songs, the dances, the art forms, the legends 
and traditions-have been passed on from 
generation to generation with very few at
tempts to bring all the folk culture of any 
group together in one collection. 

The tragedy of this situation is that much 
of the folkcustoms and culture has been lost. 
As each year goes by we are in danger of los
ing even more and those that study folklore 
now say that a greater danger is the threat 
of radio and television taking it and chang
ing it into something else so that our true 
folkculture is lost. 

This country has depended on private cit
izens to preserve the quality of folk culture 
for us. All Americans owe a great debt to 
men like Carl Sandburg and to our own fel
low Texans John and Allan Lomax, Walter 
Prescott Webb, J. Frank Dobie, and Roy 
Bedichek. We are thankful for the contribu
ti'Ons of these men, but we need to do some
thing more to insure that our folkculture is 
saved and not lost from us. We must do more 
than depend on the work of a few individu
als. Just as Texas, with its varied ethnic and 
cultural background, as a great body of 
folk1'ore, so Texas has produced some of the 
greatest folklore in America. The legends of 
the land and its people, the cowboy ballads, 
the Negro spirituals, the country music, the 
Mexican oorrido, all are worthy of preserva
tion. 

It was with this in mind that I introduced 
in the Senate a bill to establish an American 
Folklife Foundation. This Foundation will be 
an agency of the Smithsonian Institution. 

This Folklife Foundation will sponsor pro
grams of research and scholarship in Amer
ican folklife. It will make grants and award 
scholarships for the study and preservation 
of American folkculture. 

The Smithsonian Institution was the first 
to endorse this bill. Dr. S. Dillon Ripley, 
secretary of the Smithsonian, said, "There is 
much to be done in this country in the area 
of American folk tradition, through both 
study and public presentation, and these 
Senator Yarborough's bill will certainly 
encourage." 

When Allan Lomax heard of the bill, he 
sent a telegram to me saying that he was 
proud that it was a fellow Texan who intro
duced the bill, the first bill in Congress to 
establish the American Folklife Foundation. 
Mr. Lomax expressed his concern that with-



July 7, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 18429 

out the support of the federal government, 
and the platforms the Folklife Foundation 
would provide that we are in danger of losing 
much of the cultural treasure of this nation. 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN JUDAISM 
AND OTHER RELIGIONS IN THE 
SOVIET UNION 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, although 

antireligious, the Soviet Union does guar
antee through its laws certain rights to 
religious groups within its borders and 
does permit certain practices. However, 
to Soviet citizens the Jewish faith is de
nied rights and practices permitted other 
religions within the U.S.S.R. 

There has been compiled a compari
son of the status of Judaism and the 
Soviet's other religious faiths and I ask 
unanimous consent to have it printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the com
parison was ordered to be printed ln the 
RECORD, as follows: 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN JUDAISM AND OTHER 
RELIGIONS IN THE U.S.S.R. 

Judaism: No central organization, no fed
eration of congregations. 

Other religions: The Russian Orthodox 
Church, the Greek Orthodox Church, Islam, 
Buddhism, each have centre! c·oordinating 
bodies. 

Judaism: No kinds of communication per
mitted among the various Jewish communi
ties in the USSR. 

Other religions: Legally authorized to con
voke congresses and conference of clergy and 
lay representatives. 

Judaism: Not a ,single religious publication 
is authorized. 

Other religions: The RUS!Sian Orthodox 
Church publishes an official Review of the 
Patriarchate of Moscow, which emanates 
from the highest body of its hierarchy. It also 
publishes religious texts. The same is true for 
Islam. 

Judaism: No Hebrew Bible authorized since 
1917. 

Other religions: The Bible in Russian, of 
which a first edition was published in 1926 
for the Russ1an Orthodox Church, was re
printed in 1957. Another Bible in Russian 
was published for Baptists. The Kora/Il was 
published for Muslims in 1958. 

Judaism: No edition of Siddur between 
1917 and 1955. In 1956, a single printi.ag of 
3000 copies was published. 

Other religions: Relatively large quantities 
are available for the various religions. 

Judaism: No government aid. 
Other religions: The government makes 

publishing houses and paper available. 
Judaism: Manufacture of prayer shawls, 

phylacteries, matzo -is practically forbidden. 
Other religions: Permitted to produce the 

entire gamut of ritual objec~andles, 
crucifixes, rosaries, etc. 

Judaism: One synagogue and one rabbi for 
each 25,000 worshippers. (Based on estimate 
made in 1960; since then, the number of 
synagogues and rabbis has declined. 

Other religions: One church for each 1800 
practicing Orthodox, one priest for each 1100 
practicing Orthodox, one church and one 
minister for eooh 500 Baptists. 

Judaism: A single so-called yeshiva in 
Moscow, with four students. 

Other religions: The Orthodox Church has 
two Academies and eight seminaries. Islam 
has four training centers. 

Judaism: No foreign contacts permitted. 
Other religions: Moslem students study in 

El-Azhar in Oairo; Baptists in Great Britain. 
The Russian Orthodox Church is affiliated 
with the Ecumenical Oouncil of Churches 
8ind has sent observers to the Council. 

VIOLENCE IS NOT THE ANSWER 
Mr. HART. Mr. President, Roy 

Wilkins, executive director of the 
NAACP, has been the source of coura
geous and sound counsel for the commu
nity of America for many years. His ad
dress on March 11, 1969, delivered at 
the National Conference on the Church 
and Violence, at Atlanta, is a clear case 
in point. That many more than were in 
attendance at Atlanta may have the op
portunity to hear Mr. Wilkins, I ask 
unanimous consent that his remarks be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

VIOLENCE IS NOT THE ANSWER* 

(By Roy Wilkins) 
Despite the concessions being m<ade in this 

uneasy season to advocates and practitioners 
of violence to compel change in race rela-
1ll.ons in this country, the fact remaD.ns tha.t 
violence as a weapon, as· a technique, as a 
major instrument of social change, is not 
the weapon of success. 

There is a kind of embarrassment in main
taining this position because our political 
officeholders and lately our educators, have 
been vying with one another in yielding 
to naked threats of violence and acts of not 
only aggression, but of destruction. Even our 
churchmen, caught up in their religious 
tenets, have rationalized the bowing to a 
stick-up type of "demand." The popular ex
cuse with all of these has been the umbrella 
contention of cteprivation. 

Their capitulation has been all the more 
remarkable when it is remembered that every 
important poll of public opinion-Fortune, 
CBS, Harris, Gallup, Newsweek-has shown 
the black extremists to be but a tiny minor
ity of the total Negro population. The polls 
reveals, too, that a goodly percentage of 
young people under 30 believe progress is be
ing made and want to go on for better 
schools, better jobs and better neighbor
hoods. 

It is true that the Negro American has 
been crassly deprived of his rights and op
portunities in a deliberate and system81tic 
fashion for decades and generations. He has 
been ·exploited, robbed, beaten and killed. 
Poll tioally he was long disfranchised and left 
defenseles·s in the society of his fellows. 

This political dlsfranCihisement made it 
much easier to limit his employment and in
come. It factlitated his being herded into 
ghetJto compounds with all the denials of 
municipal services and privileges enjoyed by 
others. It left him prey to the maladminis
tration of the law and to whimsical inter
pretations of his citizenship under the Con
stitution of the United States. Above all, it 
put him and his children completely at the 
mercy of an inferior Jim Crow school system. 

A great part (but by no means all) of the 
present-day agitation on the school front is 
the resul>t of this massive cheating on school
ing. The young black opportunists of the 
day, spanning the period from the tenth 
grade through the graduate school, feel 
justified in demanding all the conditions 
that will guarantee their not being cheated 
as were their forebears. They are, therefore, 
insisting on new rules, on shortcuts, on key 
control spots and on a variety of other 
standards and procedures which not only 
will protect them in their advancement, but 
will actually insure their preferential status. 

In their attempt to secure this status, 

• Adapted from an address delivered at the 
National Conference on the Church of Vio
lence sponsored by the Interdenominational 
Theological Genter, Atlanta, Maroh 11, 1969. 

which they regard as a mere evening of the 
score to make up for past inequities, they do 
not rule out the use of violence. According 
to reports which, understandably, are hard 
to verify through the mouths of the people 
most closely concerned, they have used 
threats of immediate physical assault. 

The blunt, abrasive, revolutionary action 
of young black people is stimulated pri
marily by the treatment accorded their race 
by the dominant majority population, cer
tainly over the past 100 years after slavery 
was supposedly abolished and citizenship in
stituted. But it stems, also, from the world
wide upheavals of youth in every land against 
the old rules, the old mores, the old moral 
values-against the Establishment. Exc:ept 
in some areas of calculation, young black 
Americans are not very different from the 
youth of any other origin. 

It is in these areas of calculation of the,ir 
chances of achieving their goals that the 
Achilles' heel of the black movement seems 
to lie. Unlike the Negro of the Reconstruc
tion period and of the post-Reconstruction 
era, the young blacks today choose to ignore 
in their campaign plotting the inescapable 
fact tha.t they are a very small numerical 
minority, unlike their kinsmen in the Congo 
or Nigeria or Senegal or Kenya or Trinidad 
or Jamaica. 

This numerical position, this po'We1"less
ness, is enough to influence sound planning 
by any round leadership. When there is ,added 
to this the poliJtical <tisfr8inchiisement and 
fmgmentrution, even where there is little or 
IliO disfranchisemeillt, the economic throt
tUng, the hobbling in public education and 
the pervasive social ostracism rigidly im
posed, the ~eali'ties (whioh are, in truth and 
not merely rhetorically, hard) make it im
perative thrut black folk, tn planning for ef
fective ethn.ic group advancement, plot a 
collil"Se which a minority so situated can 
profitably pUl\Sue. 

The Negvo American has been severely 
limited in employment, being confined to 
"N~ jobs" and Negro pay raJtes in the 
SoU!th, w1Jth simHar, bUJt less harshly labeled, 
polimes in effect in the North. White coHa.r 
jobs have been rare. Exclusd.on from organized 
labor hias been either unequi V'OOal and in 
writi:ng or equivocal, laced With trickery, 
double talk and meager, highly restrtoted 
j:ob oppol'!tunirti·es. Farm and home ownership 
were undertaken 8lt coru;idembly more than 
the usual peril, with color bonuses, high in
terest rwtes, teoh:n1.cwl fine prinrt Ml;d even 
nigllJtriides all a part of the high-risk enter
prise. 

It is a soft indictment, indeed, to classify 
public education as discc>ur>a.g.ing. The statts-

- tics on funds spent per capita for the educa
tion of whl!te and black children in the 
Southern states in 1900, 1910 and 1920 make 
one weep. There were heartbreaking dif
ferences in the length of the school y,ears, in 
eduoruttonal f,acilities, and 1n teadhing stand
rurds. 

These differe.nces make one shudder today 
81t the boycotts, school clos·ings, strikes and 
shutdowns of one kind or another in our 
schools: for the payoff results are not in the 
heady oonfrontaltions and dialogues of the 
d:ay, but in the gl>alring inadequacies that 
will be manifest 30 years from now. 

The pressing, Ufe-&nd-death condition 
faced by the Negro American was in the 
malad.Ininistration of justice. He was in plan
tation peoiliage, subject to a judlci,al machin
ery which he neither created nor influenced. 
If be could get a.s high as ·the Unilted States 
Supreme Court, he found there the precedent 
of "sep.arrate-but-eqU!al" constitUJ1ll.onality, 
set 1IIl 1896 in PZessy v. Ferguson, bl~king 
hds way. He wM encircled with seg;reg'altion 
boundaries in Northern cities -.md wide[y 
barred f,rom public acoommodaroions there. 
WOil'st of ,all, the uLtimate 1n physical in
timidation was h1s lot: he was lynched and 
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for decades and decades no man was a.rres·ted 
or tried for this crime. 

So the NAACP dealt with the hard 
and bloody realities. We took the long, slow 
road that led to strength and growth and 
survival of both white and black popu
lations. It took 30 years to turn the tide 
against lynching. With the help of World 
War I, migration to the North was stimu
lated and the base was laid for the black po
litical strength that came later. This 
strength battered at the doors of proscrip
tion through the use of the ballot to build 
representation in Washington and in the 
city halls and state houses of the North. 

With the rise of industrial unionism in 
the Thirties, organized labor, the toughest 
nut, was cracked. Today the battle is-not by 
any means won. The access to, and upward 
mobility in, the unions is as yet only par
tially achieved, but the progress is definitely 
there. White collar and· technical work is 
here today for the taking, in both the North 
and the South. 

In public education racial segregation has 
been declared unconstitutional. What we 
worked for day and night since the en
thronement of the iniquitous Plessy doctrine 
has come to pass: the Negro American has 
come under the umbrella of mandatory
not permissive-constitutional protection. 
The way is now open for him to finish the 
task of achieving citizenship. 

When we look back on the sixty-odd years 
of uphill struggle against the Plessy doctrine 
of racial segregation and inequality, the per
formance of young blacks today is at best 
disquieting. The ultimate objective enters in, 
of course. Are we for reform of the present 
system or are we for the destruction of it? 
There is little doubt that the overwhelming 
majority of Negro Americans is for reform. 
It wants in, not out. It wants to build, per
haps on an altered pattern, but it does not 
wish to destroy. The young people who do 
destroy are certainly not listening to their 
elders. They are not even listening to their 
fellow students. In fact, in seeking an all
black society, they are running from the 
hard competition with other groups. They 
prefer the comfort of their fam111ar segrega
tion. 

Whatever has been accomplished has been 
through non-violence. This tack did not re
quire the meek turning of the other cheek. 
It required an inner conviction of the right
ness of the cause, a sense of the dignity of 
the human person, a fierce determination 
to hold the nation to its tenet of individual 
freedom, and a dedication to the use of -any 
weapon of persuasion and competition in 
the democratic arsenal that was suited to 
the task at ha.n.d. 

There 1s a popular but mistaken notion to
day that hard and insulting talk, profanity, 
obscenity and some of the most obscure tor
tuous and fallacious reasoning in all litera
ture constitutes mllltancy. Nothing could be 
farther from the truth. True militancy con
sists of the pressing of a righteous cause with 
all suitable weapons and with due regard 
for the strength of the attackers, the terrain 
and the strength and deployment of oppos
ing forces. 

No general worth his salt would send his 
men, armed with swords, against a regiment 
armed with rifles and machine guns. Nor 
would a general plunge his army forward with 
its flanks exposed. 

The preachers of violent action on the race 
relations front are hypnotized with the con
cept of guerr1lla warfare. Perhaps they have 
to be thus mesmerized since they are so few 
in number among the 22 millions of black 
Americans. But the guerrilla tactics and the 
guerrilla mentality can cause only harass
ment, frustration and eventually the iron 
control that seems to be the objective of 
certain provocative leaders. Alone, they can 
win only skirmishes, not wars. 

Negro Americans are not afraid of conflict. 
A people with a history like ours, going back 
to the slave rebell1ons and running up to the 
bruising encounters of yesterday cannot be 
branded cowardly simply because it refuses to 
adopt suicidal methods. We have overcome 
obstacles and forged ahead in situations that 
the black m111tants of today meet only with 
four-letter words, childish tearing up of 
schools and the naked (and simple) threat 
of assault. 

The violence of our times has undersoored 
with shock, and sometimes with bLood, the 
glaring inequities that still exist. Thls is 
helpful and the exposure, in frank language, 
has won approval from milUons of bl:acks 
who are nonviolent. Abrasive and even vio
lent confrontation, however, cannot solve a 
problem; they can only uncover the festering. 
They must leave to the scalpels and the 
drugs and the skills of the non-violent the 
corrections and cures in social maladjust
ment. 

The church is the ideal agency to make 
an evaluation, for it has passed through 
many cycles in its ministry to mankind. 
The debate is still proceeding on birth con
trol, on social involvement, on forms of wor
ship. Catholics, Protestants and Jews are 
caught up in this struggle. 

But one thing is certain from any history 
of religious thought: violence was unable to 
destroy it. The Jewish faith has survived and 
grown stronger through thousands of years 
of persecution. The lions and the gladiators 
did not halt the growth of the young Chris
tian church. Violence could submerge, but 
not crush a faith, a belief, a love that often 
failed, but more often succeeded, in in
cluding all men. 

Today there is a tendency to deplore all 
aspects of militancy. In the on-going battle 
for life and growth this does not seem the 
wise course. 

Assuming a unity on the goal of reform
ing this faulty society, there should be a 
working unity between the militants and 
the rest of the ethnic group. All organiza
tions, institutions and individuals over 30 
years of age are not evil and useless, just 
as all people under 30 are not wild men. 

There is much to be done where the knowl
edge, ingenuity, fresh approach and, above 
all, energy of our youth can be of vital serv
ice in advancing the cause. We need voter 
registration and voting to build the politi
cal machinery that will bring about change. 
We need improvements in welfare and health 
services, in the entire education system. 

We need to build our own racial inner 
strength through a knowledge of our his
tory and a preparation, through excellence, of 
our young people for service. There are but 
two black lawyers in Mississippi. Our doc
tors and dentists are fading away. We need 
tens of thousands of retailers and thousandj; 
of entrepreneurs. 

And we need these if we are to live in 
a world-not a black world or a white world, 
but the world of today. It is silly to disdain 
the training for life on the ground of some 
alleged mystique of skin color. 

Let there be a partnership in mutual 
respect between all our people and let us go 
forward at a time when all systems, as the 
astronauts say, are go! 

We can and do deplore the excess of 
m111tancy. We condemn the dogmatism and 
cruelty that accompany slavish service to 
a doctrinaire, impersonal philosophy or pro
cedure. The people and institutions that 
the rampaging young people so sweepingly 
condemn may contain a few slothful ones, 
or some sickeningly subservient ones who 
raise not even a whimper of protest, but the 
vast majority is composed of warriors-with
a-purpose, of men and women who want to 
go somewhere and, importantly, who want 
others to go with them. 

This is the kernel of the m111tancy of free 

men, whether they be white or black: to 
want genuinely for others to benefit also. 
For this reason, the exclusion of white peo
ple from the Fight for Freedom is cruel 
idiocy. Inherent in this desire is the dedi
cation to a change in the operation of so
ciety so that all may benefit. And inherent 
in this latter is the realization that social 
changes do not occur among masses of 
humanity overnight. 

Fifty years after the October Revolution 
the Soviet Union is st111 imperfect, stlll 
changing. After 900 years, Britain is still 
seeking change. After more than 5,000 years 
and many changes, China has changed 
again. After nearly 200 years, our young 
country is challenging some of its practices. 

Mllltant, truly radical, unrelenting and 
uncompromising pressure for social change 
is the way to life and growth. For a minority, 
violence, whose handmaidens are death 
and destruction, .is only a reprieve on the 
way to suicide. 

THE 50TH ANNIVERSARY COM
MEMORATION OF THE ORDER OF 
DEMOLAY 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, last 
Friday, the Fourth of July in Kansas 
City, it was my privilege to address the 
50th anniversary commemoration of the 
Order of DeMolay. It was a real thrill to 
stand before those young men who so 
completely challenge the popular idea 
that the youth of this country is no good. 
It is refreshing, as it always is, to visit 
with these exemplary young groups. 

I ask unanimous consent to have my 
remarks printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
ADDRESS BY SENATOR BARRY GOLDWATER, OF 

ARIZONA, TO THE 50TH ANNIVERSARY CoM
MEMORATION OF THE ORDER OF DEMOLAY'S, 
KANsAs CITY, Mo., JuLY 4, 1969 
Mr. Chairman, distinguished guests and 

members of the Order of DeMolay's: It 1s an 
extreme honor for me to be with you here 
today on the 50th anniversary of your fine 
order and on our Nation's day of Independ
ence. 

I fully realize that 1n light of tod.ay's cur
rent events involving campus disorders and 
protest demonstrations against the war in 
Vietnam, the U.S. Selective Service System, 
the ROTC, etc., It is more or less expected of 
public officials when speaking to a group of 
younger Americans to dwell on these develop
ments. 

When Henry Dormann, the Executive Vice 
Chairman of your International Supreme 
Order, asked me to make this address he em
phasized that I would be speaking to several 
thousand young men between the ages of 14 
and 21 and he added this very significant 
sentence: 

"These are the young men who don't rip 
up draft cards, who don't riot and who are 
interested in getting a fine education and 
leading exemplary lives." 

I naturally have always known about the 
fine caliber of young men which the De
Malay's attract. And I just want to say that 
Mr. Dorm.ann's description places you young 
men among the vast majority of this nation's 
youth. I know the radicals, the SDS and all 
the rest of the agitators and protesters gain 
so many headlines and so much attention 
that it is easy to confuse their actions and 
their attitudes with those of American youth 
generally. And I am here to sa.y that if there 
is one thing that I do almost constantly is 
travel throughout this country talking to 
young people in colleges, universities and 
high schools. And I can tell you that the vast 
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majority of the young people I meet today 
are serious, dedicated, patriotic and well-be
haved members of our society. 

This isn't to say that I don't have 
strong views on the activities which have 
turned many of our seats of learning into 
virtual battlegrounds. I do have strong opin
ions but these have been aired many times 
and I believe that we have, over the recent 
Commencement period, had an adequate flow 
of oratory and expression about these events. 

In another vein, I realize that public 
speakers--especially members of the United 
States Senate--are more or less expected to 
fashion any remarks they might make on 
this particular date in our history in a 
patriotic vein usually referred to as "flag
waving." I hope you will understand well 
that I am not against such rhetorical exer
cises on the anniversary date of our freedom. 
On the contrary, I believe in these days of 
super-sophistication that we could use much 
more of the kind of spread-eagle, arm wav
ing appeals to flag and country that marked 
most observances of July 4 in the earlier 
years of this century. It has concerned and 
worried me that many of our young people 
in the days of liberalism's greatest advances 
began to feel that appeals to our patriotic 
senses were somehow outdated and "square." 
It is my considered opinion that bombast 
has a very definite purpose to serve when 
the subject is the celebration of those pre
cious freedoms which were handed down to 
us on this day in history some 200 years ago. 

Today, if I may, I should like to discuss 
with you the overall situation in which this 
free nation finds itself today in the world 
community. This has a very direct bearing 
on our continued independence. I don't mean 
to suggest that events are transpiring which 
might overnight overturn our independence 
and our freedoms and reduce us to slavery. 
However, I do want to discuss with you a 
situation which could easily and in the near 
future place our own liberty and the inde
pendence of the entire free world in more 
jeopardy than it has ever before known. 

I am sure you have all heard the great hue 
and cry which is pres~ntly being raised 
against the so-called military industrial com
plex. This campaign has reached such a level 
of intensity that it becomes more difficult 
every day to place this nation's security and 
its defense effort in proper perspective. 

The attack on the so-called m111tary-in
dustrial complex is very plainly an attack on 
the American defense system itself. For none 
of the critics of the MIC have ever suggested 
or proposed that it could be replaced. These 
critics have made a big thing out of seman
tics. They have given a name to a system of 
corporations, companies and suppliers and 
added it to the defense establishment of 
this nation made up of the Army, Navy and 
Air Force. They have made every attempt to 
invest this very necessary system of inde
pendently run companies and services with 
an implied evil. They would have you think 
that if what they call the m111tary-industrial 
complex could be abolished there would be 
no war in Vietnam or threat of war in the 
future. 

Unfortunately, they made no reference to 
military-industrial complexes that exist in 
the Soviet Union and Communist China. 
They rarely mention the fact that without 
the complex they complain about we would 
today be a third rate nation at the very best. 
They don't share with their listeners the 
plain fact that the MIC is the only thing 
that enable this nation to maintain a level 
of strength sufficient to defend western 
Europe while it rehab111tated itself after 
World War II. It is the only thing, of course, 
that enables this nation today to maintain 
its position of leadership in the free world. 
You have only to ask yourselves where we 
would stand "vis-a-vis" the Soviet Union and 
Red China if President Truman had accepted 
the advice of the scientific Left Wing in this 

country and refused to develop the H bomb. 
It is easy also to understand what a sub
servient role we could be cast in today if our 
leaders had failed to go ahead with the de
velopment of the Inter-Continental Ballis
tic Missiles (ICBM). The same goes for al
most every advance in military weaponry, 
from atomic submarines to the M-16 rifle. 
All of this is true enough and plain enough. 
Yet the critics of the American military sys
tem still believe that if we refuse to go 
ahead with necessary defense projects, our 
potential adversaries will somehow be 
shamed into doing likewise. This is a fine, 
idealistic concept which has no foundation 
in reality and is extremely dangerous to the 
security of this country. 

Along these lines we are told, for example, 
that the way to reach an understanding with 
the Soviet Union on arms limitations is to 
refuse President Nixon's request for the Safe
guard missile defense system. The argument 
overlooks the fact that the Russians already 
have an ABM system which is now in the 
third phase of deployment. It also ignores 
the fact that if the Safeguard system is de
feated in Congress, the United States will 
be forced to escalate drastically the interna
tional arms race and begin erecting a gigan
tic nuclear capacity. 

In this whole discussion of the ABM only 
one consideration can possibly be paramount 
and it is this: That the safety of 200 million 
Americans is non-negotiable. 

Whether the ABM opponents and the crit
ics of the MIC like it or not, this govern
ment--no matter what the political per
suasion of its President may be--is entirely 
committed to defending the security of its 
population and the protection of its national 
strategic interests. If the Congress of the 
United States refuses to provide a defense for 
its deterrent capability, the only course left 
is to build an offensive force of ICBM's and 
multiple warheads so powerful that it will be 
able to overcome any type of a first strike 
attack. 

The "doves" in the U.S. Senate will have to 
understand that they cannot have it both 
ways. They cannot force the rejection of a 
missile defense such as Safeguard unless 
they are willing to accept the concept of an 
expanded offense based on multiple war
heads. If the American people are to enjoy a 
measure of military security, they must have 
one system or the other. To reject both Safe
guard and MIRV would be an act of uni
lateral disarmament so stark that any poten
tial enemy would regard it as an open invi
tation to move against us. 

I suggest that the coming Senate battle 
over the ABM could well determine this na
tion's future course in world affairs forever. 
It could also have a drasttic, long-term effect 
on our domestic needs. 

Contrary to popular belief, the fact remains 
that the most expensive course open to the 
United States government would be guaran
teed by Congressional rejection of the ABM. 
Those people who argue against the ABM by 
stating that its rejection would make addi
tional billions available for sorely needed 
projects in our intercity areas are neglecting 
to consider the alternative. For if we don't 
have a missile defense, we must have an 
overpowering missile offense. And I can tell 
you from my experience on the Armed Serv
ices Committee that the cost of a defensive 
system would be far cheaper in the long run 
than the other alternative. 

The American people have made it abun
dantly clear that they are in favor of Presi
dent Nixon's Safeguard proposal. And I can 
assure you that those who do not favor it, do 
not base their objection on a desire for no 
defense. Many of the opponents of the ABM 
honestly believe that its cost would be pro
hibitive and its effectiveness would be doubt
ful. They haven't examined carefully the 
other side of the coin. 

I should like to ask the opponents of the 

ABM this question: If you are opposed to the 
ABM and to the MIRV, how do you propose 
to protect the American people in future 
years? 

I should also like to ask the opponents of 
ABM if they have any tangible reasons to 
believe that the Soviet Union is honestly 
interested in reaching an agreement with 
us based on a limitation of defensive and 
offensive military weapon systems? 

I should like to call attention to a ten
part series of articles which have just con
cluded in the Washington Post. They are 
entitled "Russia Turns Back the Clock," and 
they tell a frightening story of the Soviet 
Union turning back to the bloody, anti
American policies which characterized the 
U.S.S.R. during the reign of Stalin. 

I want to say to you that every bit of 
evidence which is coming out of the Soviet 
Union today--even that reported by such 
liberal newspapers as the Washington Post
tells the story of a different kind of Russia 
than the one that the ABM opponents and 
the Senate "doves" would like us to believe 
exists. 

It tells the story of a nation reaching 
strenuously for world domination in all areas. 
It tells the story of a nation which has now 
extended its naval might into every ocean 
and strategic waterway in the world. It tells 
the story of a nation rushing expanded pro
duction of ICBMs and S8-9 missiles at a 
capacity rate. It tells the story of a nation 
which has moved into the power vacuum in 
the Middle East. 

It tells the story of a nation which is 
planting its feet and preparing to move 
forcibly into any vacuum which may occur 
throughout the Western world by the with
drawal of American concern. I believe the 
masters of the KremUn are counting heavily 
on the ABM opponents and the American 
"doves" to push their new-found policy on 
nee-isolationism to such an extent that a 
vast power vacuum will be created. 

There can be no doubt that at a time 
when the U.S. is being urged to pull in its 
horns the Soviet Union has embarked on a 
bold gamble to dominate the world politi
cally, mi11tarily and psychologically. At the 
present time the major feature of this de
termined Communist thrust is the large and 
expanding Soviet naval strength. And I 
should like to take a few minutes here to
day to explore this one facet of increased 
Russian military activity. As I have pointed 
out there are many other phases but the 
development of naval strength marks a de
parture of sorts in the policy of the land
locked Soviet Union. 

After years of steady buildup, the Soviet 
fleet is now moving to challenge U.S. su
premacy in all major oceans and sea lanes. 
Its fleet in the Mediterranean is comprised 
of between 40 and 50 warships and is rapidly 
approaching the size of the U.S. 6th fleet 
which at one time held complete domina
tion of this strategic area of the Middle 
East. 

In addition, Soviet naval might has ex
tended into the Indian Ocean where two 
large task forces have engaged in "showing 
the flag" while the British fleet makes plans 
to withdraw. 

At the same time, the North Atlantic, the 
North Sea, the Baltic Sea, the Sea of Japan, 
the South China; Sea, the Bearing Sea and 
all major sea routes in the Western Pacific 
have become regular cruising areas for So
vie·t warships. 

The situation has recently led to these de
velopments: 

The Joint Atomic Energy Committee has 
warned President Nixon that unless the Ad
ministration speeds up its nuclear shipbuild
ing program the Soviet Union will soon domi
nate the seas of the world. 

Admiral Thomas H. Moorer, the U.S. Chief 
o! Naval Operations, has warned that Soviet 
ocean operations are becoming "unmistak-
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ably more aggressive, more varied and are be
ing conducted at ever increasing distances 
from their home base." 

Admiral George W. Anderson, Jr. (Ret.), 
former Chief of Naval Operations, warned 
that the meaning of increased Soviet sea 
power is an attempt at world domination. He 
explained that the Russians are striving for 
a posture which will make the principal na
tions of the world either accommodate or be 
subservient to the Soviet Union in matters 
that they consider of importance to them. 

It is increasingly vital to American secu
rity to understand that as the Soviet Union 
becomes dominant on the waterways of the 
world, the United States will become domi
nated. In other words, with our present 
naval strength-which has been described as 
"the obsolescence, rust and decay of what is 
basically still a World War II fleet"-we are 
well on the way to becoming a second rate 
military power in the world. 

The Ru~sians, as Admiral Anderson points 
out, are not interested in a world of domina
tion that would mean putting troops in New 
York or Washington or any other specific 
place around the world. Rather, they are 
reaching for a level of military and naval 
supremacy which will have the effect of mak
ing other nations accede to their strategic 
interests without having to resort to force. 

For example, a Soviet-inspired Communist 
coup could threaten a Western power-say 
France, for the sake of assumption-and the 
threat of overwhelming Soviet military 
strength in that area of Europe could easily 
prevent NATO or other Western nations 
from coming to the rescue. 

By controlling the waterways of the world, 
Russia could establish a supremacy compara
ble to that enjoyed by the English during 
the period known in history as "Pax Bri
tannica." That era was one in which Britain 
held undisputed world supremacy through 
the mere maintenance of the most powerful 
navy ever seen. No nations in that period 
dared to challenge any policy or extend their 
own interests if either ran counter to British 
concerns. 

This is the way a world can be dominated 
through fear-fear of what could happen 
rather than through the exercise of actual 
armed conquest. 

Every report we receive these days from 
independent organizations, such as the 
British Institute for Strategic Studies and 
Georgetown University's Center for Strategic 
and International Studies, remind us that 
the hour is late and growing later. 

And I want to caution you all on this very 
important fact: The condition that I have 
described here today could easily set the 
stage for the outbreak of World War III. The 
dynamics of this situation strongly indicate 
that if the United States pulls in its horns 
and covers itself in a type of neo-isolationism 
and the U.S.S.R. continues its policy of mili
tary advancement, World War III could easily 
become a contest between the Soviets and 
the Red Chinese. Because if we turn inward 
and default on our commitments the vacuum 
thus created will quickly be filled by the 
Soviet Union. She will then be in a position 
to exert undisputed world leadership. And 
this is something the Chinese Communists 
cannot permit to happen. We must begin to 
understand that Russia fears China more 
than she does the United States. By the same 
token China fears Russia more than she does 
the United States. 

The ironic part of this ls that 1f World War 
III should become a struggle to the death 
between the Communist governments of Rus
sia and China, the United States could well 
end up fighting alongside her World War II 
ally, the Soviet Union. 

In any case, unless we take a completely 
realistic view of the events transpiring today, 
the world balance of power could shift away 
from us and leave us in the position of an in
effectual second or third rate power in a world 

which respects only one type of influence
the influence of military power backed up by 
a national will to utilize that power to ac
complish strategic objectives. 

I realize that I have painted a rather dis
turbing picture of our position in today's 
world. However, I want you to know that I am 
convinced that the Nixon Administration will 
win its fight to keep this nation defended 
and strong. 

THE ABM 
Mr. GORE. Mr. President, on June 30, 

several prominent members of the com
puter profession held a press confer
ence in New York at which they released 
the text of a statement drawn up by 
a group of experts who have banded to
gether as "Computer Professionals 
Against ABM." Daniel D. McCracken, 
who has written 10 books on computer 
programing, is chairman of the group. 
The members of the executive commit
tee are Paul Armer, director of the com
-putation center at Stanford University 
and president of the American Federa
tion of Information Processing Socie
ties; Joseph Weizenbaum, professor of 
electrical engineering at MIT; and 
Gregory P. Williams, a leader in the ap
plication of computers to the solution of 
problems in industry. 

The statement released on June 30, 
signed by over 200 computer experts, ex
pressed "grave doubts as to the techni
cal feasibility of the computer portion 
of the Safeguard anti-ballistic-missile 
system" and concluded that "on tech
nical grounds alone the project does not 
deserve the support of Congress." 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full text of the statement of the "Com
puter Professionals Against ABM" be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

COMPUTER PROFESSIONALS AGAINST ABM 
We, the undersigned members of the com

puting profession, wish to record our pro
fessional judgment that there are grave 
doubts as to the technical feasibility of the 
computer portion of the Safeguard Anti
ballistic Missile system. These doubts range 
from a profound skepticism that the comput
ing system could be made to work, to a con
viction that it could not. 

Although no project of precisely this nature 
has ever been attempted before, the difficulty 
may be understood in terms of a close 
analogy, Suppose the task were to design 
and implement the computer portion of a 
national air traffic control system, and that 
it were part of the design requirement that 
at some unspecified instant the control of the 
air traffic of the entire nation would be trans
ferred to the computer, without any period of 
parallel operation, testing under actual 
operating conditions, or evolutionary develop
ment. This, by analogy, is what Safeguard 
would require. Our experience with large
scale computer systems convinces us that 
such a pattern of development is highly un
likely to lead to a successful computer system. 

Another analogy that may be instructive is 
the use of computers in predicting and re
porting election results. These have been used 
in presidential elections since 1956 and in 
many local contests, allowing steady evolu
tionary development. The task is well defined. 
Realistic testing is possible and is done. It is 
known in advance exactly when the system 
will be required to act. 

Despite these favorable factors the election 
systems often fail. In 1968 the data-gathering 

computer malfunctioned, delaying results by 
hours. One computer, because of a program
ming error, reported a total vote exceeding 
100%. 

If such systems produce blunders, we must 
conclude that the Safeguard computer prob
ably could not be made to work at all, since 
the conditions for it are much less favor
able: 

1. The computing task is much more com
plex than those of the examples cited. 

2. The precise nature of the computing 
task cannot be defined. It cannot be known 
what kinds of electronic and other counter
measures would be used, for example, or 
what evasive maneuvers the attacker might 
employ. The offense has more strategic op
tions than the defense in any case, and the 
defensive reactions have to be programmed 
and tested well in advance of an attack. 

3. Realistic testing is impossible since it 
would require nuclear explosions in the at
mosphere. Only artificial test data could be 
used. 

4. Evolutionary development is out of the 
question. The computer systems for elections 
are used every four years or oftener and are 
improved on the basis of experience. The 
Safeguard computer would never get a sec
ond chance. 

It ls important to realize that the com
puter would have virtually all of the deci
sion-making power, because the warning 
time in a nuclear attack would be so short-
minutes at most--that presidential or senior 
military review would be almost impossible. 
Our experience with the failures of large 
computers (not to mention those that send 
out department store bills) makes us ex
tremely reluctant to place so much life-and
death power in the control of a complex and 
untested machine. 

Worse, the ABM system could by itself 
initiate a firing sequence without any attack 
taking place. This could happen through 
misinterpretation of radar signals from 
harmless objects, or because of machine mal
function or programming error. Since the 
defensive missiles themselves would carry 
nuclear weapons, destruction of American 
cities might result, or the action might be 
misinterpreted by other nations as hostile. 

Our grave doubts as to the technical feasi
bility of the Safeguard computer system, 
coupled with our recognition of the possible 
consequences of system failure, lead us to 
the view that the project is a dangerous 
mistake. Whatever other arguments may be 
brought to bear, for or against Safeguard, 
our conviction is that on technical grounds 
alone the project does not deserve the sup
port of the Congress. 

DANIEL D. McCRACKEN, 
Chatrman. 

PAUL ARMER, 
Prof. JOSEPH WEIZENBAUM, 
GREGORY P , WILLIAMS, 

Executive Committee. 

RICHARD NIXON, KIWANIAN 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, in the 

June issue of the Kiwanis magazine there 
appeared an interesting and heartwarm
ing article by Doug Coleman that por
trayed the activities of an ordinary 
smalltown lawyer from La Habra, Calif.; 
whose civic contributions as a citizen and 
a member of the local Kiwanis chapter 
is worthy of calling to the attention of 
all Members of the Senate. 

I speak of the article entitled "Richard 
Nixon, K.iwanian." As a fellow Kiwanian, 
I am proud to associate myself with this 
great American and his contributions to 
his community during his early years as 
a struggling, practicing young attorney. 

I ask unanimous consent to have this 
moving article printed in the REcORD, as 
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well as the accompanying list of mem- directory. It was what advertising men call 

bers of Kiwanis International who are a "one by one," measuring one inch deep 
Members of the Congress be included. and one colwnn wide. 

There being no objection, the article "Richard Nixon, Attorney at Law, 135 West 
and list were ordered to be printed in the Central, Phone Whittier 81-265." 

The ad first appeared in the August 18, 
RECORD, as follow: 1939, edition, and was to run continuously 

RICHARD NIXON, KIWANIAN in the directory for almost two and a half 
(By Doug Coleman) years. 

It was very much a quiet little country Joining a service club is a good way for 
town in the late 1930's. La Habra wouldn't an up-and-coming young professional man 

to get acquainted in town. Nixon became a 
really experience anything resembling a member of the Kiwanis Club of La Habra 
boom for at least a decade. Much of the shortly after setting up his practice. The 
valley was in citrus, and the business dis- Kiwanians held their Wednesday evening 
trict-what there was of it-extended for meetings in the Legion Hall, which had just 
only a few blocks along Central Street on been completed a few years earlier. Nixon at-
either side of Hiatt. tended regularly. 

There were some signs of expansion, On Tuesday, February 20, 1940, the lieu-
though. Dr. I. N. Kraushaar set up practice tenant governorship of Division 30 changed 
there in the late 1930's, as did Dr. Harold h d J 
Stone, a dentist. Walter Caplinger bought an s. C. ack Zinn of La Habra was yielding 

the office to Dr. H. L. Planette of Whittier 
a local pharmacy right on the corner of Cen- at a special inter-club meeting. 
tral and Hiatt. J. W. Burch, the local Ford "The speaker was Richard Nixon of the 
dealer, was situated on Central a block east looal club, whose topic was 'Nine Young 
of Hiatt. Men,' a discussion of the supreme court of 

It was a folksy time, when La Habra's the United States," reported The Star. 
small newspaper, The Star, could report such The newspaper also recorded another of 
events as a family on Erna Street having the young lawyer's speaking engagements. In 
Sunday dinner with friends on Florence. So 1940 some citizens from the Heights section 
when a new attorney moved into town in of La Habra were objecting to Union Oil 
mid-August of 1939, the announcement was Company's plans to drill for oil in the h1lls. 
front page news. Two attorneys, a lawyer named Phelps from 

"LAWYER LOCATES HERE Los Angeles and Richard Nixon, Were asked 
"A new law office in La Habra is that of to address the Heights Citizens' 011 Com

Richard Nixon, a young man well known to Inittee, an action group, concerning the 1m
many La Habrans, being a member of the pending blight. 
family of that name long residents of the "Mr. Nixon presented to the meeting a 
Lowell district. Nixon has located in part of very clear exposition of the fact that there 
the B. J. Roberts real estate office. He is a would be no reasonable chance of attacking 
graduate of the union high school, Whittier the Union Oil Company to its mineral rights 
college and took his law ,at Duke university. in the Heights traot, or its present right to 
He began practicing with Wingert & Bewley drill there," reported The Star. Phelps, the 
at Whittier and will continue as a member attorney from the big city, got about six 
of that firm. He is also deputy city attorney times the news space. 
of Whittier, and has been active in various On Wednesday, June 12, 1940, the paper 
organizations and civic groups." (Friday, noted that the La Habra Kiwanians had 
August 18, 1939) hosted Boy Scout ceremonies and that mem-

The new attorney had considered taking ber Nixon had presented tenderfoot badges 
a room in the back of Dr. Stone's office, but to Gerhard Witt and John Upton. 
he and the doctor-they had been school- Later that year, in the traditional month 
mates--decided against it, figuring that the for brides, Nixon traveled to Riverside for 
frightened screams of children echoing from a very special event. Reported The Star: 
the doctor's section Of the building might "RYAN-NIXON WEDDING SOLEMNIZED IN 
frighten away potential legal customers. So RIVERSIDE 
Nixon rented some space in Roberts' build- "The ma.rrlage of Miss Patricia Ryan and 
ing, which was centrally located in La Habra. Richard Nixon of Whittier was solemnized 

When things were quiet in town, as they 
often were in those days, schoolmates Stone Friday afternoon in the Mission Inn at River-
and Nixon would cross Central Avenue to side. Dr. W. 0. Mendenhall, president of 
Caplinger's for a cup of coffee. And when the Whittier College, officiated at the ceremony. 
young attorney, fresh from Duke University's "Members of the families of the bride and 
school of law, had a sore tooth, he'd slip groom were present. Favorite organ selections 
out the back door of Roberts' building and of the couple were played during the wedding 
down the alley to stone's omce. reception, which was held in the Spanish art 

The Nixon name was well known in La gallery of the inn. 
Habra Valley. The young attorney's parents, "Miss Ryan attended Columbia university, 
Frank and Hanna Nixon, ran a store up on New York City, and is a graduate of the Uni
Whittier Avenue and were well thought of. versity of Southern California. 

From the beginning, Dick was a good stu- "Mr. Nixon, who is an attorney at law in 
dent. "I remember he finished his final proj- La Habra, is a graduate of Whittier college 
eot for trigonometry first in school," says and Duke university law school. 
Dr. Stone. "He got an 'A' in that course. Even "Mr. and Mrs. Nixon are honeymooning in 
in those school days people said he would Mexico City." (From the society section, Fri
be President. 'He can speak so well,' they day, June 28, 1940) 
said." The "slow days" were becoming few and 

"He won every debate he was in," remem- far between for the up-and-coming attorney; 
bers another long-time acquaintance. the leisurely walks across to Caplinger's be-

Dr. Kraushaar recalls his first meeting with came farther and farther apart. 
the young man: In September Nixon was named by the 

"It was early in '38. He was working for Kiwanis nomin,ating cominittee to serve on 
his folks making deliveries while going to the club's board of directors. Also, he was 
college. He made a delivery of some meat named by the chamber of commerce to head 
to a home up on Solejar while I happened the welcoming committee for La Habra's 
to be there, and the lady of the house said Pioneer Fiesta in october. 
that the cut wasn't exactly what she had In November he presented a Kiwanis 
wanted. Richard asked to borrow the phone, prog~am: 
called his dad at the store, went back down 
the h111, and got exactly the cut of meat the 
woman wanted and brought it back. He was 
a very serious young man.'' 

Soon after locating in La Habra, lawyer 
Nixon took out an ad in The Star's business 

"RARE BOOK COLLECTION SHOWN 
TO KIWANIANS 

Richard Nixon was demonstrator at the 
showing of a number of rare books and man
uscripts, part of the collection of Louis 

Davenport of the Heights, before the Kiwanis 
club meeting Wednesday night. Included 
was one of the earliest King James versions 
of the Bible, published in 1638, of which 
only a few are known. Another work by a 
rather obscure author, published in 1851, 
is said to be one of two known copies extant, 
the other being in the British museum. A 
document signed by Abraham Lincoln also 
attracted much attention.'' (Page one, Fri
day, November 15, 1940) 

December 11, 1940, saw the installation of 
"R. M. Nixon" as a director of the Kiwanis 
Club of La Habra. Glenn Lewis, the new 
lieutenant governor of the disrtrict and a 
former teacher of Nixon's, installed the new 
officers. 

In May of 1941 Nixon was named to head 
an Orange County group. 

"LA HABRA MAN HEADS CITIES ASSOCIATION 
"Richard Nixon, La Habra attorney, will 

head the Association of Northern Orange 
County Cities, according to plans made at a 
meeting of the noininating cominittee last 
Friday evening. The committee consisted of 
one member from each of the nine communi
ties represented in the associ.ation." (Page 
one, Friday, May 30, 1941.) 

And in the midst of all this activity, Nixon 
was speaking before as many groups as he 
could. 

"I remember driving back with him from 
one speaking engagement," re-Calls a friend. 
"He talked of having to give up the speeches 
because he couldn't afford the time or the 
money for the gasoline they were taking." 

The Star carried the following item on 
August 1, 1941: " ... The {Kiwanis; club 1 
president reported on a visit of some of the 
members of the club to the San Clemente 
club Tuesday night, when Richard Nixon of 
La Habra was the ,speaker." 

Time was becoming more and more sc-arce. 
Success-and politics-was cutting into the 
young attorney's time for service club work. 
Dr. Stone tells of being a dinner guest at 
the home of food products magnate Laura 
Scudder in the Heights one evening. "A 
Dr. Nixon, Dick's uncle, was there," he re
calls. "He told of offering Dick several thou
sand acres of potato land in Pennsylvania. 
All Dick had to do was manage the business. 
But he turned it down. He always wanted to 
be a politician. I think he saw what lay 
ahead." 

It wasn't long after this that Nixon took 
his leave of La Habra. Reported The Star: 

"LOCAL ATTORNEY GOES TO CAPITAL 
"Richard M. Nixon, who has maintained a 

law office in La Habra for the past two years, 
will leave in a few days for Washington city, 
where he has been called to take a position 
on the legal staff of the Office of Price Ad
ministration, one of the departmen 1Js of the 
OPM. Mr. Nixon does not know definitely 
how long he wm be on duty there, but it is 
thought probable that it will be for the dura
tion of the emergency. 

"Mr. Nixon's La Habra business during 
his absence will be handled by Thos. Bewley, 
city attorney of Whittier, with whom Nixon 
has been associated in the past. Mr. Bewley 
will not maintain a regular office here, how-
ever. 

"Mr. Nixon's new job was told of at the 
Kiwanis club meeting Wednesday, and he was 
given oordial wishes by his fellow-members." 
(Page one, Friday, January 2, 1942.) 

The Nixon office in La Habra was closed 
that very day in 1942. 

Those strolls across Central Avenue for cof
fee ... the long drives at night OOII'OSS Ornnge 
County's bumpy rw-al roads to deliver 
speeches to S1ll-all groups .•. the trips to the 
Heights from his !rather's store to del·iver a 
customer's order . . • Kiwanis club meetings 
in the Legion Hall-how far away those 
events must seem today to the President of 
the United States. 

Many yea.rs a.go a custom'Elr entered the 
Nixon store to buy some pies. As she looked 
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over the selection in the oaJSe she spoke to 
Frank Nixon. 

"That Dick certainly has a way with words," 
she said. "He might just become Presidenrt 
some of these days." 

Fr·ank smiled across the oountex. "S.everal 
folks have said that. And you know what? I 
think you're right. 

The Nixon store is gone now. Oaplingers 
Pharmacy of that day is gone, too. But Ben 
Roberts' building is still there, though 
changed considerably. And Dr. Stone con
tinues to thrive, as does Dr. Kraushaar. The 
Legion Hall still stands as a tempOl'a.ry meet
ing hall for civic bodies. 

The valley really hasn't changed much. 
While neighboring communities fuss at each 
other about which is the President's home
town. La Habra takes it all with a grain of 
Yankee salt. 

It's not a lack of pride. Perhaps a note in 
last weeks Kiwanis club bulletin sums it up: 

"Birthdays-Dean Day, January 6, and 
Richard. Nixon, J ·anuary 9. Lota paid Dean's 
fine but Dick was not hexe to pay his." 

Richard Nixon is still a part of La Habra. 

CONGRATULATIONS Go TO KIWANIANS 
NIXON, AGNEW 

International Secretary R. P . Merridew has 
sent telegrams C1f congratulations to Pres
ident-elect Richard M. Nixon and Vice
President-elect Spiro T. Agnew, both Ki
wanians. 

In his wires Secretary Reg expressed the 
pride taken by all Kiwanians in the accom
plishments of these two distinguished fellow 
members and expressed his hope that "God 
may guide and help you in the discharge of 
your duties." 

Presldent-elect Nixon is an honoral'y mem
ber of the Kiwanis Club of La Habra, Cali
fornia. Joining the club in January of 1940, 
he held an active membea:ship until Decem
ber 1941, when he left to join the Navy. He 
was made an hono.rary member of the club 
in 1949. 

Vice-President-elect Agnew is an active 
member of the Kiwanis Club of Loch Raven, 
Maryland. A Kiwanian for fifteen years, 
Agnew served as president of his club in 
1961 and has been active on many of the 
club's committees, including Program and 
International Relations. Sam Kimmel, cur
rent president of the Loch Raven club, joined 
Kiwanis at the urging of Agnew, an old 
friend and law partner. 

KIWANIANS IN THE 91ST CONGRESS 
SENATE 

Baker, Howard H ., Jr., Oneida, Huntsville, 
Tennessee.t 

Bellman, Henry, Oklahoma City, Okla.t 
Boggs, J. Caleb, Wilmington, Delaware. 
Case, Clifford P., Rahway, New Jersey.2 
Dole, Robert, Russell, Kansas.t 
Dominick, Peter H., Littleton, Colorado.2 
Ervin, Sam J., Morgantown, North Caro-

lina.1 
Fannin, Paul J ., Camelback, Phoenix, Ari

zona.2 
Goldwater, Barry, Valley of the Sun, 

Phoenix, Arizona.2 
Griffin, Robert P., Traverse City, Mich-

igan.1 
Hansen, Clifford P., Cheyenne, Wyoming.2 

Harris, Fred R., Lawton, Oklahoma.2 

Hatfield, Mark 0., Salem, Oregon.2 

Hruska, Roman L., Omaha, Nebraska.l 
Javits, Jacob K., Manhattan West, New 

York City, New York.1 
Mathias, Charles McC., Jr., Frederick, 

Maryland.2 
McGovern, GeorgeS., Mitchell, South Da

kota.2 
Mcintyre, Thomas J., Laconia, New Hamp

shire.l 
Mundt, Karl E., Madison, South Dakota.2 

1 Active. 
2 Honorary. 

Pastore, John 0., Providence, Rhode 
Island.1 

Randolph, Jennings, Elkins, West Vir
ginia.2 

Russell, Richard B., Winder, Georgia.2 

Schweiker, Richard S., Lansdale, Pennsyl
vania.2 

Sparkman, John J., Huntsville, Alabama.1 
Talmadge, Herman E ., Hampton, Lovejoy, 

Georgia.2 

Tower, John G., University, Wichita Falls, 
Texas.1 

Young, Milton R., North Dakota. 
Holland, Spessard L., Bartow, Florida.2 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Adair, E. Ross, Fort Wayne, Indiana.2 
Addabbo, Joseph P., Ozone Park, New 

York.1 
Anderson, Glenn M., Hawthorne, Cali

fornia.1 
Anderson, William, Tennessee. 
Ashbrook, John M., Northwest Licking 

County, Johnstown, Ohio.1 
Ayres, William H., West Akron, Ohio.2 

Baring, WalterS., Nevada. 
Bates, William H., Salem, Massachusetts.2 

Belcher, Page, Tulsa, Oklahoma.1 
Berry, E. Y., Pierre, South Dakota.2 

Bevill, Tom, Jasper, Alabama.2 

Biester, Edward G., Jr., Doylestown, Fur-
long, Pennsylvania.1 

Blanton, Ray, Jackson, Tennessee.1 
Blatnik, John A., Chisholm, Minnesota.2 

Brinkley, Jack T., Columbus, Georgia.2 

Broomfield, William S., Royal Oak, Mich-
igan.2 

Brown, George E., Jr., Lincoln Heights, Los 
Angeles, Monterey Park, Oalifornia.1 

Broyhill, James T., Lenoir, North Carolina.2 

Buchanan, John H., Birmingham, Ala
bama.2 

Burke, J. Herbert, Hollywood Beach, Holly
wood, Florida.1 

Burton, Laurence J., Ogden, Utah.2 

Chamberlain, Charles E., Lansing, Mich-
igan.1 

Clausen, Don H., Crescent City, California.2 

Clawson, Del, Compton, California.1 
Cleveland, James C., Concord, New Hamp-

shire.2 
Colmer, William M., Pascagoula, Missis

sippi.2 
Conte, Silva 0., Pittsfield, Massachusetts.2 

Corbett, Robert J ., Pittsburgh, Penn
sylvanla.1 

Cramer, William C., Boca Ciega, St. Peters
burg, Florida.2 

Daniel, W. C., Danville, Virginia.1 

Davis, Glenn R., Waukesha, New Berlin, 
Wisoonsin.1 

Dellenback, John R., Medforo, Oregon.1 

Derwinski, Edward J., South Holland, Chi
cago, Illinois.t 

Devine, Samuel L., Columbus, Ohio.2 

Dickinson, William L., Montgomery, Ala
bama.1 

Duncan, John J ., Northside, Knoxville, 
Tennessee.l 

Edmondson, Ed, Muskogee, Oklahoma.1 
Edwards, Jack, West Mobile, Alabama.8 

Eshleman, Edwin D ., Lancaster, Penn-
sylvania.2 

Evans, Frank, Pueblo, Colorado.1 
Fisher, 0. Clark, Alamo, San Antonio, 

Texas.:~ 

Flynt, John J., Jr., Griffin, Georgia.l 
Ford, Gerald R., Grand Rapids-Southkent, 

Michigan.2 

Fountain, L. H., Tarboro, North Carolina.t 
Galifianakls, Nick, Durham, North Caro

lina.1 
Gray, Kenneth J., West Frankfort, Illinois.l 
Halpern, Seymour, Bellerose-Queens Vil

lage, Forest Hills, New York.2 
Hammerschmitt, John Paul, Harrison, 

Arkansas.2 

Harsha, William H., Portsmouth, Ohio.2 
Hebert, F. Edward, Mid-City, New Orleans, 

Louisiana.2 
Hicks, Floyd V., Parkland Area, Tacoma, 

Washington.l 

Hosmer, Craig, Long Beach, California.2 
Mungate, William L., Troy, Missouri.1 
Jarman, John, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma.2 
Keith, Hastings, Brockton, Massachusetts.2 
Landrum, Phil, Canton, Jasper, Georgia.2 

Latta, Delbert L., Bowling Green, Ohio.1 
Leggett, Robert L., Greater Vallejo, Ca11-

fornia.1 
Lennon, Alton, Wilmington, North Caro

Una.2 
Lipscomb, Glenard P., Los Feliz District, 

Hollywood, Los Angeles, California.1 
Lloyd, Sherman P., Salt Lake City, Utah.2 
Lukens, Donald E., Middletown, Ohio.2 

Lujan, Manuel, Jr., Albuquerque, New 
Mexico.1 

Macdonald, Torbert H., Malden, Massra.chu
setts.2 

Mahon, George, Lubbock, Texas.2 
Mann, James R., GreenvtlJ.e, Sourt;h Caro

Una.1 
Marsh, Jiohn 0., Waynesboro, Strasburg, 

Virgin1a.2 

McClure, James A., Payette, IdJa.h.o.1 
McCulloch, William M., Pique, Ohio.2 
McEwen, Robert c., Ogdensburg, New 

York.2 

McFall, John J., Manteca, OalifOII'n!a.:~ 
Meeds, Lloyd, Everett, Washington.1 
Miller, Clarence E., Lancaster, Ohio.:~ 
Mills, Wilbur D., Searcy, Kensett, Arkansas.2 
Mooher, Charles A., Oberlin, Oh!o.2 
Natcher, William H. , Bowling Green, Ken-

tucky.1 
Nichols, William , Sylaca uga, Alabama.2 
PSJtten, Edward J., Perth Amboy, New 

Jersey.1 
Pepper, Claude D., Coral Grubles, Miami, 

Floa.1da.t 
Pollock, Howard W., Anchorage, Ala.ska.1 
Preyer, Richa.rdson, Greensboro, Nooth 

Oa.rolina.2 

Price, Melvin, East St. Louis, Illinois.' 
Price, Robert, Texas. 
Quillen, James H., Kingsport, Tennessee.:~ 
Rhodes, John J., Mesa, Arizona.' 
Robison, Howard W., Oswego, New York.2 
Rogers, Paul G. , West Palm Beach, Florida.t 
Rostenkowski, Dan, Northwest Town, Chi-

cago, Illinois.t 
Roudebush, Richard L., Noblesville, In

diana.1 
Roybal, Edwa.rd R., Boyle Heights, Los An

geles, California.2 
Satterfield, David E., IT!, Richmond, 

Virgin.ia.l . 
Sohadeb~g. Heney C., Burlington, Wiscon

sin.J 
Schneebeli, Herman T., Williamsport, 

Pen:nsylvan1·a.1 
Shriver, Garner E., East Wichita, Kansas.t 
Sikes, Robert L. F., Orestview, Florida.:~ 
Sisk, B. F., North Fresno, Dalifornia.l 
Smith, H. Allen, Glendale, Califo:rulla.2 
Springer, William L., Champaign-Urbana, 

Illinois.1 
Staggers, Harley 0., Keyser, West Virginia.1 

Stanton, J. William, Painesville, Ohi0.2 
Stelgex, Sam, Mile-Hi, Prescott, Arizona.1 
Stephens, Robert G., Jr., Athens, Georgia.• 
Stratton, Samuel S., Amsterdam, New 

York.1 
Stubblefield, Frank A., Murray, Kentucky.• 
Taft, Robert, Jr., Silverton, Ohio.ll 
Van Deerlin, Lionel, Chula Vista, San 

D1eg10, Oalifomia.2 
White, Richard C., El Paso, Tex:as.2 

Wilson, Bob, San Diego, California.2 
Wilson, Charles H., Inglewood, Californ.ia.1 

Wright, Jim, Fort Worth, Texas.2 
Wylie, Chalmers P ., Columbus, Wort.hlng

ton, Ohio.1 

Young, John, Corpus Christie, Texas.2 
Zwach, John M., Trlacy, Minnesota.2 

TEXAS GARDEN CLUBS, INC., SEEK 
100,000-ACRE BIG THICKET NA
TIONAL PARK 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
the Texas Garden Clubs, Inc., adopted a 
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resolution at the general session of their 
annual spring convention in Austin, Tex., 
on May 28, 1969, calling for a 100,000-
acre Big Thicket National Park. They 
recognize the values of this beautiful and 
unique wilderness in southeast Texas and 
are doing what they can to preserve them 
for the use and enjoyment of future gen
erations. 

This organization has studied the Big 
Thicket carefully. Their policy statement 
makes specific recommendations for 
areas which should be included in this 
park. 

In addition to the Big Thicket National 
Park, they recommend: 

The establishment of a national wild
life refuge near Dam "B" on the Neches 
River west of Jasper, Tex. 

A State historical area encompassing 
communities of typical pioneer dwellings, 
farms, etcetera. 

Other State parks to supplement the 
national reserve. 

The Texas Garden Clubs, Inc., are also 
absolutely opposed to any trading or ces
sion of any national forest areas in the 
formation of the Big Thicket National 
Park. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Texas Garden Clubs' resolution 
and policy statement be printed in their 
entirety at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu
lution and statement were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
RESOLUTION OF TEXAS GARDEN CLUBS, INC., 

ON THE BIG THICKET NATIONAL AREA 
Texas Garden Clubs, Inc., does hereby 

adopt the Policy Statement on the Big 
Thicket National Area, a copy of which is 
attached hereto and made a part hereof for 
all purposes, and urges the President of the 
United States, the Congress, the Department 
of the Interior, the U.S. Corps of Engineers 
(as to Dam B) , and the appropriate state 
agencies (as to supplemental state and his
toric parks) to take appropriate action to 
implement this policy as soon as possible. 

MRS. E. 0. BARTON, 
President. 

MRS. K. C. WARFORD, 
Corresponding Secretary. 

The above Resolution was adopted by Texas 
Garden Clubs, Inc. in General Session at the 
Annual Spring Convention in Austin, Texas, 
May 28th, 1969. 

POLICY STATEMENT ON BIG THICKET NATIONAL 
AREA 

We favor a Big Thicket National Park or 
area which would include a minimum of the 
35,500 acres proposed in the Preliminary Re
port by the National Park Service study 
team, with the followd.ng modifications and 
additions: 

1. Extend the Pine Island Bayou sectlon 
southward and eastward down both sides 
of Pine Island Bayou to its confluence with 
the Neches River. 

2. Extend the Neche Bottom Unit to cover 
a strip, a maximum of three mlles, but not 
less than four hundred feet, wide on both 
sides of the Neches River from Highway 
1746, just below Dam B, down to the con
fluence of Pine Island Bayou. 

3. Extend the Beaumont Unit northward 
to include all the area between the LNV A 
Canal and the Neches. 

4. Incorporate a Village Creek Unit, com
prls1ng a strip up to one mile wide where 
feasible, and no less than 400 feet wide on 
each side of Big Sandy-Village Creek from 
the proposed Profile Unit down to the Neches 
confluence. Wherever residences have al
ready been constructed, an effort should be 

made to reach agreement Wlith the owners for 
scenic easements, limiting further develop
ment on such tracts and preserving the na
tural environment. Pioneer architecture 
within these areas should also be preserved. 

5. Incorporate a squarish area of at least 
20,000 acres so that larger species such as 
black bear, puma and red wolf may survive 
there. An ideal area for this purpose would 
be the area southeast of Saratoga, surrounded 
by Highways 770, 326 and 105. Although there 
are pipeline crossings in this area, they do 
not destroy the ecosystem; therefore the Na
tional Park Service should revise its stand
ards pertaining to such incumbrances, in 
this case, leaving them under scenic ease
ment rules instead of acquiring them. 

6. Conneot the major units with corridors 
at least one-half mile wide, with a hiking 
trail along each corridor but without new 
public roads cutting any forests. A portion of 
Menard Creek would be good for one such 
corridor. 

The entire watershed of Rush Oreek would 
be excellent for another. 

Such additions would form a connected 
two-looped green belt of about 100,000 acres 
(there are more than 3 mlllion acres in the 

·overall Big Thicket area) through which 
widlife and people could move along a con
tinuous circle of more than 100 miles. 

We recommend that the headwaters be 1n 
or near the line of the Profile Unit. 

We are absolutely opposed to any training 
or cession of any National Forest areas in 
the formation of the Big Thicket National 
Park or Monument. 

In addition, but not as a part of the Big 
Thicket National Monument, we recommend: 
(a) the establishment of a National Wildlife 
Refuge comprising the lands of the U.S. 
Corps of Engineers around Dam B, (b) a 
state historical area encompassing commu
nities of typical pioneer dwelllngs, farms, 
etc., such as that between Beech and Theu
venins Creek off Road 1943 in Tyler Coun
ty, and (c) other state parks to supplement 
the national reserve. 

GAO RECO~ENDATION ON LAND 
ACQUISITION MERITS ACTION 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, in 
February 1962, the Departments of Army 
and Interior adopted a new joint policy 
for reservoir land acquisition. Basically 
this new policy was an all fee policy and 
meant that the Government would pur
chase nearly all of the land in the pro
posed flood pool, despite the fact that 
much of the land in the flood pool would 
be flooded on the average of only once 
every 20, 50, or 100 years. 

Under the previous policy, fee title 
was purchased only for that land in the 
normal pool and up to the 5- or 10-year 
average flood level'. Flowage easements 
were purchased on the remainder of the 
property which best estimates indicated 
would be flooded at less frequent in
tervals. 

The new land acquisition policy came 
under the scrutiny of the General Ac
counting Office-GAO-and in February 
of this year GAO submitted a report 
to Congress pointing out what the audi
tors believed to be errors in the current 
policies. 

The GAO maintains that millions of 
taxpayer dollars could be saved by em
ploying a combination fee and flowage 
easement policy for lands needed for 
water control purposes. ·This would not 
necessarily apply, however, if the lands 
were to be used for recreation, wildlife 
enhancement, or for some other purpose. 

In support of their proposal, the GAO 
cited the fact that at· the present time the 
corps is successfully operating 52 reser
voirs "under a land acquisition policy 
where flowage easements had been ac
quired to a far greater degree than they 
are being acquired under the present 
policy." Moreover, large tracts of land 
would not have to be retired from local 
tax rolls and many families could be 
spared the hardship of relocating their 
farming operations. 

The Corps of Engineers had stated that 
they were not necessarily buying this 
periphery land for :flood control purposes, 
but for recreation and conservation 
as well. The GAO objected, saying that 
lands set aside for recreation should be 
designated as such, and an attempt 
should be made to arrange purchase on 
a cost-sharing basis with the local area. 

Today, in the fiscal 1970 budget, we 
are again faced with cutbacks on our 
badly needed water projects; cutbacks 
which place in jeopardy water supplies 
and flood protection needed now and in 
the future for this Nation's progress and 
well-being. It is imperative then that we 
do not waste the limited funds that the 
Congress appropriates by needlessly pur
chasing vast tracts of land for flood 
pools, where in fact we could more eco
nomically take these lands under ease
ment. 

With the money saved by this change in 
policy, it would be possible to finance new 
starts now halted by lack of Federal 
funds. 

Earlier this year I sent a copy of the 
GAO report to Judge Haysler Poague, 
chairman of the Missouri Water Re
sources Board, for his comments. 

Judge Poague and the Missouri Water 
Resources Board reviewed the report and 
concur with the GAO findings, stating 
that in their opinion, the present reser
voir land acquisition policy being fol
lowed by the Corps of Engineers should 
be modified. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have Judge Poague's letter printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

STATE OF MISSOURI, 
WATER RESOURCES BOARD, 

Jefferson City, Mo., April11, 1969. 
Hon. STUART SYMINGTON, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

MY DEAR SENATOR: Your letter of Febru
ary 6 enclosing the report to Congress by 
the Comptroller General entitled, "Review 
of Policies and Practices for Acquisition 
Land and Reservoir Purposes" B 118-634 
dated February 3, 1969, has been carefully 
reviewed by our Missouri Water Resources 
Board. I believe that you are fam1liar with 
our attitude in respect to land acquisition in 
this state as indicated by our previous let
ters, personal conferences, and also the let
ter of our Governor, Warren E. Hearnes. 
However, since this matter has now been 
properly raised by the Accounting Office, our 
Board in meeting in Jefferson City this 11th 
day of April 1969 desires to make the fol
lowing comments for your attention and 
also in the belief that they W'ill be presented 
to the General Accounting Office and other 
interested parties. 

As you are aware in Missouri we have tre
mendous water problems. We have more 
miles of navigable streaxns than any other 
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state and some 17,000 miles of non-navigable 
flowing streams which range from clear rapid 
flowing streams of the Ozark area to the 
sluggish streams of Southeastern, Central, 
Western, and North Missouri that flow 
through gently sloping thickly populated 
areas. 

The problems of flooding and management 
are somewhat similar to those streams ir
respective of the terrain. However, we do 
desire to point out that the land acquisi
tion problem does materially differ in re
spect to the different areas in which an 
impoundment is proposed. All of the flood 
control impoundments in Missouri to this 
date have been constructed in the moun
tainous terrain of the Ozark l'egion and in 
each instance they have been located on 
streams of narrow bottom lands and pre
cipitous flow. This enables a substantial 
permanent reservoir with additional im
poundment available for flood control with
out materially extending any distance up
stream and resulting in any dislocation of 
establ.ished economy. In the instances of 
Bull Shoals, Pomme de Terre, Stockton, and 
Table Rock, we have not been c.onfronted 
with particular problems on flood pool area 
acquisition. 

However, we are now greatly interested in 
the development of those much needed im
poundments in Southeastern, Central, West
ern, and Northern Missouri. Actual con
struction has been commenced on two of 
these impoundments, the Kaysinger Bluff 
which has a projected permanent reser
voir of 55 ,000 acres and a flood pool in 
excess of 200,000 acres, and the cannon 
(Joanna) Reservoir which has a permanent 
reservoir of 18,600 acres and a flood pool of 
38,400 acres. There are many other projects 
which have either been approved or will 
necessarily be approved. If this program is 
completed, there will be at least 8 or 10 
reservoirs located Narth of the Missouri 
River and probably as many South of the 
River. 

In relation to these projects, the major
ity of them are or will be located on streams 
that have a gradual fall and flow through 
gently sloping terrain, heavily populated and 
of a high degree of agricultural develop
ment. 

Because of the sloping terrain, it is neces
sary to extend, as a precautionary measure, 
the flood pool at a comparatively greater dis
tance above the permanent pool than that 
found necessary in the more rugged terrain 
noted above. These valleys are largely occu
pied by resident owners and there is little 
tenant farming. They could contain in many 
instances quite valuable improvements and 
these improvements are generally situated 
at levels above the flood pool. However, the 
area fall1ng below the flood pool is a very 
vital part of the agricultural operation in 
connection with the improvements and re
mainder of the farms. In view of the gentle 
slope of the terrain, a very large portion of 
the land estimated to be in the flood pool 
will be located in those areas where the in
cidence of flooding is quite remote and to 
such a slight degree as not to materially af
fect the continual agricultural operations 
of the farms on which the same is located. 

To use the Kaysinger Project, as an ex
ample, it is estimated that approximately 
50% of the entire acreage lies above the 
flood incidence of once in five years. When 
we consider that the estimated flood pool 
exceeds the permanent pool by about 150,000 
acres, it is obvious that this flood pool ex
tends a great distance above the permanent 
pool and extends up branches and low lying 
terrain not considering fingers extending out 
into the upper reaches in the highly agricul
tural areas. 

It is our position that the present policy 
of the Corps certainly should be modified for 
the following reasons: 

1. In purchasing easements, the same 

would follow the contour of the easement 
elevation. That would limit the acreage nec
essary for the easement as well as reducing 
the cost as distinguished from fee purchase 
of that lying in the upper portion of the 
basin. 

2. In connection with the purchase of 
easements, it would not be necessary to go 
above the flood pool line at government ex
pense to acquire additional lands. If the fee 
purchase is projected within the upper ele
vations of the flood pool then it is necessary 
to block along section or fractional section 
lines. This extends the amount of land nec
essary to be acquired in fee to those lines 
above the flood pool. This necessitates the 
purchase by the federal government of a 
very large amount of land not lying within 
the flood pool and not necessary in the oper
ation of the project. This increases the cost of 
the project by many million dollars. 

3. The economic effect on the fee purchase 
area is quite disturbing. The landowners can 
continue in operation of its lands under the 
easem~nt program without dislocation, and 
with compensation for the incidence of flood
ing, which in many cases, will probably never 
occur. But to purchase in fee with blocking 
and the additional land severed from the 
whole tract, and the effect of dislocation will 
result in the removal of this land, will result 
in loss to the economy of the area, and will 
result in damages to their improvements for 
which, of course, the government would be 
compelled to reimburse them. 

4. The only argument that has been pre
sented has been that these areas would be 
acquired in the upper reaches of the flood 
pools which could be used for fish and wild
life. In that respect it is obvious that it could 
not be used for fish because that land would 
not be within or near the permanent pool. 
As with the wildlife, in this category of im
poundments, the only wildlife now existing 
or which would exist would be small game 
and which now are being produced and prob
ably as plentiful as would exist under the 
acquisition of these tracts by the federal gov
ernment and would certainly not afford rec
reational possibilities consistent with the 
cost. 

5. The acquisition by the federal govern
ment of the areas of land in the upper reaches 
of the flood pool and additional lands by 
blocking would be difficult of administration 
since those tracts would not be contiguous 
but would extend in fingers radiating from 
the upper portion of the flood pool and 
bounded and separated by privately owned 
areas. 

6. For those who would propose areas for 
fish and wildlife, it might be suggested that 
the program of acquisition with blocking 
around the permanent reservoir will not be 
disputed unless it is found that the blocking 
is excessive and acquires land some distance 
from the permanent pool. But as to game and 
recreational areas, a far greater service could 
be performed by an expenditure much less 
in funds by the acquisition of reservations of 
contiguous areas in terrain of both scenic 
and general game management adaptability. 

The Board agrees generally with the find
ings contained in the report. We would point 
out, however, that any land acquired in fee 
in the flood pool adjacent to or reasonably 
near the permanent pool to permit the rec
reation and fish and wildlife use and access 
to permanent water should be borne by the 
federal government since joint or multi-pur
pose use of land is involved. 

Sincerely, 
HAYSLER A . POAGUE, 

Chairman. 

VOTING RIGHTS AND SCHOOL 
DESEGREGATION 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, the 1965 
Voting Rights Act is a commitment to 

full participation in our electoral process 
which must not be broken or diluted. 

For one brief moment last week, it ap
peared as if that commitment would 
have the backing of the administration. 

That moment came when a Washing
ton newspaper reported that the admin
istration had switched positions and 
would back extension of that 1965 act. 

My reaction was: "Great. Now, let's 
extend it." 

Unhappily, the next day another 
Washington newspaper carried a story 
which reported the President's continued 
support for the voting legislation out
lined by the Attorney General before a 
House committee-a proposal which I 
fear would seriously weaken the commit
ment embodied in the 1965 act. 

Mr. President, I realize that a Chief 
Executive does not like to undercut a 
Cabinet officer, but if the President 
could do that on behalf of the AMA, he 
ought to be able to do it on behalf of the 
800,000 Negroes who have been regis
tered to vote since 1965 in Southern 
States. 

He ought to be able to do that on be
half of the Negroes yet to be registered, 
on behalf of Negroes who will reach vot
ing age within the next 5 years. 

I have no quarrel with the proposed 
additions the administration seeks to in
sure fuller participation in elections 
across the Nation. 

I must take exception, however, to any 
proposal which dilutes the effectiveness 
of a law under which more than 800,000 
persons have registered to vote. 

That figure indicates the effectiveness 
of the Voting Rights Act of 1965, and I 
believe the effectiveness was due in large 
part to the automatic triggering of the 
act's provisions. 

The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights 
reported that not one black candidate 
running in a local primary last month in 
one of the States affected by the act "be
lieved the election would have been run 
in an honest manner were it not for the 
presence" of Federal observers required 
by the Voting Rights Act. 

Many of the laws used to discriminate 
against black voters before 1965 are still 
on the books in many of the affected 
States. 

They could easily become the law of a 
State once the 1965 act expires. 

Even if the U.S. Justice Department 
moved as quickly as possible, under the 
administration's proposed bill, it could 
not move fast enough to prevent the re
turn of all possible discrimination prac
tices. 

It makes no sense to weaken an act 
which has worked in the name of broad
ening its coverage. 

It makes no sense at a time when per
sons of all ages and races are question
ing the strength of the Nation's commit
ment to its democratic ideals to dilute 
one of the strongest commitments this 
Nation has made to insure full participa
tion in the electoral process. 

Let us get on with extending this com
mitment, for at least 5 more years. 

Mr. President, shortly after the admin
istration spelled out its position on voting 
rights legislation, it made public its pol-
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icy on enforcing school desegregation 
guidelines. 

Different persons give different inter
pretations of what that announcement 
means: 

For one interpretation-an interpreta
tion I share-! ask unanimous consent 
that an article in yesterday's Washing
ton Post by Prof. Gary Orfteld of the 
University of Virginia, a student of edu
cation in the South, be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

PRESIDENT KEEPS PROMISE OF HIS 
"SOUTHERN STRATEGY" 

(By Gary Orfield) 
(NOTE.-Orfield is a professor in the De

partment of Government and Foreign Affairs 
at the University of Virginia and author of 
"The Reconstruction of Southern Educa
tion.") 

During his campaign and since his in
auguration, President Nixon has been en
gaged in elaborate and sensitive diplomacy 
with the Deep South. Conducted in the code 
words of Southern conservatives, its full sig
nificance has escaped much of the rest of 
the country. 

Southerners who secured Mr. Nixon's nom
ination and delivered electoral votes in No
vember were convinced that his Southern 
speeches contained implied promises about 
civil rights policy. The policy change an
nounced Thursday confirmed this interpre
tation. The President has decided to allow 
Southern whites to defy the 1954 Supreme 
Court decision and the 1964 Civil Rights Aot. 

The President's "Southern strategy" suc
ceeded in Miami and in November, but the 
bill has now come due. After months of un
certainty, the President has made his first 
great civil rights decision, and its outcome 
wlll profoundly affect the future of South
ern education. 

After 15 years, unnumbered court battles, 
legislative victory in 1964 and success in 
fighting off repeated ambushes by congres
sional conservatives, the Federal desegrega
tion effort was near success in the South. 
Nine-tenths of Southern and border state 
school districts have eliminated the sepa
rate school systems found unconstitutional 
by the Supreme Court. 

If Mr. Nixon had unambiguously sup
ported the Department of Health, Education 
and Welfare, the task would have been large
ly completed during the coming school year. 
Since the President has changed the rules, 
however, progress is likely to stop in the 
Deep South. The whole question will be re
opened in hundreds of communities which 
earlier agreed to comply. 

U.S. FUNDS AT STAKE 

HEW announced in October, 1967, that 
Southern school systems, with few excep
tions, would have to complete desegregation 
by next fall. This clear deadline has been 
the principal bargaining tool of HEW en
forcement officials. The realization that ur
gently needed Federal funds would be lost 
forced local leaders to think the unthinkable 
and seriously begin the transition. The more 
ambiguous, uncertain and politicized the en
forcement program, the more likely that local 
schoolmen will refuse to take the risks in
volved in preparing plans. 

Administration · officials, talking about 
granting additional time to the South, speak 
of "arbitrary deadlines" and the need for 
"conciliation" and for greater efforts to un
derstand local conditions. This sounds fine 
until one considers that they are talking 
about further delays in implementing legal 
principles laid down when next year's high 
school seniors were two years old. School 

districts still holding out after a decade and 
a half are not willing to integrate volun
tarily. 

Southern hopes generated by campaign 
statements and Administration vacillation 
have already · increased t~e number of com
munities openly defying the guidelines. A 
number of Texas school districts, spurred by 
an organization called Freedom Inc., have 
gone so far as to withdraw desegregation 
plans. Political resistance to racial change is 
most intense when change seems possible 
but not inevitable. 

When the GOP presidential nominee at
tacked Federal bureaucrats and told a 
Southern television audience last September 
that withholding funds was "going too far," 
resistance was encouraged. In spite of later 
attempts at clarification, the impression 
stuck, and after the inauguration, the Ad
ministration was bombarded with thousands 
of letters from Dixie asking an end to civil 
rights enforcement. 

Months passed without a clear response 
to Southern pressure. Contradicto·ry tenden
cies, mixing some aggressive civil rights liti
gation with spotty enforcement activities 
and confusing changes of regulations, sug
gested indecision. 

Attention focused on HEW Secretary Rob
ert H. Finch, but he proved hard to pin 
down. His many statements gave him room 
to move in any direction he wished. 

LENIENT FROM OUTSET 

From the outset, Finch made known hds 
unhappiness at the prospect of cutting off 
funds. Days after taking office, he granted 
two-month delays to five districts scheduled 
to lose funds. One of the five was a South 
Oaroliilia s-chool system 93 per celllt segregated 
and in open violation of the HEW require
ments. Another was a Mi8S'issippi district al
most 96 per cent segreg>a~ted, with black stu
denta l·acking the curriculum, the library 
facilities and the a.ccreditation enjoyed by 
the white schools. 

In still another of the districts, Martin 
County, N.C., HEW's general counsel ap
proved a desegregation plan attacked as un
sound and inadequate by the head of the 
education branch of HEW's Office for Civil 
Rights. The plan's aoceptance was announced 
by the county GOP chairman, who said he 
had been informed from "W'Ltlhin the White 
House." 

Finch charged his prede-cessors with over
zealous enforcement and announced that 
HEW files showed they had sacrificed educa
tion to push integration. In a U.S. News and 
World Report interv:Lew, he accep·ted the 
Southern view that Federal law required only 
an end to overt obvious discriminartiion 
rather than actual inrtegnvtion. He suggested 
thiat HEW would concentrate less on inte
gration and more on making sure that sep
arate schools were actually equa.J., som.ethlng 
the Supreme Court concluded was impossi
ble 15 years ago. 

At the same time, Finch managed to en
courage liberals. A delegation from the Lead
ership Conference on Civil Rights went away 
from a Maroh 16 meeting convinced that the 
law would be enforced. In early April, he re
assured a group of worried GOP Senators, 
and after a mid-April session with the Pres
ident, he said that there would be no policy 
chamges. 

HEW's aotions were ambiguous. When the 
HEW civil rights chief resigned with an ex
pression of worry, Finch replaced her with 
Leon Panetta, a strong civil ri.ghts supporter. 
The appointment was balanced, however, by 
the choice of a stanch conservative, Robert 
Mardian, as HEW's chief legal adviser. Mar
dian Bldvised Finch to scuttle the desegrega
tion deadline and argued that a 1968 Su
preme Court decision ordering sCihool boards 
to act now to convert tJo a "unita.ry, nonracial 
school system" only required a prompt be
ginning by looal authorities. 

FINANCIAL LEVER APPLIED 

HEW avoided collapse of the enforcement 
program by finally withholding funds from 
three of the original five districts which re
mained recalcitrant. In mid-Fe·bruary, three 
other districts were threatened with immedi
ate loss of Federal aid. Under pressure from 
the Tennessee GOP, however, Finch stretched 
the guidelines considerably to negotiate a 
last minute arrangement with Chester 
County, Tenn. 

HEW officials talked hopefully CYf shifting 
the enforcement burden to the Federal 
courts. A Federal court opened this pos
sibility when it directed 21 South Carolina 
districts to negotiate plans with HEW. 
These plans would then be enforced by 
court order rather than through the fund
withholding machinery. 

HEW experts were called in to South Caro
lina. They drafted desegregation plans which 
generally called for completely unified school 
systems next fall. When the great majority 
of the districts resisted the HEW proposals, 
the department's civil rights staff was over
ruled. HEW allowed 18 of the 21 districts 
another year of delay and suspended the 
normal requirement of substantial Interim 
progress. 

The South Carolina decision set a prece
dent of intense interest to some 400 other 
districts under court orders HEW is now In
volved in a similar case involving 42 Louisi
ana districts. It would be extremely difficult 
to make more stringent standards stick in 
other similar districts. 

The news of the South Carolina actions 
was soon followed by multiple leaks from 
HEW indicating that the desegregation dead
line would be eliminated. Jerris Leonard, 
head of the Justice Department's Civil Rights 
Division, explained that "it's wrong to set 
an arbitrary deadline we can't meet." When 
Panetta issued a statement opposing any 
weakening of the guidelines, he was critized 
by Justice officials. 

Roy Wilkins issued a statement for the 
Leadership Conference on Civil Rights ac
cusing the Administration of "helping to 
thwart implementation of the Supreme 
Court's school decisions." Wilkins said that 
extending the deadline would be "evasion of 
the law" and he threatened a lawsuit against 
renewal of Federal subsidies to local govern
ments violating the Constitution. 

A RECONSTRUCTION PARALLEL 

The President's decision on the Southern 
school issue is Immensely important for the 
future of Southern race relations. It could 
signal the beginning of a new pedod 
pa.ralleling the gradual erosion in the 1870s 
and 1880s of the rights granted to freedmen 
during Reconstruction. Since most enforce
ment policies are based on interpretations of 
broad statutes, it is quite possible that they 
could be quietly nulUfied by gradual re
interpretation and executive inaction. 

The first step, destruction of the clarity 
and credibility of enforoement standards, has 
begun. From the perspective of the black 
man told to wait indefinitely for his con
stitutional rights, there Is a disturbing simi
larity between currell!t actions ending to turn 
power back to Deep South politicians and 
President Hayes' famous 1877 talk to Atlanta 
Negroes assuring them that their "rights and 
interests would be safer" in the hands of 
Southern whites than with the national Gov
ernment. 

Gutting the school guidelines is the clear
est possible notice to Southern segregation
ists that they can ignore the rights of black 
children. The Federal backdown rewards 
resisters. Schoolmen who have staked their 
careers on developing sound desegregation 
plans will be denounced as "race mixers" do
ing more than even Federal bureaucqoats 
really want. Strom Thurmond has another 
victory and Southern progressives a very 
serious defeat. 
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The fragile fabric of integrated education, 
woven at immense cost during the pa.st 15 
years, will begin to unravel. Schools that the 
Supreme Court found "inherently unequal" 
and damaging to the "hearts and minds" of 
black children will receive a new lease on 
life. The overwhelming 8-to-1 majority of 
black parents who, according to a national 
survey in Newsweek, desire integrated schools 
for their children will again be frustrated 
the momentum of change will be lost at a 
time when just a few months of firm enforce
ment could largely finish the ta.::.k. 

President Nixon's concessions to the South 
have stalled one of the most successful move
ments toward racial justice in American 
history. 

ANNIVERSARY OF POZNAN WORK
ERS' REVOLT SHOULD REMIND US 
OF IMPORTANCE OF RATIFYING 
HUMAN RIGHTS CONVENTIONS 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, all too 

often we as Americans are accused of 
having big hearts but short memories. 
I hope that all of us have not forgotten 
the historic date of June 28, 1956, when 
thousands of workers in Poznan, Poland, 
summoned courage to defy a dictatorial 
Communist regime. The news of their re
volt thrilled every freedom-loving person 
throughout the world. Most of us felt a 
strong bond of sympathy for these brave 
workers. All of us were saddened to read 
of the Soviet action to throttle the revolt 
through the speedy use of troops. All of 
us felt deep sorrow when we read of the 
deaths and the punishment suffered by 
those who defied Communist rule. 

Today we can recognize that the 
Poznan workers made a lasting contribu
tion not only to the improvement of the 
lot of themselves and their fellow coun
trymen, but to the situation of the people 
of other countries similarly living under 
Communist domination. We rejoice that 
the courageous acts of the workers in 
Poznan have led to some lessening of the 
indignities which people living under the 
shadow of the Kremlin have had to suf
fer. We rejoice that the revolt spawned 
increasing pressures for a lessening of 
Communist control. We look back over 
the span of 13 years since the workers 
defied their bosses and we realize the 
extent to which the Soviet Union is meet
ing increased acts of resistance by peo
ples striving for free institutions. 

Mr. President, it is essential that we 
keep alive our memory of the totalitar
ianism of the Soviet Union. We must 
never forget that even today millions of 
people are denied even a semblance of 
self-determination. It seems easier for us 
to remember the thousands upon thou
sands of refugees who still wander the 
face of the globe in search of a place to 
call home--men and women along with 
their children who fied oppression and 
tyranny in the hopes of finding a place 
to live and breathe in freedom. 

I am proud of the way we have lived up 
to our reputation of having a big heart. 
We have fed the hungry. We have 
clothed the naked. We have granted 
sanctuary to more than a fair share of 
the homeless. But we must not forget. 
We must continue to deny recognition of 
the illegal claims of the Russians to the 
countries they overran with military 

might and the countries which fell vic
tim to their political machinations. 

We must remember and we must show 
our friends in these subjugated countries 
that we do remember. Their belief in us 
and their hope in our help is all too often 
the only straw which they can grasp to 
keep from sinking into utter despair. 

One immediate reassurance we could 
give them would be to ratify at once the 
Human Rights Conventions. An immedi
ate move on the part of this powerful 
Nation to join the host of other nations 
who have already ratified the conven
tions would do much to dispel the notion 
that our memories are too short. I hope 
that this body will give serious consider
ation to an early ratification. It is one 
more way to convince a doubting world 
that we are sincere in wanting freedom 
for all people--the kind of freedom for 
which the Poznan workers rose in revolt. 

THE CONCERT CHOIR AND MADRI
GAL CHORUS OF ALBERTS. JOHN
STON HIGH SCHOOL, AUSTIN, 
TEX. 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the con

cert choir and madrigal chorus of Al
bertS. Johnston High School in Austin, 
Tex., have had the wonderful opportu
nity this month of touring and perfoqn
ing in several Mexican cities as the guests 
of the Mexican Government. This is the 
second such tour for this group under 
the direction of Mr. Josemaria Gon
zales. 

Initially planned as a short tour to 
Mexico City, the visit was expanded to 
include several other cities through the 
efforts of the Honorable Miguel Alva
rez Acosta, Cultural Ambassador of the 
Republic of Mexico and his assistant, 
Gabriel Saldivar Osorto. The tour was 
largely sponsored by the Mexican Gov
ernment. 

Included in the intinerary were 7 
days in Mexico City, 2 days in Acapulco, 
and 1 day each in Cuena vaca and San 
Luis Potosi. The group was scheduled to 
perform all but 2 nights of the tour in 
theaters and aud.itortums as well as at 
a service at the Episcopal Cathedral in 
Mexico City. Faculty members accom
panying the group were Miss Jacquelyn 
McGee, Miss Naomi Martinez, Mr. Rob
ert Newell, and Mr. and Mrs. Douglas 
Wrtght. Also traveling with the group 
were Mr. Stephen Dunlap, as pianist, 
and Miss Marlene Anglin, as bassist and 
percussion instructor. 

I am certain that this tour was a most 
enjoyable and worthwhile experience for 
this excellent group of young people. 
Such tours as this are invaluable in the 
promotion of international good will, and 
I feel that Mr. Gonzales and his choir 
are to be congratulated. 

THE LINCOLN CENTER FOR THE 
PERFORMING ARTS 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, re
cently in the New York Times, there ap
peared an account of the final status of 
the funding of the Lincoln Center for 
the Performing Arts. During the 13-year 
campaign for capital funds, the sponsors 
raised $184 million from 11,474 indi-

viduals, foundations, corporations, and 
governments. Compared to the Ken
nedy Center for which it has taken 10 
years to raise something over $60 mil
lion, more than half of which was con
tributed by the Federal Government, this 
is an outstanding achievement by the 
sponsors of the Lincoln Center. 

Through this entire period, Mr. John 
D. Rockefeller III has been one of the 
most important sponsors. Recently, he 
and Mr. Lawrence A. Wien made the 
final contribution to complete the capital 
fund drive. 

I wish to call attention to the fact 
that this center has not been solely 
for the rich and aristocratic. During 
the past year, as a part of the student 
program, 1,200 performances were given 
in schools, and more than 100,000 stu
dents attended performances at the cen
ter. 

Recently, a local columnist attacked 
the concept of the Kennedy Center on 
the ground that it was dedicated sole
ly to the rtch and powerful, and to the 
perpetuation of ancient and outmoded 
artistic concepts. He was, I think, great
ly offended by the local authorities' clos
ing of some centers for young people in 
Washington, and with his position on 
this I thoroughly agree. But I do not 
agree that the Kennedy Center need be, 
or is intended to be, or will be dedicated 
solely to the entertainment of the pluto
cratic oligarchy. On the contrary, it is 
intended to be, and it will be, a place 
where students, young people, and any 
artists with imagination and original
ity will be welcomed and given an op
portunity to demonstrate their talents. 

I wish to congratulate the sponsors of 
the Lincoln Center and also all of those 
who have participated in the building of 
the Kennedy Center. Both of these great 
institutions will help our country return 
to its traditional role of a humane and 
civilizing influence in the world, after 
we have finally concluded this tragic 
era of military intervention and preoc
cupation with irrelevant, ideological 
fantasies. 

I ask unanimous consent to insert the 
article in the RECORD. 

There be no objection, the article was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
[From the New York Times, July 2, 1969] 

LINCOLN CENTER ENDS ITS CAPITAL FUND 
DRIVE 

(By Howard Taubman) 
Gifts of $1.25-milllon each by John D. 

Rockefeller 3d and Lawrence A. Wien yester
day enabled the Lincoln Center for the Per
forming Arts to successfully end its 13-year 
campaign for capital funds of $184-m1llion. 

Although the Ju1111ard School and its thea
ters and concert halls wm not be opened 
formally until September, the campaign's 
completion signaLs the physical completion 
of the center. Almost a decade has been re
quired to build it. 

Mr. Rockefeller, chairman of the center's 
board and the man who has led in creation 
of the project, and Mr. Wien, lawyer, real 
estate man and a board member, made their 
gifts because they wished to free the cultural 
complex to concentrate entirely on its mis
sion-the service of the performing arts. 

Unde\1" the leadership of Amyas Ames, the 
chairman of Lincoln Center's executive com-
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mittee, Mr. Rockefeller said, "the center's 
serious financi:al problems have been reali&ti
cally faced and order has been brought out 
of impending chaos." 

WORK FOR THE ARTIST 

"With our capitaJ needs finally met, we 
are now in a posiJtion to devote our time and 
energy to the attainment of the centeT's full 
potential. The validity of our efforts wm be 
determined by the use that is made of our 
seveml. stages and many classrooms. In the 
years ahead only the artist and his art can 
fulfill the aspirwtions of the planners and 
justify the confidence of the dollJOrs." 

"I thought it was time for the center to 
finish its capttal requirements," said Mr. 
Wien, "so thSit it could go forward to do 
things for the benefit of New York. I have 
lived all my life in the city and its vicinity, 
and I have substantial holdings in ilt. I thrink 
the completion of Lincoln Center provides 
the city with the third of its three out
standing centers. The other two are the 
United Nations complex and Rockefeller 
Center." 

Mr. Wien heads the syndicate that owns 
the Empire St111te Building and ovms major 
office buildings. 

To complete the capital campaign, the 
center needed not only Mr. Rockefeller and 
Mr. Wien's gifts, but also the elimination of 
about $4-million of planned capital expendi
tures. 

One of the largest items cut was $500,000 
for an administration building. The officers 
and staff of Lincoln Center for the Perform
ing Arts, Inc., the entity that built and ad
ministers the cultural complex, have been 
working out of rented quarters in a building 
south of the center. It has been decided that 
they will remain in these offices. 

Another item that went was projection 
equipment for Alice Tully Hall, one of the 
four auditoriums in the new Jullliard School. 
This equipment would have cost $75,000. 
Center officials found that the City Center, 
which occupies the New York State Theater 
in the cultural complex, had almost compar
able equipment and decdded that it could be 
borrowed when needed for a Tully Hall 
production. 

For a. time the Lincoln Center executive 
committee thought of borrowing $6.5-million 
needed to pay for the completion and equip
ment of the complex. But it !aced the pros
pect of paying interest of 8 per cent or more 
than $500,000 a. year on such a. loan. In view 
of the large operating deficit the center had 
incurred in the last few years, it was decided 
that such interest payments would have 
posed a. grave obstacle in the way of balanc
ing the budget and allowing the center to 
make significant artistic contributions. 

Mr. Ames called the closing of the center's 
building fund drive "a most important event 
in its history." 

"Ironically," he said, "one of the prob
lems of Lincoln Center arose from its drive 
for capital funds. Although this fund-rais
ing greatly benefited the constituent com
panies, since it paid for their new homes, 
it finally became competitive with their 
own fund-raising." 

Mr. Ames said that 11,474 individuals, 
foundations, corporations and governments 
had given $184-milUon. 

"Ten years ago," he said, "President Eisen
hower broke ground for Lincoln Cente.r. Over 
this decade six new homes have been built 
and given to the performing arts companies 
of New York-the Metropolitan Opera, New 
York Philharmonic, New York City Opera and 
Ballet, Music Theater, Jullllard School and 
the Repertory Theater. In addition, we have 
the Library and Museum of the Performing 
Arts. The 11 theaters and halls in these 
buildings contain over 12,000 seats, which 
attract over 3.5 million people each year. 
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TAX BENEFITS FOR CITY 

"Two aspects of this building record are 
often overlooked. The 35 million cubic feet 
of space that make up the center cost only 
20 per cent more than the 1960 estimate. 
This occurred in a period when building 
costs rose 38 per cent. Also, the building of 
Lincoln Center has revitalized its environs, 
with the result that close to $20-m1llions 
more in taxes are coming to the City of 
New York each year." 

Another aspect of Lincoln Center that, in 
Mr. Ames's view, does not get the attention 
and credit it deserves is the educational pro
gram. 

"This past year," he said, "as a part of 
the Lincoln Center student program, 1,200 
performances were given in the schools be
fore an estimated total attendance of 1.2 
million. In addition, 100,000 students at
tended performances at the center. 

"To help teachers prepare their students 
for these performances, the center and the 
New York State Department of Education 
have developed a new curriculum centering 
around the performing arts. At the heart of 
this effort is a cooperative endeavor with the 
constituent companies of Lincoln Center." 

DEATH OF FORMER GOVERNOR 
PERCIVAL P. BAXTER OF MAINE 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, my dis-
tinguished colleague from Maine, Sen
ator SMITH, joins me in paying respects 
to the memory of former Maine Gov. Per
cival P. Baxter, who died recently at the 
age of 92. 

Governor Baxter was an outstanding 
citizen of Maine and the Nation. His 
philanthropies and his leadership in the 
area of conservation are living memories 
to this public servant. His contributions 
to the people of his State were described 
by many citizens of Maine at the time of 
his death, and were reported in the Maine 
papers. These reports give an insight 
into the quality of the character of Gov
ernor Baxter, and I ask, on behalf of my
self and Sena.tor SMITH, that they be in
cluded in the REcORD at this time. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[Fl'om the Portland (Maine) Press Herald, 

June 13, 1969] 
Ex-GOVERNOR PERCIVAL BAXTER DIES AFTER 

BRIEF ILLNESS 

Former Maine Governor Percival P. Baxter, 
financier, conservationilst and philanthropist, 
died Thursday evening at his home at 92 
West St. after a brief 1llness. He wa.s 92. 

He had requested that he have no funeral, 
no fl.owel"S or no memorial services. The f,am
Uy w111 respect hils wishes. 

Called Maine's foremost benefactor, the 
m1llionaire bachelor has his name attached 
to a variety of gifts. They include the Baxter 
School for the Deaf and Mackworth Island, 
Falmouth, paintings and historic docu
ments at Bowdoin, funds for the Baxter Li
brary at Gorham, a wildlife sanctuary in 
Portland and other land preserves. 

His chief work of a lifetime of giving, 
however, is the 200,000-acre wilderness re
serve in north central Maine, including 
Mount Katahdin, now Baxter State Park. An 
ardent conservationist, the former governor 
anxiously followed five sessions in which the 
state legislature failed to set aside the Ka
tahdin area SIS a state park. He then began 
purchase of the tracts which he deeded over 
to the state. 

He specified that the park was to be "kept 

forever in its natural wild state" and gave a 
half million dollar trust fund for its care and 
operation. His action in acquiring the vast 
unspoiled area has been called an example of 
oonservat~onist foresight not duplicated any
where else in this country by one man. 

The park is criss-crossed by well-marked 
foot trails but there are no automobile roads. 
Outboard motors are banned from its streams 
and ponds. 

Gov. Baxter thought of his creation of the 
park as "my life work." He was saluted for 
it in 1962 with a Department of Interior con
servation service award. 

"The governor," as he came to be known 
for almost a half century after he had left 
the Blaine House, was born Nov. 22, 1876, in 
Portland, the son of wealthy James Phinney 
Baxter, businessman who served six terms 
as mayor of Portland, and Mehetabel Cum
mings Proctor Baxter. 

Gov. Baxter attended Portland publlo 
schools and was a Phi Beta Kappa graduate 
of Bowdoin in 1898. He graduated from Har
vard Law School in 1901, and came back to 
his hometown to practice law. His chores also 
included management of family properties. 

The governor's political apprenticeship in
cluded three terms ( 1905, 1917 and 1919) in 
the State House of Representatives and two 
(1909 and 1921) in the State Senate. 

He was president of the Senate in 1921 
when Frederick Parkhurst died a few weeks 
after becoming governor. Baxter auto
matically advanced to the governorship for 
the remainder of Parkhurst's term, then was 
reelected in his own right in 1923. He served 
another term as governor, leaving office in 
1925. He run unsuccessfully for the U.S. Sen
ate in 1926 and never again tried for public 
office. 

His inftuence in the councils of the Re
publican party in the state, however, were 
felt for more than half a century, and he was 
generally thought of as the party's elder 
statesman. 

The governor was devoted throughout his 
life to animals and in his younger years had 
a succession of Irish setters. 

When one of these pets, a setter named 
Garry, died while Baxter was governor, he 
stirred a storm of protest from veterans' 
organizations by ordering the capital flag 
lowered to half staff. The governor retorted 
to claims that his gesture was an "insult 
to our ft.ag" with a passionate defense of dogs 
and a chronicle of their roles in war and 
peace. 

The incident apparently was of no concern 
to the U.S. Flag Association, for Baxter the 
next year was elected to its national council. 

Gov. Baxter had an animal cemetery on 
Mackworth Island, the former family sum
mer home, where a number of his dogs and 
horses are buried. The burial plot is unique 
in this section of the country. 

Though he left political office in 1925, he 
maintained his interest in politics, and was 
a delegate to three Republican conventions, 
the last in 1928. As late as 1948, Gov. Baxter 
was being urged to become once again an 
a.ctive campaigner for public office. He put 
aside the suggestion genrtly. 

In 1958, however, he lent his influence to 
Republican forces within the state by back
ing the successful candidacy of Dwi~ht D. 
Eisenhower against the late Sen. Robert A. 
Taft for the GOP presidential nomination. 
Gov. Baxter served as honorary chairman of 
the Maine for Eisenhower Committee. 

In his middle and later years, Gov. Baxter 
traveled widely. 

He was a big man, standing more that six 
feet in height, with broad shoulders, white 
hair and a ruddy complexion and enjoyed a 
vigorous old age. In his 70s, he continued his 
travels, especially in the Caribbe!lln area, and 
became an air travel enthusiast during a fly
ing trip to Europe when he was 77. 
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One of Gov. Baxter's close companions in 
his later years was the late Guy P. Gannett, 
Maine newspaper publisher. 

In his 70s, the governor bore a striking 
resemblance to the General of the Armies 
George c. Marshall, and was often amused 
to be mistaken for the general during his 
travels. 

·aov. Baxter won numerous honors and 
awards during his long career, among them 
the cumberland County American Legion 
award for humanitarianism and child welfare 
work, the Amvets community service award 
and the National Disabled American Veter
ans award for work in rehabilitation. He was 
a former member of the College of Electors 
to the Hall of Fame for Great Americans. 

He was a member of Delta Kappa Epsilon 
the Bowdoin Alumni Association, the Har
vard Clubs of Boston and New York, and the 
Cumberland Club. He was a 32nd degree 
Mason. 

[From the Portland (Maine) Press Herald, 
June 14, 1969] 

MAINE MOURNS BAXTER'S DEATH 
The flags on state buildings wm fly at 

half staff for one week in honor of former 
Gov. Percival P. Baxrter, the millionaire and 
philanthropist who endeared himself to 
Maine thrOugh his selfless generosity. 

Upon issuing the executive order Friday. 
the day after Gov. Baxter died at the age of 
92, Gov. Curtis called the former chief execu
tive "a man who practiced humility and 
never spent any time seeking the credit he 
so often deserved for his many great works 
of chart ty." 

State forestry Commission Austin H. 
Wilkins said he was awaiting word from the 
family regarding Baxter's wish that his body 
be laid to rest on mile-high Mt. Katahdin. 
No decision on funeral plans is expected until 
Sunday night. 

In the haLl of flags in the State House, 
the bronze burst of Baxter and surrounding 
rail were draped in black and a wreath of 
fl.owers was laid alongside. 

Senate President Kenneth P. MacLeod, 
R-Brewer, said he will propose a joint 
memorial convention of the Senate and 
House Monday for the reading and adoption 
of a memorial resolution. 

The Senate, of which Baxter was president 
in 1921, adjourned Friday without mention 
of Baxter's death. A House resolution was 
being prepared, but was not introduced in 
view of the fact that the Senate already had 
adjourned. 

Maine's polttical leaders joined in ex
pressing sorrow over the former governor's 
death and praising him as a person. 

Maine's senior Sen. Margaret Chase Smith 
noted that ". . . while he will be remembered 
for his magnificent gifts to the state, count
less individuals have benefited by his 
kindnesses." 

Sen. Edmund S. Muskie, vacationd.ng at 
Kennebunk Beach, called Baxter a "friend 
e.nd a wise counselor," and a man wtth a 
commitment to conservation "unparalleled 
in Mail.ne's history." 

First District Rep. Peter N. Kyros said 
Baxter had proved that "the best effort of 
any man is to cherish the life of his fellow 
man." 

Rep. William D. Hathaway of Maine's 2nd 
District sa4d, "It is difficult to think of any
one who has contributed more to the state 
of Maine." 

Former Gov. Horace A. Hildreth Sr. said, 
"All Maine citizens wlll feel a deep loos at 
the death of this great citizen of Maine 
and the Nation." 

Robert Hale, a long-time GOP congress
man from Maine, commented, "No one will 
ever surpass him in love for the state, and 
I doubt if the state ever had a greater 
benefactor." 

Former Maine Gov. John H. Reed, now 
chairman of the National Transportation 
Safety Board in Washington, said: 

"I am deeply saddened to learn of the 
passing of former Gov. Percival P. Baxter. He 
was one of Maine's greatest citizens. His 
generous gift of Baxter State Park will for
ever stand as a monument to his genuine 
concern for conservation and the preserva
tion of our great natural resources. As a 
warm, compassionate human being, he had 
no peer. 

"Percy Baxter gave Maine an outstanding 
administration during his tenure as governor. 
I know of no person more admired and 
revered by the people of Maine. His memory 
and good works will never be forgotten." 

Most prominent on the list of gifts from 
Gov. Baxter is the 200,000-acre Baxter State 
Park in the north central part of the state. 
With mile-high Mount Katahdin in the 
middle, the ardent conservationist deeded 
the land to the state with only one string
that the park "be kept forever in its nB.~tural 
wild state ... " 

Baxter once commented that man is born 
to die and material things eventually vanish, 
"but Katahdin in all its glory forever shall 
remain the mountain of the people of Maine." 

The former governor also gave the state 
Mackworth Island, off Falmouth, and 
donated $675,000 to help build the Maine 
School for the Deaf there. 

Besides this, he gave a park to his native 
city of Portland, and financed a lighting 
system around the city's Baxter Boule
vard, named for this father. 

Baxter was a 1898 graduate of Bowdoin 
College and Harvard Law School in 1901. 

He was elected to the Maine House in 
1905 and later served in the Senate. 

Gov. Baxter is survived by two nephews, 
John L. Baxter, Brunswick, and James P. 
Baxter III, W111iamstown, Mass.; Slix nieces, 
Mrs. Ellen B. Moyer, Cape Elizabeth; Mrs. 
Mary B. White, Brunswick; Mrs. Lydia B. 
Durney, Bath; Mrs. Nellie B. Bruce, Tucson, 
Ariz.; Mrs. Emily W. Holmes, Topsham, and 
Mrs. Ellen B. Morrell, Brunswick, and several 
grandnieces and grandnephews. 

[From the POTtla.nd (Maine) Evening Express, 
June 13, 1969] 

Ex-GOVERNOR BAXTER MAY BE BURIED ATOP 
MOUNT KATAHDIN 

(By Maxwell Wiesentha.l) 
Form<OC Gov. PerciVIal P. Baxter may be 

buried atop mile-high Mount Katahdin over
looking the 200,000-·oore wilderness preserve 
in north central Maine which is his memorial. 

Gov. Baxter died last night in his home at 
92 West St., after a brief illness. He WM 92. 

Members of his ftam.lly were to meet late 
this afternoon to make .al"l"angemensts for the 
governor's burial. He had requested that there 
be no funeral, no flowers or no memorial 
sm-vice. 

Marine citizens, led by Gov. &enneth M. 
Ourtis, mourned the loss of the state's fOre
most benefootor. 

Gov. Curtis ordered thlat flags on staite 
buildings be flown at half staff for a week 
and the bronze bust of Baxter in the Stalte 
House Hall of Flags be suitably dra.ped. 

Said Gov. Curtis: 
"All Maine citizens are saddened by the 

death of former Gov. Percival P. Baxter. His 
selfless devotion to our state for more than 
six decades h8.ls enriched all our lives. 

"His gift to Maine--the Mackworth Isla.nd 
School for the Deaf in Oasco Bay, his series of 
gifts that created to 200,000-oore Baxter State 
Park and his $1.5 InilLion trust fund to ad
minister the park-are but a few of the many 
gifts for which he was responsible. 

"Gov. Baxter was a man who practiced 
hum111ty and never spent any time seeking 
the credit he so often deserved for his many 
great works of charity. Neverthele~, he has 

been signally honored on numerous occasions, 
lnclucUng a tribute from the Maine Legisla
ture, and f.rom the national government with 
its "outstanding conserVI&tion a.wa.rd of the 
Y'OO-r" for his gift to the people of Baxter 
State Park. The ·area has become a national 
monument reco~nized by the United States of 
America as one of. a few in the nation. 

"He served his state in the legislature a.n.d 
as its governor and he leaves a legacy for all. 
It can be epitomized by h1s own words: 

"'Man is born to die, his works are short
lived, 

'Buildings crumble, monuments decay, 
wealth vanishes. 

'But Katahdin in all its glory forever shall 
remain the mountain of the people of 
Maine.'" 

Maine's senior U.S. Sen. Margaret Chase 
Smith said: 

"Percival P. Baxter has been one of the 
outstanding private citizens and one of her 
greatest governors. While he wm be remem
bered for his magnificent gifts to the state, 
countless individ"Jals have benefited by his 
kindnesses." 

U.S. Sen. Edmund S. Muskie, vacationing 
at Kennebunk Beach, expressed his sorrow 
at Gov. Baxter's passing. 

"I am deeply saddened by the death of 
Gov. Baxter. He was a friend and a wise 
counselor. 

"Gov. Baxter was an extraordinary human 
being, committed to public service, and gen
erous and compassionate in that service. His 
commitment to conservation was unparal
leled in Maine's history. His gift to Maine of 
Baxter State Park, encompassing 201,018 
acres, will provide generations of Maine 
people with the opportunity to enjoy un
spoiled timber land as well as Mt. Katahdin, 
our highest mountain. 

"Gov. Baxter recognized long ago that 
Maine's natural beauty and resources were 
not without limits and could be spoiled if 
not protected. 

"His gift of Baxter School for the Deaf was 
another example of his generosity and con
cern for the needs of people. 

"Mr. Baxter was a progressive governor of 
Maine. His intelligence and integrity set a 
moral tone in Maine public life long after he 
retired from it. 

"He was a thoroughly decent tnan who we 
all will miss. Maine is a far better place in 
which to live and work because he chose 
to live here and help guide lt." 

U.S. Rep. William Hathaway said: 
"Gov. Baxter had lived a long and useful 

life and his contributions to the state w111 
always be remembered and appreciated. It's 
difficult to think of anyone who has con
tributed more to the State of Maine." 

U.S. Rep. Peter N. Kyros eulogized Gov. 
Baxter as follows: 

"I deeply regret the death of Gov. Baxter. 
I think the memorial that he left to us is his 
complete understanding of the dignity of 
human life. In his efforts for conservation, 
where he was an early pioneer, in his concern 
for children, in his love of animals, in his 
gifts to the state that he loved, he proved 
forever that the best effort of any man is to 
cherish the life of his fellow man. We w111 
miss him." 

Former U.S. Rep. Robert Hale, a personal 
friend, said: 

"In the death of Percival P. Baxter, Maine 
loses one of its most distinguished citizens. 
No one ever surpassed him in love for the 
state and I doubt if the state ever had a 
greater benefactor. I served in the legislature 
when he was governor and I have valued 
his friendship ever since. I shall miss him and 
I honor his memory." 

Dr. Roger Howell Jr., president of Bowdoin 
College said: "Bowdoin mourns with the 
state and the nation the loss of a distin
guished son and elder statesman. Gov. Bax
ter's concern for his native state and all his 
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fellows has distinguished his career from the 
time of his Bowdoin days throughout his 
long life of public service." 

Federal Maritime Commissioner James V. 
Day said in Washington: 

"Our State and nation have just lost a. 
great and significant citizen, a man whose 
sense of the public interest was so well ex
emplified by his service as governor and his 
many philanthropies on behalf of the pub
lic. I, of oourse, have also a deep sense of per
sonal loss upon the passing of such a true 
friend and advisor but I recognize foremost 
what Gov. Baxter has meant, and what his 
having lived will continue to mean to the 
people of Maine." 

Former Gov. John H. Reed, chairman of the 
National Transportation Safety Board, was 
conducting a hearing and was unavailable 
for comment. 

Called Maine's foremost benefaotor, the 
millionaire bachelor has his name attached 
to a variety of gifts. They include the Baxter 
School for the Deaf and Mackworth Island, 
Falmouth, paintings and historic documents 
at Bowdoin, funds for the Baxter Library at 
Gorham, a wildlife sanctuary in Portland 
and other land preserves. 

His chief work of a lifetime of giving, how
ever, is the 200,000-acre wilderness reserve 
in north central Maine, including Mount 
Katahdin, now Baxter State Park. An ardent 
conservationist, the former governor anx
iously followed five sessions in which the st8ite 
legisl!llture failed to set aside the Katahdin 
area as a state park. He then began purchase 
of the tracts which he deeded over to the 
state. 

He specified that the park was to be "kept 
forever in its natural Wild &tSite" and gave 
a half million dollar trust fund for its care 
and operation. His action in acquiring the 
vast unspoiled area has been called an ex
ample of conservationist foresight not dupli
cated anywhere else in this country by one 
man. 

The park is criss-crossed by well-marked 
foot trails but there are no automobile roads. 
Outboard motors are banned from its streams 
and ponds. 

Gov. Baxter thought of his creation of the 
park as "my life work." He was saluted for 
it in 1962 with a Department of Interior con
servation service award. 

"The governor," as he came to be known 
for almost a half century after he had left 
the Blaine House, was born Nov. 22, 1876, 
in Portland, the son of wealthy James Phin
ney Baxter, businessman who served six 
terms as mayor of Portland, and Mehetabel 
Cummings Proctor Baxter. 

Gov. Baxter attended Portland public 
schools and was a Phi Be,ta Kappa graduate of 
Bowdoin in 1898. He graduated from Harvard 
Law School in 1901, and came back to his 
hometown to practice law. His chores also 
included management of family . properties. 

The governor's polltical apprenticeship in
cluded three terms (1905, 1917 and 1919) in 
the State House of Representatives and two 
(1909 and 1921) in the State Senate. 

He was president of the Senate in 1921 
when Frederick Parkhurst died a few weeks 
after becoming governor. Baxter automati
cally advanced to the governorship for the 
remainder of Parkhurst's term, then was re
elected in his own right in 1923. He served 
another term as governor, leaving office in 
1925. He ran unsuccessfully for the U.S. Sen
ate in 1926 and never again tried for public 
office. 

His influence in the councils of the Repub
Lican party in the state, however, were felt 
for more than half a century, and he was 
.generally thought of as the party's elder 
statesman. 

The Governor was devoted throughout his 
life to animals and ln hls younger years had 
a succession of Irish setters. 

When one of these pets, a. setter named 
Garry, died whlle Baxter was governor, he 

stirred a. stolrm of protest from veterans' 
organizations by orde~ing the capital flag 
lowered to half s.taff. The governor retorted 
to claims that his gesture was an "insult to 
our flag" with a passionate defense of dogs 
and a chron1cle of their roles in war and 
peace. 

The incident apparently was of no concern 
to the U.S. Flag Association, for Baxter the 
next year was elected to its national council. 

Gov. Baxter had an an1mal cemetery on 
Mackworth Island, the former family sum
mer home; where a number of his dogs and 
horses are buried. The burial plot is unique 
in this section of the country. 

As a young state lawmaker he authored the 
nation's first antivivisection law. 
Thou~h he left political office in 1925, he 

maintained his interest in politics, and was 
a delegate to three Republican conventions, 
the last in 1928. As late as 1948, Gov. Baxter 
was being urged to become once again an 
active campaigner f~ public office. He put 
aside the suggestion gently. 

In 1958, however, he lent his influence to 
Republican forces Wi·thin the state by back
ing the successful candidacy of DWight D. 
Eisenhower against the late Sen. Robert A. 
Taft for the GOP presidential nomination. 
Gov. Baxter served as honmary chairman of 
the M81ine for Eisenhower Committee. 

In his middle and later years, Gov. Baxter 
traveled Widely. 

He was a big man, standing more than six 
feet in height, with broad shoulders, white 
hair and a ruddy complexion and enjoyed 
a vigorous old age. In his 70s, he continued 
his travels, especially in the Caribbean area, 
and became an air travel enthusiast during 
a flying trip to Europe when he was 77. 

One of Gov. Baxter's close companions in 
his later years was the late Guy P. Gannett, 
Maine newspaper publisher. 

In his 70s, the governor bore a striking 
resemblance to General of the Amlies George 
C. Marshall, and was often amused to be 
mistaken for the general during his travels. 

Gov. Baxter won numerous honors and 
awards during his long career, among them 
the Cumberland County American Legion 
award for humanitarianism and child wei
ware work, the Amvets commun1ty service 
award and the National Disabled American 
Veterans award for work in rehabilitation. He 
was a. former member Of the College Of Elec
tors to the Hall of Fame for Great Americans. 

Gov. Baxter also gave a park to his native 
c1 ty of Portland and financed a. brilUant 
lighting system similar to that in Rio de 
Janeiro, Brazil, around Baxter Boulevard. 
named after his father. 

He was a member of Delta Kappa Epsilon, 
the Bowdoin Alumni Association, the Har
vard Clubs of Boston and New York, the 
Cumberland Club, the Portland Club and 
an honorary member of the Rotary Club. He 
was a. 32nd degree Mason. 

Gov. Baxter is survived by two nephews, 
John L. Baxter, BrunsWick, and James P. 
Baxter III, W111iamstown, Mass.; six n1eces, 
Mrs. Ellen B. Moyer, Cape Elizabeth; Mrs. 
Mary B. White, Brunswick; Mrs. Lydia B. 
Durney, Bath; Mrs. Nelly B. Bruce, Tucson, 
Ariz.; Mrs. Emily W. Holmes, Topsham, and 
Mrs. Ellen B. Morrell, BrunsWick, and several 
grandnieces and grandnephews. 

[From the Waterville (Maine) Sunday 
Telegram, June 22, 1969] 

11-YEAR-OLD COLUMN TELLS Gov. BAXTER 
STORY BEST 

(By Gene Letourneau) 
WATERVILLE.-A Sportsmen Say column 

written 11 years ago when the late former 
Governor Percival P. Baxter was 81 years old 
became "privileged" material upon his recent 
death. 

The column concerns an eight-pound 
Eastern Brook Trout caught by Mr. Baxter 
ln the Rangeley region when he was seven 
years old. At the time, he related the story 

to the writer he requested that publication 
be withheld until after his death. 

The man who made more than 200,000 
acres of wilderness a paradise for outdoors 
and wildlife enthusiasts must have been 
gifted with Wisdom at an early age. He made 
Baxter State Park possible. His trophy trout 
could well become the foundation of a. fund 
to flnance production of such flsh for the 
same area from which his prize was taken. 

Following is that column: 
"Percival P. Baxter, fish account." So reads 

the title of one of the savings accounts at a 
Portland bank. Behind it 1s a 73-yea.r-old 
story of sound management, thrift and good 
sportsmanship. 

The account was opened in 1884, when the 
former governor Of Maine was seven years of 
a.ge. 

The account actually was started at Tooth
acher Cove, Cupsuptic Lake, in the Rangeley 
region, where young Baxter accompanied his 
father on many flshing trips. 

On this particular occasion, the fish weren't 
biting too well. As it does With any active 
youngster, time weighed heavily on the boy 
who was eventually destined to become one 
of Maine's outstanding benefactors. Only 
the swish of the oars pulled by the guide dis
turbed tlie surroundings. The sun was beam.
ing upon the still, motionless water. 

Young Baxter was contemplating asking to 
return to camp when his father beat him to 
the punch. An enthusiastic and tireless 
angler, the elder Baxter told his son that if 
he should catch a. trout weighing flve pounds 
or more on this day he would honor the 
trophy by giving him ten dollars for each 
pound. 

The offer, appealing but little under the 
circumstances to young Baxter, had hardly 
been made when the rod in the lad's hands al
most was ripped from from his grasp. A huge 
fish had struck. 

The boy now was all enthusiasm and ac
tion. Following carefully the advice of his 
father, and their guide, he played the great 
fish until his arms became weary. 

The guide, undoubtedly more excited than 
either of his sports, felt sure this was a great 
trout, as it kept lunging for deep water and 
battling under the surface. As it kept call
ing for line, the boy played it out reluctant
ly, regaining it whenever the tension slack
ened. 

It was a memorable fight, one that a boy 
would recall many times. Eventurally, the 
speckled beauty, rolldng on the suxface near 
the boat, was netted by the guide. the fish 
was a trophy, an Eastern Brook Trout that 
weighed exaotly elgh;t pounds. lit was the 
largest Mr. Baxter ever cau~h!t. 

That evening, at the community dining 
room of the sporting camp, the trout was the 
center of !llttraotlon. Word had spread about 
the fund it had brought to young Baxter. 
One of the sportsmen asked the lad what he 
planned to do with his newly acquired "For
tune" of eighty dollars. 

"When I get back home," young Baxter 
replied, "I an1 going to open a savings ac
count in the bank." And that is exactly what 
he d:id. 

Today (1958) the Percival P. Baxter fish 
account has grown to almost $1,100 as the 
interest accUIIIlulaJted. The former governor, 
donor of the famous Baxter Park in the 
Katahdin region, feels it should be used for 
the purpose his father originally must have 
hactin mind. 

The Baxters have been successful business 
people. They also have championed ma.ny 
things for others to enjoy. The former gover
nor's contributions have been my·rlad, many 
dkootly affecting the life and the natural 
beauty of his beloved state. 

Mr. Baxter lives quietly at his home 1n 
Portland. One af the pictures on the wa.IJ.s 
before which he frequently pauses, shows 
him holding his great catch. It represents 
more than an ordinary trophy in the den o! 
an unusual pel"SS()na.lity. 
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Some day, Maine will benefit by that tro
phy. The money it raises, Mr. Baxter sincerely 
hopes, will be used for the protection of wild
life, possibly for the propagation of several 
comparable trout that will benefit others as 
did his own trophy. (End Baxter column 
written 11 years ago.) 

THE SAFEGUARD SYSTEM 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, later this 

week the Senate will begin consideration 
of the fiscai 1970 Department of Defense 
procurement authorization bill. Although 
there are many important items in that 
piece of legislation, it is no secret that 
the proposed Safeguard anti-ballistic
missile system will be the focus of the 
most intensive debate and controversy. 

This morning I received a letter from 
two eminent proponents of the Safe
guard system. The letter is jointly signed 
by James C. Bresee, Director of Civil De
fense at the Oak Ridge National Labora
tory, and Eugene P. Wigner, professor of 
mathematical physics at Princeton Uni
versity, Nobel laureate, and unquestion
ably one of the great scientific figures of 
our time. 

Mr. President, this letter simply but 
powerfully makes the case of many of us 
who support deployment of the Safe
guard system. It speaks directly and un
emotionally to objections raised in good 
faith by opponents of the system, and I 
strongly urge each of my colleagues to 
give this letter the careful attention that 
I feel it deserves. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a letter from Messrs. Bresee 
and Wigner dated July 3 be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Hon. HOWARD H. BAKER, Jr., 
U.S. Senate, 

JULY 3, 1969. 

Washington, D.C. 
DEAR SENATOR BAKER: We strongly prefer 

defense of our people against an attack to 
retaliation for such an attack. However, 
quite disregarding this preference, we feel 
that the arguments in favor of balllstic mis
sile defense, and in particular in favor of 
the Safeguard system, are strong, and many 
arguments against it are fallacious. Some 
examples to support these claims follow: 

1. The strongest argument against the 
Safeguard system is that it will be provoca
tive and will make it necessary for the USSR 
to further strengthen its defenses and re
taliatory power. Since the Safeguard is de
signed primarily to protect our own retalia
tory power, and since its principal effec
tiveness is in this area, its installation can 
a.tfect the USSR only if it wishes to eliminate 
our retaliatory power. If it has no such in
tentions, the installation of Safeguard wlll 
be irrelevant from its point of view. 

2. The second argument against the Safe
guard system is that it will make arms con
trol negotiations more difficult. 

According to Dr. Wiesner in congressional 
testimony last March, the ability of either 
the U.S. or the Soviets to destroy approxi
mately ten major cities (or even fewer) in 
the other country would deter that country. 
Less than 1 per cent of the USSR missile 
strength would be needed. No plan accepta
ble to the Soviets has been proposed which 
could assure the elimination of more than 
99 per cent of USSR missile strength. Less 
assurance might be mutually acceptable if 
both sides could provide protection for their 

population. Admittedly, the Safeguard sys
tem does not provide significant protection 
of the U.S. population against a Soviet at
tack; its installation would provide, however, 
a pilot pl·ant for the possible later develop
ment of such protection. 

It is curious that opponents of ABM auto
matically assume that a massive buildup of 
offense must occur if either side seeks to 
reduce its enormous vulnerability to missile 
attack, and yet freely admit that much lower 
vulnerability would still be adequate for 
deterrence. 

3. On the contrary, it appears to us that 
the reluctance on our part to take the steps 
which would strengthen our defenses might 
encourage the most aggressive part of the 
USSR leadership and would provide a temp
tation for all that leadership, thus delay
ing efforts toward mutual accommodation. 

4. It is claimed that our ABM will be in
efllcient because it has to be in readiness for 
years but then be fired at the correct time 
after only a few minutes' warning. The same 
argument could be used against our ICBM's. 
Both arguments are inaccurate. Our pres
ent missile systems are continually tested 
and Safeguard would be also. 

5. Dr. York claims that our deployment of 
missile defense would lead to more steps in 
that awesome direction of placing greater re
liance on automatic devices. However, the 
harm done by the unnecessary use of these 
devices would be entirely negligible as com
pared with the harm resulting from the un
availability of these devices should the need 
for their use arise. 

6. Some opponents advocate, instead of 
the missile defense, a superhardening of our 
missile bases. It is entirely unclear why this 
would be preferable to defending our present 
bases. It surely is less practicable, since im
proved accuracy can reduce the effectiveness 
of the former more rapidly than the latter. 
Others advocate multiplying our retaliatory 
power-a measure more provocative because 
more likely to threaten a first strike. 

7. Some opponents doubt the technical ef
fectiveness of Safeguard. However, Dr. Kis
tiakowsky, in another context, admits that 
defense is essentially successful if its func
tioning appears probable or at least possible 
to the opponent. The way such statements 
are made in one context, but forgotten when 
they strengthen the case for Safeguard, is 
very disturbing. 

8. Dr. Panofsky admits, with some ap
proval, that we had and have a first strike 
capability against communist China but have 
chosen not to use it. Similarly, we do not 
believe that the USSR is afraid of a first strike 
by us. The most convincing proof of the lack 
of fear of our malevolent intent is the char
acter of the Soviet civil defense program. 
Although some blast protection is being in
stalled in their major cities-in particular, 
in their new subway systems-most urban 
dwellers will be protected by evacuation dur
ing a crisis. Since it 1s particularly vulner
able to a first strike, the u.s. (we think, 
properly) has decided not to base its civil 
defense on evacuation. The lack of sym
metry is obvious. 

9. A final and perhaps less obvious reason 
for the deployment of missile defense is the 
ineffectiveness of the retaliatory capability 
if, as will be increasingly possible, the iden
tity of the attacker is uncertain. It would 
be immoral to punish people on the mere 
suspicion of an attack instituted by their 
leadership. Some opponents of ABM protec
tion favor "launch-on-warning" (that is, 
firing all our missiles as soon as enemy mis
siles appear on our radar). ABM allows us 
to ride out an attack without the need for 
precipitous action, surely a stabilizing factor 
in an increasing unstable world. 

Sincerely, 
EuGENE P. WIGNER. 
JAMES C. BRESEE. 

THE BIAFRAN CRISIS: A TIME FOR 
FREE WORLD ACTION 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, the moral 
philosophy of all civilized peoples rec
ognizes the fact that there are crimes 
of omission as well as crimes of com
mission. 

Not so many years ago, every news
paper in our country reacted with hor
ror to the story of Kitty Genovese, the 
Queens, N.Y., woman who was attacked 
on the street and repeatedly stabbed, 
while some 30 people who saw the attack 
or heard the woman's cries did not lift 
a finger to help her, and, for that mat
ter, did not even trouble to notify the 
police. 

The neighbors who saw Kitty Genovese 
being attacked or heard !ler cries but 
did nothing, disobeyed no law, and were 
guilty of no crime. But their silence and 
inaction, nevertheless, made them mor-
al abettors of the criminal. . 

I believe that we are now confronted 
in Biafra with a situation that resembles 
the ghastly story of Kitty Genovese, mul
tiplied a million times over. 

According to the International Red 
Cross, more than 1,500,000 civilians, the 
majority of them women and children, 
have already perished in this cruel and 
genocidal conflict. 

Millions more would have died had 
it not been for the emergency relief op
erations of the International Red Cross 
and of the various religious agencies op
erating through Joint Church Aid. 

But now tragedy threatens on an even 
more horrifying scale than the tragedy 
of the past. 

On June 6, the Nigerian air force shot 
down a Red Cross DC-7 transport plane 
ferrying relief supplies to Biafra. In con
sequence of this incident, the Red Cross 
suspended all mercy fiights into Biafra. 

The Red Cross hoped that a new agree
ment could be worked out with the Ni
gerian authorities. But this morning it 
was announecd from Lagos that the Ni
gerian Government would permit no out
side relief activities in Biafra, unless the 
efforts were channeled through the offi
cial Nigerian Government agency. 

What this means is that the Nigerian 
Government has now committed itself 
to the total blockade of Biafra in an effort 
to starve the Biafran people into sub
mission. That this is so was underscored 
by the recent statement of Chief Awo
lowo, a high-ranking Nigerian official, 
who said publicly that starvation was a 
legitimate means of war. 

It has been estimated that if all food 
shipments to Biafra are cut off, the 
death rate from starvation may go as 
high as 500,000 or one million a month. 

In this situation, there are only two 
options open to our own country and to 
the other countries of the free world. 

Either we can stand idly by, watching 
this horrifying massacre of the innocents 
and rationalizing our inaction with much 
the same kind of self-justification that 
Kitty Genovese' neighbors used to justify 
their own inaction; or else we accept 
our moral responsibility and do what 
must be done to prevent the murder 
through starvation of millions of Biafran 
civilians. 
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I say that we cannot stand idly by, that 

our moral responsibility in this situation 
is clear and imperative. 

If the Nigerian Government refuses to 
permit the International Red Cross and 
Joint Church Aid to continue their 
mercy flights into Biafra, then there is 
only one way to deal with the situation. 

Concretely, I would propose that the 
United States take the initiative in in
viting other free world nations to join 
in an emergency mercy airlift, operated 
under international supervision. 

All of the participating nations would 
contribute cargo aircraft, either com
mercial aircraft, or unarmed military 
transports. 

To satisfy the Nigerian authorities that 
the airlift was being used to transport 
food only, the Nigerian Government 
would be invited to participate in an 
international inspection unit, operating 
either under United Nations or Red Cross 
auspices. But whether the Nigerian 
Government agrees or refuses to agree to 
this proposal, it should be advised that 
we plan to go ahead with it, in concert 
with other free nations. 

I am convinced that such a proposal 
would meet an immediate affirmative re
sponse from countries like Britain, Ire
land, France, West Germany, Canada, 
Australia, Sweden, Switzerland, Italy, 
and other free world countries. 

It is still my hope that the coming days 
will bring news of a renewed agreement 
between the Nigerian Government and 
the Red Cross and church agencies. 

But if such an agreement does not 
emerge by the end of this week, I believe 
that our Government should move im
mediately on the proposal I have here 
outlined. 

RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED BY THE 
1969 TEXAS YOUNG REPUBLICAN 
FEDERATION CONVENTION 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, at their 

recent convention, the Texas Young 
Republican Federation passed several 
resolutions concerning subjects which 
are being very seriously discussed by the 
youth of Texas, as well as by the youth 
of the entire Nation. I believe that their 
analyses of the Safeguard anti-ballistic
missile system and the chaotic situation 
on many of our college campuses are 
both rational and correct. 

It is my belief that it is most impor
tant that the voice of such a viable youth
oriented political group as the Texas 
Young Republican Federation be heard. 
It occUI"S too often that the only young 
voice that reaches the public forum is 
that of the unlawful and violent minor
ity whose access to the communications 
media is due to their continued civil dis
obedience. 

I feel that the Texas Young Republi
can Federation is in many ways repre
sentative of the "silent majority" of 
American youth who believe in free and 
nonviolent expression of both sides of a 
particular issue. The opinion of such a 
group as this one will aid my colleagues 
in the Congress in measuring the opinion 
of the youth of America. For this reason, 
I ask unanimous consent to insert into 

the RECORD the text of these resolutions 
passed at the 1969 Texas Young Repub
lican Convention. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tions were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

REsoLUTIONs-1969 
Whereas the United States has no effective 

anti-ballistic missile defense system, and 
Whereas the Soviet Union possesses a 

highly-sophisticated anti-ballistic missile 
system, and 

Whereas the Nixon administration has 
proposed installing an anti-ballistic missile 
defense in the United States, and 

Whereas the Soviet-Chinese nuclear threat 
shows no evidence of dissipating in the fu
ture, and 

Whereas the U.S.S.R. and China are ac
tively improving and enlarging their offen
sive and defensive nuclear systems, and 

Whereas Red China will soon have the nu
clear capab111ty to destroy the United States, 
and 

Whereas the Soviet Union has given no 
indication of keeping their side of nuclear 
treaties, and 

Whereas the avowed object of communist 
world activities is to conquer the United 
States, 

Therefore be it resolved, that the Texas 
Young Republican Federation supports Pres
ident Nixon's stand on the installment of the 
anti-ballistic missile defense system and the 
continuance of military defense research for 
more sophisticated defense equipment to in
sure the security of the United States. . 

Whereas college campuses across the na
tion have been besieged by disorders, and 

Whereas such disorders have assumed the 
nature of force and violence, and 

Whereas constructive, lasting change can 
better be accomplished in a stable, peaceful 
atmosphere, and 

Whereas President Nixon has stated, "A 
fundamental governing principle of any 
great university is that the will of reason and 
not the will of force prevail." 

Whereas the flagrant violation of existing 
laws and rules is essential and inevitable 
for such violent disorders to occur, and 

Whereas the enforcement of rules is the 
most effective means of preventing such dis
orders before they occur, 

Therefore be it resolved, that the Texas 
Young Republican Federation urge that stu
dent groups, recognized and unrecognized, 
that flagrantly violate university rules and 
disregard the rights of the student majority 
to a peaceful and orderly education be held 
responsible for their illegal actions and be 
dealt with according to the law. We further 
commend the positions taken by Governor 
Reagan of California and Dr. s. I. Hayakawa. 

THE ABM 
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, the 

Daily Oklahoman recently carried an 
editorial, entitled "The ABM Questions," 
which is typical of the sound and con
cerned questions being raised by more 
and more thoughtful citizens through
out the country about this very serious 
subject. 

The editorial calls attention to the con
tinued controversy surrounding this 
proposed defense system. It points out: 

Unfortunately, we know that defense es
timates a.re always too low and the actual 
cost might be $15 billion. 

The central question raised by the edi
torial is in regard to the length of time 
that may be required to get the proposed 
ABM system into operation, and the con
cluding paragraph of the editorial states: 

The Defense Department ought to advise 
the public as to how many years it will take 
to install the ABM systems and give us some 
assurance that it really would be effecitve in 
preventing the destruction of our Minute
man missiles. 

Because this editorial raises some very 
serious questions which need asking
and answering, I wanted to call it to the 
attention of Senators, and I ask unani
mous consent that it may be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE ABM QUESTIONS 

There is a persistent controversy about 
the attempt to build an ABM defense sys
tem. By a close vote, a congressional com
mittee has recommended the undertaking. 

The United States has never built an ABM 
system and some scientists say it would work 
and others are doubtful. It might require a 
year to develop plans and specifications be
fore beginning construction of the necessary 
machinery. 

The first estimates of cost varied from $4 
billion to $9 billion and recently a figure 
af $7 billion seems to be a more definite 
~stimate. Unfortunately, we know that de
fense estimates are always too low and the 
actual cost might be $15 billion. 

Perhaps the most important element has 
never been publicly discussed. That is the 
number of years that may be required to 
construct the defense machinery. It must 
be assumed that a large number of instal
lations would be required, scattered perhaps 
in many states. 

The device would be intended to shoot 
down nuclear missdles which were already 
in space or in the air, and there is no cer
tainty that the ABM's could shoot down 
even as much as half the incoming nuclear 
missiles. The ABM's would be of no damage 
to Russia other than perhaps destroying half 
of the ammunition which they aimed at this 
country. The ABM is not an offensive weapon. 

It would be fine if we already had such 
devices, properly placed, to intercept as 
many as possible of Russian warheads, but 
if it requires four or five years or longer 
to create the ABM machinery it may be too 
late. 

We know how to make Polaris submarines, 
but Admiral Rickover says none is being 
made or planned. Senator Symington says 
we are woefully lacking in attack submarines, 
but Russia is making three to our one and 
we can't catch up with them that way. Rus
sia is manning its surface ships with guided 
nuclear missdles with a range of from 100 to 
300 miles. We are not putting guided mis
siles on any af our surface ships. 

Russia would have concern about our of
fensive ab1lity, but they could ignore purely 
defensive weapons. 

The Defense Department ought to advise 
the public as to how many years it will take 
to install the ABM systems and give us some 
assurance that it really would be effective 
in preventing the destruction of our Min
uteman missdles. 

SCHOOL DESEGREGATION POLICY 
Mr. SCOT!'. Mr. President, I urge the 

Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare to clarify its desegregation 
policy regarding intransigent school dis
tricts. I do not support a relaxation of 
the guidelines which have done more to 
bring educational equality to students 
within the past 4 years than in all the 
years since the 1954 Supreme Court 
decision. 
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HEW should move quickly to clarify 
its new statement on school desegrega
tion guidelines so that all will understand 
the general requirement that all school 
districts are to abolish segregation by 
September 1969, and in a few cases Sep
tember 1970, is stm in effect. HEW should 
make clear to school superintendents 
that already desegregated districts or 
those with plans to desegregate by Sep
tember of this year must live up to their 
commitments. 

It is hard to understand that after 15 
years there is still delay in providing 
equal education to all American students. 
I am not opposed to the use of reason 
in enforcing desegregation guidelines. It 
may be necessary to grant a few dis
tricts-and emphasis must be on the few 
which I understand is about 10-an addi
tional short extension of time because of 
a lack of facilities or teachers to accom
plish integration. In this instance, 
perhaps the Federal Government should 
provide funds to the district in order to 
speed up the acquisition of classrooms 
and teachers. 

DEATH OF TOM MBOYA 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, it is with 

a great sense of sorrow that I note the 
untimely death, last Saturday, of Tom 
Mboya, the Minister of Planning and 
Economic Development in the Govern
ment of Kenya. I had the privilege of 
knowing Mr. Mboya personally and 
greatly admired his ability as a leader in 
a troubled land and his dedication to his 
country. 

Ideologically it would be hard to place 
Tom Mboya. On some issues he ·was on 
the left, on others he was on the right, 
and sometimes he was in the middle; but 
he always did what he thought best for 
Kenya without regard to personal phi
losophy-his country was his belief. His 
unmatched ability to distil the fine 
points of African politics, blending them 
with democratic ideals and then through 
his infiuential post in the Government 
bringing about a basis of democratic sta
bility, was among his many contributions 
to the birth of the nation. 

His rejection of tribalism in an area 
where it had been a way of life for count
less decades was a progressive step that 
has made the survival of Kenya possible 
and has set an example for other African 
statesmen to follow. 

In an age when other second-genera
tion African leaders are turning to radi
calism as a method for solving the ills 
of their nation, Mr. Mboya stressed hard 
work and far-sighted planning. In his 
important Ministry of Planning and Eco
nomic Development, he laid the ground
work for Kenya's future growth while 
helping to stabilize the economic situa
tion of the newly independent nation. 
His rejection of dialectics made the Min
istry function well and again set an ex
ample for other ministries. 

In the final analysis, Tom Mboya, who 
was assassinated aJt the early age of 38, 
will best be remembered for his dedica
tion to honesty, integrity, and efficiency 
that made him a standard, not only for 
his nation and Africa, but for the rest of 
the world as well. His accomplishments 
will guide others as they seek to emulate 

him. As Tom Mboya joins the pantheon 
of Kenyan heroes, I have lost a friend, 
Kenya a great leader, and the world a 
fine statesman. 

THE SAFEGUARD ABM SYSTEM 
Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 

for the past 3 months, I have been giving 
a great deal of thought to President 
Nixon's proposal for the development of 
an anti-ballistic-missile defense system. 

I have listened to a great deal of testi
mony by outstanding scientists, both 
those who favor deployment of ABM and 
those who oppose it. 

The scientific community is sharply di
vided, with the majority of the scientists 
opposing it. 

Our professional military leaders 
strongly favor an ABM system. 

The amount of money involved in the 
1970 budget for President Nixon's Safe
guard system is $891.5 million. The total 
system over a period of 6 years is esti
mated by the Defense Department to cost 
approximately $7 billion. The total cost, 
in my judgment, will be substantially 
greater than the Defense Department 
estimate. 

The program represents 13 years of in
tense research and development effort at 
a cost of more than $3 billion. The ques
tion now is whether this 13 years of re
search and development shall be put to 
use? 

First, we must consider what the pro
posed system will and will not do. 

The missile defense system is not an 
offensive weapon; it is purely a defen
sive one. 

It is not a warmaking weapon-it's 
only use is to protect the United States 
in the event of an attack. 

It does not add to our Nation's offen
sive potential-but U does add to our 
Nation's protection. 

President Nixon believes that the Safe
guard system will strengthen the hand of 
the United States in any arms control 
talks with the Soviet Union-and I be
lieve that history teaches us that the 
Russians respect strength and despise 
weakness. 

Before it is completed, this system will 
be a costly one. Balanced against the 
cost is this: In this imperfect world of in
ternational violence and instability, can 
we afford not to develop some defense 
against nuclear attack? 

Most witnesses testifying either for an 
ABM system or against one, agree that 
the Soviet Union has been, and is, sub
stantially increasing its offensive capa
bility. 

The evidence seems conclusive that the 
Soviets, with the SS-9, have the capabil
ity to knock out land-based strategic 
U.S. missiles. Basically, the United States 
is relying on a strong offensive capabil
ity as the best deterrent against aggres
sion. But if U.S. missile sites are knocked 
out, then U.S. retaliatory power is re
duced. 

Those who oppose deployment of ABM 
seem to put considerable faith in the 
possibility of arms control talks. Most 
of those who oppose deployment of ABM 
feel that the Soviet Union has no in
tention of using its giant SS-9 to at
tack U.S. missile sites. 

No one really knows what Russia's in
tentions are; most seem agreed, however, 
as to the magnitude of Russia's grow
ing capability. 

To me, this is the most significant evi
dence obtained from the multitude of 
testimony regarding the ABM. Opposi
tion witnesses admitted that an increase 
in our offensive capability may, at a fu
ture date, be necessary. 

Another fact recognized by all scien
tists is that a long leadtime is required 
for the deployment of a defensive system. 
There is a difference of opinion as to the 
precise number of years, but all scientists 
agree that the leadtime is substantial. 

So, if the United States is to have an 
anti-ballistic-missile defense system by 
1975, then deployment must be begun 
now. 

None can say whether world conditions 
will be better or worse 6 years from now. 

All of us hope that somehow the states
men of the world will find a formula for 
world peace, but there is no evidence to 
suggest that such a formula is in sight. 

Last year, I voted for substantial re
ductions in non-Vietnam defense costs
and probably will do so again this year. 

I have reached the conclusion, how
ever, that it would be unwise to eliminate 
construction and procurement funds for 
development of a system to protect the 
United States in the event of nuclear at
tack. 

Frankly, for the past 4 years, I have 
had doubts about an ABM program. Two 
years ago, however, I concluded to sup
port it as a result of the strong recom
mendation of the Commander in Chief, 
President Johnson, and his Secretary of 
Defense, RobertS. McNamara. 

Since the Johnson-McNamara recom
mendation, deployment of an ABM sys
tem has been endorsed by President 
Nixon and by two other Secretaries of 
Defense, Clark M. Clifford and Melvin R. 
Laird. 

They have differed about details, but 
each of these men has strongly urged the 
importance of developing a defensive ca
pability against foreign missiles. 

The Soviet Union has deployed a mis
sile defense system. 

The military and civilian leaders of 
the U.S. Government-those charged 
with ·the responsibility of the defense of 
our Nation-are firm in their belief tha,t 
the United States likewise must develop 
a defense against foreign missiles. 

The deployment of an ABM system 
would give to the President of the United 
States, whoever he may be in 1976, an 
additional option in meeting a reported 
missile attack. 

The scientists are in general agree
ment that were the President to receive 
eleotroni·c warning that Soviet missiles 
had been launched against the United 
States, he would have about 20 minutes 
to decide whether to fire our intercon
tinental ballistic missiles. 

If the report of enemy firing proved 
to be an error-not l'ikely, but possible
and the President on the best available 
information concluded to fire our mis
siles, then a thermonuclear war would 
unnecessarily have been started. 

But if an ABM system is developed, 
the President could exercise the option 
of firing the ABM's as a protection 
against our missile sites-and if the re-
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port proved to be in error, no harm would 
have been done. The defensive missiles 
would have deteriorated in the atmos
phere and would not hit any other 
nation. 

So while I have doubts concerning the 
ABM proposal, I have decided to resolve 
the doubts in favor of defense. 

In the light of world developments, I 
have ccmcluded it would be wise to sup
port the Commander in Chief in his firm 
belief that our mi-ssile bases must be pro
tected against foreign attack. 

In recent years, the world has made 
great strides in almost every line of en
deavor-in medicine, in scientific 
achievements, in space. 

But in learning to live in peace with 
one another, the nations have made lit
tle progress. During the past quarter of 
a century, the United States has been 
involved in three major wars. 

Until a more peaceful world is at hand, 
it seems to me we have little choice but 
to spend the necessary funds in an effort 
to deter an attack on the two hundred 
million people in the United States. 

In such complex and technical mat
ters as the ABM deployment question, it 
is not possible to be certain, but it is pos
sible to be prudent. I support prudence. 

THE 7-PERCENT INVESTMENT TAX 
CREDIT 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, in the near 
future the question of repeal of the 7-
percent investment tax credit will be 
before us as part of the surtax extension 
package. I recently solicited the views 
of businessmen on this question. Re
sponses have come from both large and 
small businesses in Illinois as well as 
from other States. 

Eighty-four percent of all those who 
responded are against suspension or 
repeal of the 7-percent investment tax 
credit, feeling in the main that repeal 
would adversely affect their need to mod
ernize and expand plant and equipment. 

So that Senators can see a rep
resentative sample of thinking on this 
issue for and against repeal, I ask unani
mous consent to place a number of these 
responses in the RECORD along with the 
original letter I sent out asking for ad
vice on this issue. 

There being no objection; the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

u.s. SENATE, 
Washington, D .O., June 16, 1969. 

DEAR FRIEND: I am writing to seek your ad
vice on the investment tax credit. As you are 
aware, the proposal to repeal the 7% credit 
wLU be coming up on the Senate floor for a 
vote in the near future. 

Each year, the Joint Economic Commit
tee, of which I am a member, submits a re
port on the Aillnual Economic Report of the 
President. This year, the Republican mem
bers of the committee stated, "We believe 
that the very nature of the 7-percent invest
ment tax credit makes it an inappropriate 
tool for short-run economic stabilization and 
oppose its suspension in 1969." A oopy of our 
full statement 1s enclosed for your informa
tion. 

I strongly believe that we must have ways 
to insure that plant modernization and pur
chases of productive equipment can be more 
feasibly made. Unit cost must be held down 

in order for U.S .. industry to better com
pete with industries of other nations. 

American industry also needs more real
istic and rapid depreciation schedules. The 
Adminstration shares this view, and is study
ing the desirability of implementing 
accelerated write-offs to encourage moderni
zation programs. 

More consideration should be given to the 
possib111ty of using the Federal corporate 
income tax structure to enable small and 
growing companies to utilize more of their 
internally generated earnings for expansion. 
In this connection, I am investigating the 
desirab111ty and feasib111ty of expanding the 
investment tax credit to include depreciable 
property, inventory, and accounts receivable. 

I wish to actively support every reason
able step being taken by the Administra
tion to hold down inflation and keep inter
est rates in line, but want to be certain that 
action taken does not injure the long range 
competitive position of American industry. 

Your advice would assist me greatly in ar
riving at the best possible decisions on these 
important matters. IncidentalJ.y, I would ap
preciate your indicating whether you would 
give me permission to print your reply in the 
Congressional Record. 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES H. PERCY, 

U.S. Senator. 

REPUBLICAN VIEWS ON THE PRESIDENT'S 
ECONOMIC REPORT 

THE INVESTMENT TAX CREDIT 
In view of the inflationary increase in 

business capitalinves·tment projected for this 
year, some have advocated suspending the 
7-percent investment tax credit for machin
ery and equipment. We believe, however, th.alt 
the very nature of the 7-percent investment 
tax credit makes it an inapprop;ria.te tool for 
short-run economic stabilization, and oppose 
its suspension in 1969. 

The investment tax credit was originally 
designed to stimulate business modernization 
and expansion of capital equipment. The 
Kennedy administration's objective in pro
posing it in 1962 was to improve American 
business competitiveness in international 
markets, and increase the growth of the 
economy's productive potential. 

The business community originally op
posed the tax cre<Lit on the grounds that it 
would be used as an anticyclical device, to be 
turned off or on depending on the destab111z-
1ng pressures in the economy. They felt such 
manipulations of the tax treatment of in
vestment would play havoc with investment 
planning, which by nature is based on long
run considerations and involves a great deal 
of uncertainty. 

Business objections, however, were quieted 
by the Democratic administration's promise 
that, once enacted, the 7-percent investment 
tax credit would never be tampered with. 
This pledge was, of course, broken in Sep
tember 1966 when the Johnson administra
tion recommended suspension of the credit 
to fight a "capital goods boom". 

Removal of the investment tax credit 
would operate to reduce investment demand 
only after a substantia.! period of time. The 
immedtate impact is small because of the 
substanti·al lag between an origina.l capital 
authorization or appd'opriation by business 
and the completion of the productive fac111-
ties, when the credit can actually be applied 
against the business income tax 11ab111ty. A 
business firm will not, and indeed 1n many 
cases cannot, reduce tts capital spending im
mediately because it hras already oommi·tted 
funds to long-term investment projects. This 
means that infia.tionary investment demand 
will not be reduced immediately as is re
quired for sta.b111zation this year. Further, 
the restrictive effect of suspending the credit 
may not be felJt until a later period when the 
economy may actually require stimulus, 
rather than restraint. 

BERGSTROM, RoHDE, DAHLGREN & 
OLSON, 

Hon. CHARLES H. PERCY, 
U.S. Senator, 

June 24, 1969. 

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.O. 
DEAR SENATOR PERcY: Thank you for your 

letter of June 16 asking my views with re
gard to the 7 percent investment tax credit 
and as to depreciation of capital equipment. 
There is a ceilltral issue here as to the essen
tial nature of our free, competitive, open
market economy which I believe has been 
missed by ( 1) the Kennedy administration 
in proposing the investment credit 1n the 
first place; (2) the report of the Republican 
members of the Joint Economic Committee 
in referring to the investment tax credit as a 
"tool" and discussing merely its "suspen
sion" as a part of "stabilization"; and (3) 
your lertter, in classing as the same or simi
lar issues, the granting of freedom of decision 
as to depreclrution rates, on the one hand, 
and the expansdon of the investment tax 
credit to other types of business property, on 
the other hand. 

In explanation, let me make three basic 
points: 

1. In a free economy, the purpose of taxes 
should simply be to raise revenue in a man
ner that will neither "discourage" DJOr "en
courage" specific business decisions to be 
made for tax-saving reasons alone. 

The Russian economic system is based 
upon the premise that government planners 
can most suitably determine from the top 
how resources of the countrv shall be al
located. The competitive free market system 
of the United States, on the contrary, iS 
based on the theory that the economic votes 
of consumers, expressed in their dollars 
through the price system, will cause the 
channeling of materials and capital invest
ment through the most efficient companies 
and workers by reason of their competition 
to be the most efficient suppliers, rendering 
what is needed at the lowest possible price. 

Tampering with th·e tax system to persuade 
someone to use investment or natural re
sources in some speciflc manner just because 
he receives a rebate on taxes-instead of be
cause it is the most economical and efficient 
thing to do in the competitive marketr
erodes our economic efficiency and moves it 
one step closer to the "government-planned" 
allocation of resources such a.s is practised in 
Eastern Europe, and one step away from our 
free market economy, in which economic de
cisions as to investment are determined by 
those stern umpires, competitive effidency 
and consumer demand. 

Because our tax laws have been drafted 
Without full compr"ehension of the workings 
of this competitive market economy which 
has made the United States the industrial 
giant of the world, the tax laws contain many 
provisions which influence investment de
cistons for the sake of obtaining a tax rebate 
or allowance, without regard to whether they 
add to the efficiency of our economy. The 
tax-free status of municipal bonds, the pro
ceeds of which are then lent to induce plants 
to Located within a specific area, induces in
vestments to be made in areas for mere tax
saving reasons, without regard to whether 
the productive fiacUities might be more ef
ficient and more productive if such a fa.otory 
were somewhere else. The heavy impact o! 
the progressive income tax upon earned in
come as contrasted with taxes upon capital 
gains and other investments tends to dis
courage individuals from working hard in pro
ductive occupations, and to encourage them 
instead to turn their attention to stock mar
ket and real estate sales, in which their 
dollar Will be taxed less than if they had 
earned it by producing what they are most 
capable of producing. The distorting effect of 
this upon the stock market, and hence upon 
our country's entire investment program, can 
only be guessed. 
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Enclosoo for your information is a copy of 
my articles from the Illinois Bar Journal for 
May 1967, entitled "Marxism, Senator Sher
man, and our Economic System", together 
with a copy of the editorial from the Chicago 
Tribune for July 3, 1967 summarizing my 
article. At pages 8-11 of that article I set 
forth some of the distortions in our economy 
created by governmental policies which "dis
courage" or "encourage" economic decisions 
without regard to their productivity and ef
ficiency. 

2. The 7 percent tax credit is a rebate of 
taxes to induce investment in capital equip
ment, without regard to whether a free mar
ket would determine that it is best for the 
economy to divert those resources into that 
particular investment. 

The 7 percent investment tax credit is 
nothing more nor less than a rebate directly 
from taxes which is given to a certain type 
of taxpayer and not to others. It gives him 
this rebate if he decides to invest money in 
certain capital equipment, regardless of 
whether the proper economic decision in his 
case might be to invest that money in re
search or in sales. Thus it changes the tax 
structure from that of a simple money-rais
ing activity to that of tinkering with the 
economy to give specdal rewards to those who 
invest in capital equipment whether those 
investments are in fact economically desir
able or not. As I have said, if investments are 
economically desirable the demand created 
by consumers should bring the correct 
amount of investment money into this sector 
without the aid of this artificial shot in the 
arm. 

3. However, owners of capital equipment 
should be given the right to determine their 
own depreciation write-off periods. 

There is, however, a reform which would 
aid investors in capital equipment and which 
would be fair and would make economic 
sense. This reform would grant to investors 
more fiexibllity in their depreciation rates and 
in determining the depreciable life of their 
equipment. 

An undesirable side-effect of our heavy 
income tax rate is that it makes the gov
ernment feel that it is a proprietor or part
ner in the business and has the right to 
control business decisions without regard 
to their efficiency, in order to protect its tax 
revenue slice of gross profits. Thus the In
ternal Revenue Service has set up detailed 
depreciation schedules, determining that 
certain machines can be written off under 
depreciation expense in ten years, other items 
in fifteen years, and so forth. 

This tends to depress initiative, innova
tions, and the right to make mistakes in 
new ventures which have helpoo to make 
our economy great. There is no real rea
son why a manufacturer should not be al
lowed to determine that he will write off 
certain equipment in three years or one 
year if he sees fit, as long as the total 
depreciation allowance he receives does not 
exceed the cost of the equipment. Any pre
mature write-off by him would be compen
sated for in the succeroing tax year in 
which he would have no depreciation deduc
tion as to that equipment. He would thus 
be allowed the freedom to make his own 
business judgments as to investment and re
placement. 

This is a totally different creature from 
the 7 percent investment credit. The in
vestment credit gives the manufacturer an 
actual subsidy in the form of a tax rebate 
that others do not receive. The proposal 
to allow the manufacturer to determine his 
own depreciation schedule simply allows him 
to deduct as his expense, at his own speed, 
the money he has actually paid out in ex
penses; and it is deducted only from gross 
income and not from taxes. 

There are scholarly discussions document
ing the advisability of this reform. Its initial 
introduction might require more complexity 

than I have indicated, because of the 
necessity of guarding against too large an 
unpredicted variation in the government's 
tax income in the first year in which such 
a reform went into effect (and one would 
also have to provide against a loophole per
mitting a sale at capital gains rates to cre
ate instantly a new depreciation base for 
the fully-depreciated equipment); but it is 
obvious that such a reform is consonant 
with the freedom envisaged in the Ameri
can system and does not represent a sub
sidy to anyone. It represents only the free
dom to make business judgments and to 
make one's own mistakes, in an effort to 
compete efficiently for the purpose of sup
plying to Americans the most and best goods 
and services at the lowest possible prices. 

Yours sincerely, 
ROBERT W. BERGSTROM. 

INLAND STEEL Co., 
June 9, 1969. 

Senator CHARLES H. PERCY, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR CHUCK: I appreciate very much your 
painstaking letter commenting on the let
ter which I had written to Congressman 
Wilbur Mills on the repeal of the 7% invest
ment tax credit. 

I would certainly have no objection if you 
would want to insert it in the Congressional 
Record. 

After you have completed your delibera
tions, I do hope that you will oppose there
peal. 

With kind personal regards, I remain, 
Sincerely yours, 

PHn.. 

INLAND STEEL co., 
May 19, 1969. 

Ron. Wn.BUR D. Mn.Ls, 
Oha.irman, Committee on Ways and Means, 

U.S. House of Representatives, Washing
ton, D.O. 

DEAR MR. CHAmMAN: Inland Steel Com
pany strongly opposes the proposed repeal 
of the 7% investment credit, not only from 
the standpoint of the damaging effects 
such repeal would have on the necessary 
maintenance and modernization of the 
country's industrial plant, but also because 
of the inflationary effect of such an action. 

The investment tax credit was conceived, 
proposed, and adopted as a permanent fea
ture of our tax structure. The credit and 
accompanying reforms in depreciation rules 
were adopted as a joint program to insure 
the continuous growth and modernization 
of industrial production and to provide a 
more equitable competitive position for pro
ducers of our nation with those of foreign 
nations. The credit has been productive, 
stimulating a steady investment for the im
provement of plant and equipment in the 
United States. But, the needs for this stim
ulus remain as compelling today as when 
the credit was originally enacted. 

The steel industry provides a prime exam
ple of these needs. Since 1962, spurred by the 
investment tax credit, annual capital ex
penditures of domestic steel companies have 
more than doubled. As important as these 
expenditures have been in modernizing this 
country's steel fac111ties, much more remains 
to be done in order to place the domestic 
steel industry in a mOTe favorable position 
with respect to its foreign competitors. In 
1962, steel imports into the United States 
totaled 4,100,000 tons or 5.6% of domestic 
steel consumption; since 1962 steel imports 
have been steadily rising, reaching an all
time high in 1968 of 17,960,000 tons or 16.7% 
of domestic steel consumption. In this latter 
year, steel imports exceeded exports by 15,-
790,000 tons. The severe adverse effects of 
this situation upon the United States' bal
ance of payments and upon the job oppor
tunities for the work force of the United 
States are obvious. 

While there are a number of factors con
tributing to the steel trade deficit, it is 
clear that any solution must include con
tinued modernization of domestic fac111ties 
in order to further increase production effi
ciency and reduce costs. While it might be 
argued that an even larger percentage of in
vestment tax credit than the 7% is required 
to assist the steel industry, we believe that 
continuation of at least the present 7% in
vestment tax credit is vital in this competi
tive struggle. 

Proposals for repeal of the investment 
credit have been advanced on the grounds 
that it is required by governmental efforts 
to control the present inflationary forces. 
We believe this argument to be erroneous. In 
the first place, the investment tax credit en
courages new investment in productive ma
chinery and equipment, thus causing either 
improvement of existing capacity or expan
sion of capacity or both. The results are an 
expanded stock of goods and lower unit costs, 
both of which are clearly deflationary in na
ture, not inflationary. And secondly, we do 
not believe that repeal would provide an im
mediate general slowing down of business 
spending because of the necessity to com
plete existing committed projects. The earlier 
temporary suspension of the credit demon
strated that it is not an apt tool for "fine
tuning" the economy. For both of these rea
sons, therefore, we believe that repeal of the 
credit would be not helpful but rather would 
be harmful with respect to the laudable gov
ernmental efforts to combat current domestic 
inflation. 

Regardless of the disposition of the invest
ment tax credit generally, we urge that the 
investment credit should be retained for 
certain important domestic industries whose 
vitality is now threatened by competition 
from industries of foreign countries, many of 
which are subsidized in these competitive ef
forts by their governments. Among the spe
cial "trade-deficit" industries which merit 
this treatment is the steel industry of the 
United States. Further, there should be spe
cial consideration given to investments in 
fac111ties for the abatement of air and water 
pollution, such as were exempted from the 
recent investment credit suspension. These 
investments provide particular social bene
fits without offerinlg any return whatsoever 
to the investor. 

We appreciate this opportunity to present 
our views to you. 

Sincerely yours, 
PHILIP D. BLOCK, Jr. 

NATIONAL LoCK FASTENERS, 
Rockford, Ill., June 24, 1969. 

Ron. CHARLES H. PERCY, 
U.S. Senator, 
New Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR CHucK: Thank you very much for 
including me in your letter of June 16, 
1969, regarding the appeal to 7% investment 
tax credit. We, at National Lock, must fore
cast our machinery and equipment require
ments six years out into the future in order 
that we may have sufficient floor space with 
a two year lead time, machinery with eight 
months to eighteen months lead time, and 
man-power with one and one-half years 
training time. 

Whether or not we get a 7% credit has 
11 ttle bearing on whether or not we order 
equipment. The equipment is ordered to 
meet our forecasted customer requirements 
and the 7% investment credit has only a 
bearing on the price we have to charge tOT 
our product, not whether or not we make it. 

I hope this is helpful in your fight against 
the repeal of this. You are welcome to use 
this infonna.tion and my name in any way 
you see fit, including recording in the Con
gressional Record. 

Sincerely, 
R. W. ERKERT. 
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NATIONWIDE LEASING CO., 

June 24, 1969. 
Senator CHARLES H. PERCY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR PERCY; We are pleased to re
spond to your inquiry of June 16, 1969, with 
regard to the repeal of the investment tax 
credit. 

In our opinion, the 7% investment tax 
credit carries such a substantial impact for 
investment planning that the necessity for 
its use as an anticyclical device is inescap
able. 

If we could be certain that the economic 
stabilization required could be accomplished 
in a "short-run" it might be possible to 
avoid the use of the credit as a tool for eoo
nomic stabilization. However, at the present 
time, as has been the case before and will 
so in the future be, no one can assume that 
the economic stabillzation required can be 
accomplished in the "short-run". Therefore, 
we must conclude that the credit should be 
repealed in order to foster stabillzation at 
the earliest possible time. 

If the investment tax credit should ever 
be reenacted, it should be done upon the ad
mission that its use as a tool for anticyclical 
corrections is unavoidable. 

Gener.ally, we agree with the need for more 
realistic and rapid depreciation schedules, 
and also with the use of the Federal corpo
rate income tax structure to fac111tate the 
expansion of small and growing companies. 

You are more than welcome to print our 
reply in the Oongressional Record. 

Respectfully yours, 
NORMAN M. BROWN, 

President. 

LIBERTY TRUCKING Co., 
Chicago, Ill., June 24, 1969. 

Re 7-percent investment tax credit allowaJ?.ce 
Hon. CHARLES H. PERCY, 
U.S. Senator, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D .O. 

DEAR SENATOR PERCY: In answer to your 
letter of recent date with respect to the above 
matter, we can only state briefly that con
tinurution of the 7% tax credit is a dire 
necessity in many businesses, particularly 
in the trucking industry ln which practical
ly 90% or more of our assets are in rolling 
stock that must be replaced for various rea
sons periodically and our net earnings are 
not sufficient to adequastely keep up with the 
necessary replacements. We could submit 
several pages of illustrations and good rea
sons for this need. However, we are confi
dent you know what we mean from a busi
ness standpoint. 

We respectfully urge you Senator Percy, 
to retain this 7% tax credit in the same 
manner and for the same purpose that it 
was originally intended because the truck
ing industry and particularly the short line 
carriers such as ourselves need it as much 
and perhaps more than any other industry 
that we know of. 

Thanking you kindly in advance for ut
most consideration, remain 

Respectfully yours, 
WM. S. BARRANCO, 

President. 

USMCORP., 
Boston, Mass., June 24,1969. 

Hon. CHARLES H. PERCY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR PERCY: Thank you for your 
note of June 16 requesting our views on 
the repeal of the 7-percent investment tax 
credit. 

I am enclosing copy of a letter which our 
President, Mr. Herbert W. Jarvis, sent to the 
Honorable Wilbur D. Mllls on May 21 on 
behalf of the Greater Boston Chamber of 
Commerce. These views also represent this 
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Corporation's and my own feeling on this 
very important measure. 

We have no objection to having this ap
pear in the Congressional Record. 

Sincerely yours, 
WIL'LIAM S. BREWSTER, 

Chairman of the Board. 

May 21, 1969. 
Hon. WILBUR D. MILLS, 
Chairman, U.S. House Ways and Means Com

mittee, Longworth House Office Building, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Since the high ratio 
of capital investment seems to be one of the 
most signUlcant factors in the United States' 
position as a world leader in economic pro
duction, a continuation of a policy to stimu
late and expand plant improvement should 
be encouraged to further economic growth 
and, in the long run, combat inflation. The 
Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce, there
fore, urges the Congress, as it contemplates 
the repeal of investment credit recom
mended by the Administration, to give con
sideration to related matters bearing directly 
on the issue of economic expansion and 
equitable tax credit and liability. 

Legislation modifying the investment 
credit should include a liberalization of the 
existing tax laws with regard to the deduc
tion for depreciation and a specific provision 
for triple declining balance. Special consider
ation should be given to the air and rail 
commuter industries, including the possibil
ity of retaining the investment credit for 
those industries. 

If the Congress finds it necessary to make 
any changes in investment credit, the 
changes should include provisions for an 
orderly and fair transition. An abrupt retro
active repeal would disrupt the orderly flow 
of business-specifically in the capital goods 
industry and for many other small busi
nesses. 

Changes should be made on a gradual or 
prospective basis, perhaps on a schedule of 
decreasing percentages over a period of time, 
or timed to coincide with a reduction of 
the surcharge. Such action would allow for 
orderly planning and would minimize the 
imposition of any resulting hardships on cer
tain classes of taxpayers. 

We believe that no change should be un
dertaken in the method of utilizing 
presently existing or pre cut-off carryover. 
Changes in these provisions would have un
conscionable discriminatory effect against 
those taxpayers who have made substantial 
capital expenditures but have not yet en
joyed sufficient earnings to enable them to 
use the full amount of the credit as com
pared with other taxpayers who have made 
expenditures at the same time, but have al
ready realized the benefit of the credit. 

We respectfully request that our views on 
the investment credit, as expressed in this 
letter, be made a part of the permanent 
record. 

Sincerely, 
HERBERT W. JARVIS, 

Chairman, National Affairs Committee. 

CHICAGO-LATROBE, 
Chicago, Ill., June 24, 1969. 

Hon. CHARLES H. PERCY, 
U.S. Senator, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR PERCY; This is in reply to 
your letter of June 16th specifically referri.ng 
to the investment tax credit and the proposal 
to suspend it. 

As a manufacturing firm with over 400 
employees located in the city of Chicago, we 
are sure that you can recognize the necessity 
for continuation of support of investment 
credit. Quite obviously, with the continua
tion of increased wage rates, real estate, and 
personal property taxes, we must modernize 
our facilities if we are to remadn competitive 
with imports of our type of product. 

We sincerely hope that you wm make a. 
decision to support the continuance of the 
7% Investment Tax Program. 

Sincerely yours, 
ROBERT G. BURSON, 

Vice President, General Manager. 
P.S.-If you desire, you have our permis

sion to place this letter on record. 

Ross FLOWER SHOP, 
Centralia, Ill., June 23, 1969. 

CHARLES H. PERCY, 
U.S. Senator. 

MR. SENATOR: I am indeed in favor of re
taining the 7 percent investment tax credit. 
Being a small business man myself with 
limited amount of money to spend on mod
ernization and replacement of equipment the 
investment tax credit is an inducement to 
replace old and worn equipment rather than 
continue on with the old. 

I believe that both small Jtnd larger busi
nesses will spend more on modernization and 
equipment if the investment tax credit is 
retained. 

You most certainly have my permission 
to use this reply in the Congressional Record 
and in any way that may help to retain the 
7 percent investment tax credit. 

Sincerely, 
CARL THALMAN. 

CONTINENTAL MACHINE Co., 
Chicago, Ill., June 24, 1969. 

Hon. CHARLES H. PERCY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR PERCY; I WhOle heartedly 
support your thinking regarding the 7% 
investment tax credit. You are undoubtedly 
aware of the fact that over 50% of the cor
porations located in Illinois employ less than 
20 people and some 70% employ less than 
50 employees. 

Continental Machine Company falls in this 
category and it is most difficult for small 
companies such as ours to retain enough 
earnings for expansion just to keep up with 
the competition. If a company wishes to keep 
their top potential talent, as well as attract 
new creative blood to their corporation, they 
must grow even at a faster rate, expanding 
into the new technical fields of numerical 
and computer controls. 

Even a company with a million dollar sales 
that can realize a profit of 10% has only 
about fifty thousand dollars left in retained 
earnings after taxes. The new sophisticated 
equipment required in today's manUfactur
ing plants begin at $50,000.00 and go up from 
there. With the 7% investment credit we 
have had the incentive and the capital to 
make a major investment every year since 
this program was initiated in 1962. This tax 
program and consequent capital investment 
on our part has allowed Continental to in
crease its production by 400%, created 100% 
more jobs, and produced a greater dollar 
profit, so that this year we were finally able 
to step into the numerical control produc
tion field. 

If the 7% investment tax credit is to be 
repealed, our management feels it will cause 
at least a 20% drop in our sales next year 
because we build capital investment ma
chinery. This will force us to lay-off a cor
responding number of employees. It would 
also cause us to defer our plans for capital 
investments in the near future. The effect 
of eliminating the 7% investment tax credit 
would have a much greater reaction to busi
ness in our field and Illinois than just act
ing as a deterrent to further inflation. It will 
mean a recession and unemployment to the 
machinery manufacturers in the United 
States. 

Finally, Senator Percy, you are more than 
welcome to use this letter or any part there
of in your fight to keep this desirable law 
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on the books. Your statement refers to the 
undesirable use of the investment tax credit 
as an inflationary control, as it affects larger 
businesses with committed funds and long 
term projects, but it will have even a grea~r 
effect on the smaller corporations such as 
ours. 

Yours very truly, 
H. 0. BARTEN, 

President. 

CARSON PIRIE SCOTT & Co., 
Chicago, Ill., June 24, 1969. 

Hon. CHARLES H. PERCY, 
U.S. Senate, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR PERCY: I am flattered that 
you would seek my advice on such an impor
tant issue as the repeal of the 7% Investment 
Tax Credit, which will be coming to the 
Senate floor for a vote in the near future. 

I am in full accord with your views on 
this issue and, as an advocate of the 
Keynesian view on economic growth, I would 
like to submit the following for the Congres
sional Record. 

In 'these times of unce:r1lainty, I believe 
that a growing economy in proper propor
tion is of highest priority. The percentage of 
total investment must increase in greater 
proportion than the total percentage increase 
in gross national product, in order to main
tain this growth. Any incentive for invest
ment granted by the Government to busi
ness is a stimulus for the total economy and 
tampering with the 7% Investment Tax 
Credit could be disastrous in the long run. 
I agree with the view that, in the short 
run, the repeal of the 7% Credit would have 
little effect, However, in the long run it 
could be detrimental to the economy, as 
actual investment often tends to lag behind 
the opening of new business opportunities. 

With, hopefully, an end to the Viet Nam 
crisis in view, many businesses will have 
to turn to other investment opportunities 
and, in order to maintain healthy growth, 
any stimulus for investment would be most 
helpful. 

I strongly urge that you and your col
leagues actively support the maintenance of 
the 7% Investment Tax Credit. 

Sincerely yours, 
ROBERT A. PROCKNOW, 

Corporate Import Manager. 

THE EDWARD GRAY CORP., 
Chicago, Ill., June 24, 1969. 

Re Investment credit. 
Hon. CHARLES H. PERCY, 
Member of the U.S. Senate, Senate Office 

Bu,ilding, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR SENATOR PERCY: I think every neces

sary step should be taken to stop inflation. 
If economists were in agreement on removal 
of the investment credit as one of these 
necessary steps, I would accept that. How
ever, the evidence is otherwise. Much better 
alternatives for dealing with the problem 
are available. 

American industry is in an adverse posi
tion internationally, and no wonder when 
you look at our wage rates compared to the 
rest of the world. According to recently pub
lished figures, wages in our steel industry 
are nearly four times those of workers in 
the Japanese steel industry. In my industry 
(construction) some journeymen now earn 
more annually than the superintendents re
sponsible for the projects on which these 
men work. A correction of the imbalance a.t 
the bargaining table would yield far better 
results in dealing with inflation than re
moval of the investment credit. 

Fantastic wage increases have become so 
widespread in the construction industry that 
we scarcely notice when contracts are "ne
gotiated" with increases of 25% per year 
and more. In Denver the bricklayers just 

settled (after a 42-day strike) for an in
crease of $4.00 per hour in wages and fringe 
benefits over a three-year period. The pre
vious wage-fringe total was $5.25. That's a 
76% increase! Obviously these increases are 
reflected in the cost of new homes and fac
tories. 

Industry needs every possible incentive to 
invest in new technology, because we can 
hope to bridge the wage gap only through 
greater efficiency than is attained by com
peting economies. The investment credit is 
such an incentive and should not be removed 
when other more immediate and effective 
measures can be taken to stem inflation. 

You are free to print this reply in the 
Congressional Record if you so desire. 

Your very truly, 
MELVIN GRAY. 

SocAR TRADING Co., INc., 
Greenville, S.C., June 21, 1969. 

Hon. CHARLES H. PERCY, 
Committee on Banking and Currency, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR PERCY: I have today re
ceived your letter relative your stand on the 
7% investment tax credit proposal. Never be
fore have I ever written to my Senator or 
anyone relative transactions in our Gov
ernment. However, in view of very coinci
dental happening thought it might be timely 
for me to write you, particularly since I wear 
"two shoes" in this program, but more since, 
this is vital to my own and many, many 
other Americans who are trying to do what
ever they can to strengthen our countries 
finanC'lal position and trade abroad. 

For eighteen years up until March 31, 
1969 the writer was the Distr.ict Sales Man
ager for the South Carolina State Ports Au
thority of Charleston, South Carolina and 
headquarters for sixteen of those years were 
in his home of his birth Chicago and cov
erage of seven midsection states and Canada. 
Two of those years were just completed in 
Greenville, South Carolina, my new home. 
It should be particularly interesting to note 
that I resigned from a sound position with 
excellent fringe and retirement privileges 
to do something more direct relative promot
ing export and foreign trade to help in some 
little way on our Balance of Trade deficit 
position etc. 

In two years of contacting some 971 dif
ferent manufacturers in this Southeast area, 
I learned that most of these firms would 
not engage in doing business abroad with 
their products due to their unfamiliarity and 
inab111ty from lack of exposure to take on 
the, as they put it, "mysteries of doing 
business in foreign markets". 

I formed a trading company, to help these 
firms wherein, they merely are dealing with 
another American firm and we do all the 
foreign marketing and selling etc., for them, 
without their having to become involved in 
something they refuse to try to overcome 
on their own. 

Now as a small corporation, naturally I 
do not relish further increase in corporate 
structures, but even more so I oppose the 
elimination of the tax investment credit. 
These smaller industries, will have all of 
their incentive for expansion and growth 
destroyed without some way of predicting 
what capital expenditures they can bear for 
expansion on a far ahead projected basis. 

More closely am I opposed, since I have 
done what most individuals are afraid of, 
that is to recognize a situation, make a de
cision and then have enough guts and confi
dence to put the shoulder to the wheel and 
do it on your own. Money and earnings have 
always been am.d always become secondary 
to me. I am not wealthy by any means, but 
the opportunity to do something is here and 
that is the impetus for my present status. 
status. Now, since. I am 100% exclusively 1n 
the export field, and have InMlY years ex-

perience in this international picture, it is 
apparent that daily we are being eked out of 
markets by foreign high tariffs, even with 
the Kennedy Round Table adjustments, by 
individual hardship rulings on their im
porters, and many other obstacles. The sus
pension of the investment credit wm only 
place another mountain to climb to over
come the many blockades now in effect to 
stop our getting our foreign balance of trade 
picture in its rightful position. It will have 
impact on everyone, directly or indirectly en
gaged in trying to help this situation. Air
lines, steamship lines, foreign freight for
warders, exporters, agents firms etc., as less 
goods will be shipped in free commercial 
selling markets as opposed to AID and Gov
ernment subsidized food programs which 
of course would not be materially affected. 

In my opinion the effect of suspension of 
the inves·tment credi.t is so far reaching in its 
disadvantages, that it would be much better 
to continue it and not upset all of the earn
ing corporations from their increased +..ax ob
ligations by increased business, which would 
certainly in the long run of suspension com
pletely reverse the tax earnings picture and 
then the entire situation would be many 
times worse, than it presently is. 

Please feel free to reprint any part of my 
letter you may believe is worthy to your cru
sade to stop this non-thinking stratagem 
that someone is trying to blanket over the 
eyes of the American Citizens. 

Respectfully, 
RALPH R. HIGGINS, 

President. 

POULTER IMPLEMENT Co., INC., 
Belvidere, Ill., June 21, 1969. 

Hon. CHARLES H. PERCY, 
u.s. Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

SIR: Thank you !or your letter asking !or 
opinions on the 7% investment credit. I 
look at the investment tax credit from two 
different points of view. First, as a small 
businessman, and secondly, from the point 
of view of the farmers in our immediate area. 

As a businessman, I have used the invest
ment credit to help to update our line of 
delivery equipment, shop equipment and of
fice equipment. Without the investment 
credit, much of this modernization would 
not be possible. I certainly hope that the 
investment credit remains in tact, and not 
stopped and started at random. Accelerated 
write-oft's would encourage this moderniza
tion even more, howev~. I do feel that the 
investment credit has an even greater ef
fect to the average small business operation. 

If the investment credit is discontinued, 
I feel that we definitely need an exception 
for agricultural purchases. The trend in 
farming is towards larger, more economical 
operations, with the necessity to spread ex
penses over a larger number of acres. Heavy 
investment in equipment .goes along with 
this trend, and without the investment cred
it, much of this would not be possible. While 
we are asking the farmers to produce more 
food, by maintaining a low level of prices 
for farm produce, we are telling them to buy 
less machinery. 

But most important of all-the invest
me:rut tax program must either be in the plan 
indefinitely, or be out completely, so there 
would be no hedging and waiting for it to 
be reinstated. I personally believe that get
ting into and out of the program rut ran
dom, does more harm than either being 
completely in the program, or having no 
such program available. An expansion of 
the existing program which might include 
inventory and accounts receivable would be 
an added boost for our business and others 
like it. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH C. POULTER. 
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BISHOP FREEMAN Co., 

Evanston, Ill., June 23, 1969. 
Re your letter of June 16, ReInvestment Tax 

Credit. 
Hon. CHARLES H. PERCY, 
Committee on Banking and Currency, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SIR: I am pleased to have the oppor
tunity to give you my views on the discus
sions presently taking place in the Senate on 
the possible repeal of the 7% investment tax 
credit. 

As I view this question, the decision to re
peal has to be viewed with the overall budget 
in mind. While I feel that the 7% investment 
tax credit does serve as an incentive to in
dustry to encourage modernization programs, 
I am inclined to feel that the modernization 
programs will be entered into regardless 
whether the 7% credit is extended or re
pealed. 

As a businessman and as a private taxpayer, 
I am more concerned with the inflation that 
has affected the value of the American dollar. 
Personally, I would rather have the corpora
tions pay more taxes than the individuals 
and would not oppose the repeal of the 7% 
credit. 

If you wish to print this reply in any Con
gressional Records, you have my permission 
to do so. 

Yours very truly, 
BISHOP FREEMAN Co., 
HARVEY L. DAVIS. 

THE MENDOTA REPORTER, 
Mendota, Ill., June 23, 1969. 

Senator CHARLES PERCY, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR PERCY: I urge you to vote to 
retain the 7% investment tax credit. There
peal of this tax would be a "blow" to small 
businesses such as The Mendota Reporter, a 
weekly newspaper already hit hard by need of 
modern machinery, rising costs and con
tinuous labor increases. Just as other busi
nesses have to hold down the cost of their 
products to be competitive, so do the small 
newspapers which are losing much of their 
advertising revenue to radio, television and 
shoppers. 

While I am in favor of taking steps to curb 
inflation, I am also interested in preventing 
the elimination of small businesses, the back
bone of our nation. If we hope to maintain 
private owneTship of small businesses, our 
government will have to make the prospect 
more attractive and profitable to encourage 
our younger generation to participate. 

Feel free to use this reply any way you 
wish. 

Sincerely, 
DICK LEISER. 

THE PUBLIC RELATIONS BOARD, INC., 
Chicago, Ill., June 23, 1969. 

Hon. CHARLES H. PERCY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR PERCY: In response to your 
June 16 letter, I would like to go on record 
as supporting the Republican members of 
the Joint Economic Committee in opposing 
the suspension of the 7-percent investment 
tax credit. 

As an individual involved with foreign 
trade, I am aware of the need for American 
industry to modernize its facilities in order 
to compete in the world marketplace. It is 
imperative, too, in my view, that more real
istic and rapid depreciation schedules be 
studied to encourage modernization pro
grams. 

Anything which will make the U.S. more 
competitive internationally seems to me to 
be a must. To do less wlll substantially in
jure our country's foreign trade position. 
Quotas and higher tariffs are not the an
swer. Plant modernization is. And, if the 
7-percent investment tax credit is one tech
nique, then I believe it should be continued. 

You have my permission to publish this 
reply in the Congressional Record. 

Cordially, 
IVAN FULDAUER, 

Senior Vice President. 

PAIN & SUTHERLIN, INC., 
Chicago, Ill., June 23, 1969. 

Sen:a.tor CHARLES H. PERCY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR PERCY: It is my sincere be
lief that the repeal of the 7% investment 
credit would hind.er the real estate business 
to a great extent and that in both the long 
and short run, it would be a very poor at
tempt to a solution to a portion of our coun

. try's overall economic problem. 
Industry must be allowed certain benefits 

to give them the incentive to modernize and 
continue our pattern of growth throughout 
the country. 

As you may or may no·t be aware, large 
real estate investors have been considering 
pulling out of the real estate market in favor 
of other investment opportunities because 
the benefits accruing to the real estate in
vestor have gradually been diminishing. Any 
steps along the line of repealing the invest
ment credit would place further pressure on 
the investor market going to other greener 
pastures. 

I am a member of the Society of Indus
trial Real tors and have been in the real 
estate business for over ten years and I am 
positive that many people in my industry 
share the S'ame beliefs. 

I certainly would feel it a privilege if you 
felt that you wanted this letter printed in 
your Congressional Record. 

Very truly yours, 
C. RoBERT SUTHERLIN. 

PAIN & SUTHERLIN, INC., 
Chicago, Ill., June 23, 1969. 

Senrutor CHARLES H. PERCY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR PERCY: It is my sincere belief 
that the repeal of the 7% investment creddt 
would hindeT the real estate busdness to a 
great extent and that tn both the Long and 
short run, it would be ·a very poor attempt at 
a solution to a portion of our counrtry's over
all economic problem. 

Industry must be allowed certain bene·fl.ts 
to give them the incentive to modernize and 
continue our pattern of growth throughout 
the country. 

As you may or may not be aware, Large real 
estate investors have been considering pulling 
out of the real estate market in f<a.V'Oil' of other 
investment opportunities because the benefits 
a.coruing to the real estlalte investor have 
gradually been diminishing. Any steps along 
the line of repealing the investment oredit 
would pl·aoe further pressure on the investor 
market going to other green.elf pastures. 

I have been an aotive member of the So
ciety of Industrial Realto!l'S for four years and 
a real estate broker for over elev·en years a.nd 
I am positive that many people in my indus
try share the same beliefs. 

I certainly would feel it a privilege if you 
felt toot you wanted this letter printed in 
your Congressional Record. 

Sincerely, 
RICHARD A. PAIN, 

Member, Society of Industrrial Relations. 

LPM PARTS AND SERVICE, 
Chicago, Ill., June 23, 1969 .. 

Senator CHARLES H. PERCY, 
Committee on Banking & Currency, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR: LPM is one Of the many 
small businesses in the United States. The 
7% investment tax credit is a very impor
tant part of our cap! tal goods acqulstdon pro
gram. Once we set up a program and acquire 
the equipment we lack the fl.exlibility of la.t'g· 
er firms to alter our programs. 

For instance we recently decided to enter 
a market supplementary to our main effort. 
To effect this we spent $10,000.00 on capital 
equipment subject to the 7% credit and 
another $10,000.00 on inventory. This will 
constitute about 15% of our busdness. We do 
not have the freedom to abandon this pro
gram as such a decision would soon bank
rupt us. 

The effect of our entry into a new market 
will increase competi tdon and tend to bring 
a downward pressure on prices. Seems to us 
this is what you wa.nrt and this is the long 
term effect of increased capacdty. 

Of course you may enter these thoughts 
in the Congressional Record. 

Sincerely, 
R. D. GoLDEN, 

President. 

MYERS-SHERMAN Co., 
Streator, Ill., June 23, 1969. 

Hon. CHARLES H. PERCY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR PERCY: I am in accord With 
your letter of June 16th and oppose the 
suspension of the 7 per cent investment tax 
credit and agree that it is ridiculous to try 
to use this phase of the tax structure for 
controlling the economy. 

The 7 per cent investment tax credit was 
established as an incentive to industry to 
modernize their productive equipment and 
many particularly small companies take this 
into consideration when studying the cost of 
modernization. 

To turn it off and on, to speed up and 
slow down the economy negates the purpose 
for which it was intended. If any thing, it 
should be extended to include other depre
ciable property of companies. 

I fully recognize that we must hold down 
inflation and get the government back on 
the pay as you go basis, but I believe there 
are many other areas where much greater 
savings can be realized. I personally have 
witnessed some of the terrific waste that 1s 
inherent in our foreign aid program. The 
only solace in this mess is that approximately 
80 per cent of the money lent to foreign 
countries is returned to the United States 
through purchases of equipment and serv
ices. Now, of course, they are talking about 
eliminating the necessity of foreign borrow
ers of U.S. foreign aid buying United States 
products. If and when this happens, the 
United States will simply be giving money 
to foreign governments and foreign firms to 
buy from our competitors in other nations 
and completely eliminate U.S. producers as 
competitors in the export market. 

Yours truly, 
C. ROBERT MYERS, 

President. 

WALGREEN DRUG STORES, 
Chicago, Ill., June 24, 1969. 

Hon. CHARLES H. PERCY, 
U.S. Senate, Committee on Banking and 

Currency, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR Sm: Having listened to you speak at 

some of the U. of C. Management Conference 
sessions, I know you do not need the advice 
you asked for in your June 16 letter, but here 
goes. I leave it to you to decide whether it 
deserves Congressional Recording. 

You will recall that when the investment 
credit was first proposed in 1961, many busi
nessmen opposed it, preferring a drastic lib
eralization of depreciation policy, and fear
ing that such a credit which does not enter 
into the computation of net income, would 
become a political football. 

The suspension in Oct. 1966, and quick 
restoration in March 1967 indicate that 
either the business men were right .... that 
the credit had become a political football, or 
that the planners were wrong .... that the 
suspension was ill-advised. 

My reading makes me doubtful that the 
investment credit or any other specific pro-
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vision in the federal tax structure can or 
should be used to prevent or moderate short
term economic disturbances. I know tJ;lat our 
company would prefer more permanency in 
the tax structure .... it makes for better 
long-range planning. 

I would retain the credit because I do not 
believe it has been in long enough to do the 
job it was intended to do, which is to enable 
producers to modernize their plants and 
catch up, in lowering production costs, with 
their counterparts in foreign countries, who 
are taking away from us the foreign trade 
which we should expect from our vast in
dustrial complex. 

The credit is needed more than ever right 
now, in view of the tight money situation 
threatening the capital goods industry. 

Sincerely, 
W. K. MisKE, 

Tax Department Manager. 

GREAT LAKES MORTGAGE CORP., 
Chicago, Ill., June 23, 1969. 

Selllllltor CHARLES H. PERCY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR PERcY: I disagree tha,t insur
ing plMllt modernizaltion rund purchases of 
prod.uotl.ve equipment depends on the invest
ment oredit. Flrom the announced backlog 
of industrial commitments, it is clear thJa.t 
we are at the threshold of ramprunt, runaway 
infirutton. Therefore, if infia,tion does persist, 
untt costs are going to a level completely 
pricing the United States out of foreign 
markets. 

When enacted, the1'e was need fOil' the in
vestment Ciredirt. However, with demand art; 
an all-time high, it should now be repealed. 
Gauging impa,ct on roth industry and the 
economy would best be served through de
preciaJtion scihedules as suggested in your 
letter of June 16th. 

You may print my reply in the Congres
sional Record. 

SinOOd"ely, 
JOHN W. WILLIAMS, 

Vice President. 

REMPERT, SIM & SCHMITT, 
Chicago, Ill., June 25, 1969. 

Hon. CHARLES H. PERCY, 
u.s. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR PERCY: We are happy to 
respond to your request for our advice on 
the investment tax credit. 

As a relatively small Certified Public Ac
counting firm, we serve relatively small busi
ness organizations, the bulk of which are in
corporated. We believe that such small cor
porations represent a significant factor in the 
private enterprise system of our country. 

As with large publicly held corporations, 
our clients must plan plant modernization 
well in advance. In such planning, reliance 
upon the investment credit becomes a 
necessary part of the decision for moderi).iza
tion, quite often representing the means of 
providing the initial funds with which to 
finance such modernization. While the elimi
nation of the investment credit would un
doubtedly create hardship in the entire busi
ness community, in our opinion, such ellmi
nation would be particularly detrimental to 
the small or medium size business organiza
tion. The publicly held corporations would 
have various means of securing the funds 
necessary to finance plant improvements in 
the event of the elimination of the credit. 
OUr clients, with less available sources of 
credit, could be financially embarrassed 
upon elimination of the investment credit 
on committed improvements. We believe 
that the views of the Joint Economic Com
mittee are correct. The confidence of the 
business community is essential in any long 
range growth and would suffer considerably 
if the investment tax credit were employed 
for short-run economic stabilization. 

We believe that an extension or revision of 
the tax surcharge is a more appropriate tool 
for short range action if one is required. It 
bears upon the entire public, and thus would 
have a more immediate effect upon curbing 
or promoting spending, one of the prime 
factors in inflation and deflation. It appears 
unreasonable to expect that one factor of the 
economy, that being the business community 
in its acquisitions for plant modernization, 
should be singled out as a primary cause o! 
inflation or deflation. 

If specific sections of th~ income tax code 
are to be investigated for factors influencing 
economic stabilization, we believe that Sec
tion 531 warrants some consideration. This 
is a particularly burdensome section pre-

. venting small corporations from financing 
their expansion from retained funds gener
ated from operations without fear of drastic 
"penalty" tax exposure. While the intention 
of the section to prevent retention of earn
ings by a corporation to prevent im
position of surtax on its shareholders has 
merit, in our experience, it frequently acts 
to promote unnecessary evpenditures by such 
corporations in the desire to find a use for re
tained earnings rather than distribute them 
to the shareholders. Even the distribution is 
in itself inflationary, by furnishing spend
able dividends to shareholders that should 
be retained unspent in the corporation for 
future expansion. 

If you believe that our views have merit 
and would aid your cause, you have our per
mission to print them in the Congressional 
Record. 

Respectfully submitted, 
REMPERT, SIM & ScHMITT, 
Certified Public Accountants. 

E. A. EsTERL & ASSOCIATES, 
Chica·go, Ill., June 25, 1969. 

Hon. CHARLES H. PERcY, 
u.s. Senate, 
Committee on Banking and Currency, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PERCY: I strongly urge that you 
oppose the repeal of the 7% investment tax 
credit. It is my opinion that this method of 
attempting to reduce our country's inflation
ary spiral is ineffective !or short-term eco
nomic stabilization of the economy. 

My opinion has been formed by an analysis 
of the real estate activity which I have 
garnered in the appraisal of real estate for 
over 23 years. 

My experience indicates that the only seg
ments of the industry that the repeal of the 
7% investment tax credit wlll hurt is the 
medium and small business organizations 
who contribute very little to our spiraling 
inflation. It is also my opinion that the 
suspension of the 7% investment tax credit 
would not affect big business one iota as 
their capital spending programs are pro
jected for from 1 to 3 years in advance. These 
opinions may be easily verified by an analy
sis of current projected spending programs 
for multimillion dollar business concerns as 
well as by discussions with medium and 
small businesses. 

I also believe that the repeal of the 7% 
investment tax credit would reduce the com
petitiveness of medium and small businesses 
with large business concerns at a time when 
our government is very much concerned 
about the merger of large corporations. 

The parallels I have used {big business 
versus small business) are definitely not an 
indictment of big business as I also believe 
that government controls also "hamstring" 
big business in general and specifically in 
dealing with foreign competition. These com
parisons merely indicate that small and 
medium businesses will suffer the most and 
some may not survive. 

I am also extremely concerned about why 
our representatives in Washington have done 
nothing about the current prime interest 
rat&!. This high prime rate has affected only 

the medium and small business concerns as 
the large corporations are well able to afford 
the new high rates. If this high prime rate 
continues, it is my opinion that it will put 
small businessmen out of business and add 
to the need of large business corporations to 
merge with other large concerns or "gobble 
up" small businesses who cannot afford to 
pay these costs. 

Sincerely, 
ERNEST A. EsTERL. 

P.S.-You have my permission to print this 
letter in the Congressional Record. 

U-Do-IT RENTAL Co., 
Urbana, Ill., June 25, 1969. 

Hon. CHARLES H. PERcY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Committee on Banking and Currency, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR PERCY: In answer to your 
letter of June 16, on the investment tax 
crediit, please be advised that I am in accord 
with your opinion that this tax should nort 
be repealed. 

I feel that small business men such as 
myself could feel the pinch from such a 
move much more rapidly than the larger 
firms, and I can see not noticeable effect on 
inflation. 

All reasonable business men know that our 
runaway economy must be checked, andre
straint does nort aJ.ways come easy, however, 
business seems to be bearing the brunt of 
aotions intended to curb inflation. 

It would seem to me it is time for govern
ment to become reasonable in its views on 
whrut it will take in order to slow down our 
inflationary trend of the last several years, 
before it topples business altogether. 

A view such as yours is not only refresh
ing in today's hubbub of misguided econ
omists in government but deserves support 
of every rational minded business man in 
the counrt;ry, and you have mine. 

Sincerely, 
MAc D. DRYSDALE. 

P.S.-Permission to reprint gra:ruted. 

IDEAL INDUSTRIES, INC., 
June 24, 1969. 

Re your letter of June 16 regarding the 7% 
Investment Tax Credit. 

Hon. CHARLES H. PERCY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR PERCY: Whereas the 7% in
vestment tax credit does have certain benefi
cial effects on the United States economy, 
I favor the abolition o! the tax credit. How
ever, I would favor a mod!ified version of al
lowing up to $25,000 to $50,000 of investment 
in capital goods subject to the 7% credit. 

To encourage exports, a. part of the money 
remitted to corporations on the 7% tax 
credit could be returned to them as a per
centage of the tariffs they pay for exporting 
products to foreign countries. This would 
directly attack the manufacture-for-export 
problem. 

I further strongly feel that corporation and 
all business taxes should be decreased and 
personal income taxes increased accordingly. 
Basically, a corporate tax of any kind is 
purely and simply a sales tax wherein either 
the people buying the product pay the tax in 
increased prices or employees pay the tax in 
decreased wages, or both. 

High corporate taxes encourage no end of 
financial manipulation to save taxes and 
considering the vast amount of detailed 
work required to fill out such taxes, much 
waste is incurred in non-productive activity 
on the part of all business. 

Individual income taxes should be in
creased to compensate for the loss incorpo
rate income taxes. By this move all of us 
would be made to realize the true cost o! 
running our government. It is, in my opin
ion, wrong to delude the people into think
ing that some abstract corporation is paying 
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the taxes instead of individuals. Perhaps we 
would get more efficient government if people 
not only paid the bill as they do now but 
more clearly saw the amount of that bill. 

The ups and downs of the economy might 
well be partially controlled through varying 
corporate and personal income taxes. How
ever, the corporate taxes should be varied 
from a lower base than the present level. 

You may use this letter or any part of it 
for whatever purpose you see fit. 

Again, I urge you to do whatever you can 
to stop deceiving people as to who are the 
final payers of the cost of government 1 

Yours very truly, 
IDEAL INDUSTRIES, INC., 
E. T. JuDAY, President. 

CONTINENTAL ILLINOIS NATIONAL 
BANK AND TRUST Co. OF CHICAGO, 

Chicago, Ill., June 25, 1969. 
Hon. CHARLES H. PERCY, 
Committee on Banking and Currency, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR PERCY: I am writing in reply 
to your letter of June 16, 1969, with regard to 
the 7-percent investment tax credit and its 
proposed suspension in 1969. 

I feel that a suspension would be a step in 
the wrong direction. It is my impression tha.t 
this tax credit was designed to assist industry 
to expand its production capability in order 
to produce more products at a lower unit cost. 
Such a concept certainly appears to be anti
inflationary, since it helps to increase the 
supply of goods while satisfying overall de
mand at lower prices. I believe that increased 
production, and more importantly, increased 
productivity, are vital factors in the war 
against inflation and the rising cost of doing 
business. Therefore, I am not in favor of sus
pending the 7-percent investment tax credit. 

I further agree that more consideration 
should be given to alternate measures of tax 
exemption, particularly for small and grow
ing firms, which would help to encourage ex
pansion of this important segment of indus
try. 

I do believe that when restraints are neces
sary to combat inflation, they should be in 
the form of uniform restraints, which apply 
to the major part of the economy rather than 
to only a relatively small sector of it. I also 
feel that the best example of financial re
straint can be provided by the government 
itself, restraining its own operations, through 
the more judicious use of tax revenues and a 
long-overdue trend away from deficit spend
ing. So long as governmental bodies, from 
federal down to local, continue the modern 
trend of spending for the sake of spending, 
whether the economy can afford it or not, 
all in the face of waste and mismanagement, 
I feel that the tax-paying public is far from 
convinced of the sincerity of the government 
and the compatibility of what it says and 
What it does. 

I would be happy to have my reply printed 
in the Congressional Record, if you so de
sire. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT G. LoVELL, 

Area Development Officer. 

MONTGOMERY WARD, 
Chicago, Ill., June 24, 1969. 

Re repeal of investment tax credi·t. 
Hon. CHARLES H. PERCY, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR PERCY: I received your re
quest dated June 16, 1969, for my views on 
the proposed repeal of the investment t8.X' 
credit. Your support of every reasonable pro
gram to restrS~in inflation 1s hig>hly com
mendable. The question is how best to 
achieve the stabillty o:t the dollar. We can 
pursue poLicies of either decreasing demand 
or alternatively increasing productivity. 

One of the major causes of ln11aitiion has 
been the imbalan-ce produced by policies th&t 

tend to manipulate demand in the consumer 
economy without stimulating a correspond
ing increase in the volume of goods and serv
ices. The investment tax credit has served 
as a powerful incentive to achieve increased 
productivity with greater e1Ilcienoy through 
implementing improved technology. Any 
superfiotal program undertaken to curtail 
inflation but which in fact impedes genuine 
growth could likely produce the result that 
the progt"a.m was designed to prevent. 

The offsetting loss of productivity preseDJts 
a mare serious threat, in my opinion, than 
the benefit of the selective reduction in de
mand that removal of the investment tax 
credilt would produce. 

You may feel free to use this srtrutement. 
Very truly yours, 

PHILLIP LIFsCHULTZ, 
Vice President, Taxes. 

TRIBUTE TO TOM MBOYA 
Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, once 

again I lise in this body for the sad pur
pose of paying tribute to a great leader 
who has been ripped from our midst in a 
most untimely and unnatural way. 

Tom Mboya loved life and lived it fully. 
Only 38 years old, he had been Secretary 
General of Kenya's rul,ing party, the 
Kenya African National Union, since its 
founding in 1960. He had served in his 
country's Cabinet since Kenya gained 
its independence in 1963. As Minister of 
Economic Development, a post he had 
held since 1964, he put the people of 
Kenya to work in local development 
projects, and sent hundreds of young 
Kenyans to study in the West so that 
they might return and be of service to 
their nation. It was Tom Mboya who 
helped spur the creation of the East 
African Community, who represented his 
nation at numerous Pan-African and 
world development conferences. He was 
among the first to warn the world of the 
alarming rise in capital outflow from the 
developing countries, to plead for "trade, 
not aid," and to urge the creation of a 
world food bank to meet both the emer
gency and long-range needs of an in
creasingly underfed world. 

Tom Mboya was too young to partici
pate in Kenya's revolutionary struggle. 
He did not participate in all the pains of 
a people striving to be free in the man
ner of its venerable President Jomo Ken
yatta or his loyal companion in arms, 
Vice President Daniel Arap Moi. 

For many Westerners he was a key 
contact with an emerging continent and 
came to represent for them the dynamism 
and the promise of that giant and com
plex land. 

Tom Mboya, in many ways, repre
sented the best that is young and vigor
ous in Kenya and in Africa. Within his 
own country he was able to transcend · 
trtbal lines, to become a truly national 
leader where a lesser man might so eas
ily have fallen into the dead-end road 
of representing only his minority tribes
men. Within Africa itself he argued 
long and strongly for putting aside po
litical differences and pursuing the im
mediate goal of economic progress 
through international cooperation. And 
within the world at large, where he 
moved with ease and grace and joy 
seldom seen in men of any culture, he 
saw the dangers inherent in a divided 

world and pleaded with all people to 
recognize the needs of their brothers 
and to help them to fuller achievement. 

Mr. President, Tom Mboya was a man 
I was proud to call "friend." I do not 
know the specific cause of his death; the 
general cause is all too clear-by his 
leadership he placed himself in the ex
posed position which all such people 
Iisk. And a smaller mind, beseiged by 
hate or conflict of ideas, used the only 
method it knew to silence him forever. 

Tom Mboya left a rich legacy to Ken
ya, to Afrtca, and to the world. To his 
family and multitude of friends I offer 
my deep condolences. To the people of 
Kenya I can find no finer words that 
those of President Kenyatta, the na
tional slogan of Kenya itself so often 
used by Tom Mboya himself: "Haram
bee"-"Let's Pull Together." 

And finally, Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that a number of per
ceptive articles and editorials which ap
pears this week in the Washington Post 
and New York Times be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
Iial was ordered to be prtnted in the 
RECORD, as follOWS: 
MBOYA Is SLAIN IN KENYA-KILLER FLEES 

AFTER ATTACK IN NAmOBI 
(By Stanley Meisler) 

NAmoBI, July 5-Tom Mboya, the African 
politician woo seemed to represent all that 
was modern in Africa to the rest of the 
world, was sh-ot &nd killed todiay on a busy 
shopping street in Nanrobi. 

Mboya, 38, M1nister of Economic PLanning 
and Development in the Kenya government, 
had just stepped out of a drugstore on Gov
ernment Road. The street wa.s crowded with 
shoppers trying to make their last purchases 
before stores closed for the weekend. The 
road was clogged with cars caught Ln. the 
Saturday lunchtime traffic jam. 

Eyewiilnesses said an assassin sdibtling in a 
black car parked nea.r the drn:gs:tore fired 8/t 
Mboya three times. He was Mt in the Cihest. 

Mrs. Mobini Sehm:i, wife of the drug store 
owner, said Mboya snapped back f.rom the 
impact of the bullets. "I pulled him back 
i.nJto the shop," she said. "He staggered and 
feLl down. He did not Uitter a word. It was a 
very terrible end." 

Eyewitnesses said the blook car then sped 
out of sight. It was not clear how the assassin 
managed to get away so quickly in such 
heavy traffic. 

Mboya was rushed to Nairobi Hospital, but 
he wa.s dead on arrival. Doctors sl3lid he died 
from bleeding of the chest wounds. 

News of Mboya's death provoked some dis
turbances. In Kisumu on Lake Victoria in 
Western Kenya, some members of Mboya's 
Luo tribe stoned shops owned by Kikuyu 
businessmen. 

The Kilruyus the dominant tribe of KenY'a, 
are the tribe of President Jomo Kenyatta.. 

!in Nairobi, Africans &toned the cars of 
motorists pa:ssing Nairobi Hospital. The Afri
cans were evidently angered because the hos
pital refused to let 1Jhem enter and see 
Mboya's body. 

["This was no political killing," said 
Achieng Oneko, spokesman of the opposition 
Kenya People's Union, UPI reported. "There 
is no question of parties . . . Mboya belonged 
to us all."] 

Foreigners admired Mboya. He was one of 
the few politicians in Africa who never ap
pealed to tribal chauvinism. He tried to rise 
above tribal politics and to organize support 
across the nation. He was so successful that 
some members of his own tribe, the Luos, 
looked on him as a traitor. 
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Mboya also won respect as an administrator 
An American adviser to his ministry once 
said Mboya was the only minister in Kenya 
who had the ability to fill a cabinet post in 
Washington. He also had a shrewd sense of 
politics and a flair for meainingful oratory. 

This admiration from foreigners, however, 
did not help Mboy at home. Other African 
politicians resented his popularity abroad. To 
them, it seemed the rest of the world looked 
on Mboya as the magazine cover boy of 
Africa. They were jealous and annoyed. 

Mboya also lost political friends because of 
his arrogant manner. He was well-dressed, 
almost dapper, making clear to others that he 
felt superior. He was cold and tough and 
seemed to frighten or enrage his colleagues. 

Outsiders in Narobi often played a game 
that could be called "Is Tom Up or Down" 
The game centered on guessing whet~er 
Mboya had the inside track to sucede Presi
dent Kenyatta, 76, or had lost it. 

PERSONAL ENEMIES 
Logically, Mboya never seemed to have a 

chance. Too many politicians seemed ready to 
gang up to him. Too many could appeal to 
tribal sentiments and set them against 
Mboya-the man who always was a tribal 
outsider. 

Yet he had advantages in the constant 
jostling for succession. His organizational 
nerve and drive outclassed anyone else's. 
Politicians, even if they did not like him, 
needed him to run their campaigns. Min
isters, even when drafting legislation aimed 
at hurting him, often needed his skills to 
push the legislation through parliament. 

Because he stood above tribes, Mboya 
might have been the only politician capable 
of uni.ting the country in the dislocation 
expected to follow the end of Kenyatta's 
reign. 

The test of Mboya's chances was to come 
sometime within the next year. Kenyatta had 
promised the country general elections before 
the spring of 1970. No one doubted the gov
ernment party would win. But the primary 
elections before the general vote were to 
reveal whether Mboya or his opponents in the 
government party would control the succes
sion. The assassin's bullet ended the guessing. 

Mboya was born in 1930 on a small island 
in Lake Victoria and educated in Catholic 
mission schools. He was a 22-year-old health 
inspector in Nairobi when the Mau Mau re
bellion disrupted colonial Kenya in 1952. 
During the four-year war that followed, the 
British banned all Kikuyu from taking part 
in politics, for they were the main force be
hind Mau Mau. 

Political leadership fell to members of 
other tribes. In 1953, Mboya, a Luo, became 
head of the Kenya Federation of Labor. 
Since all political parties had been banned, 
trade union leaderships gave Mboya one of 
the few avenues to political power left in 
Kenya. 

RESENTED BY KIKUYU 
Because of this background, the Kikuyu 

who languished in jails during Mau Mau 
and its aftermath or studied in exile in 
American and British schools saw Mboya as 
an usurper. 

After the British allowed political parties 
again, Mboya led the African National Union 
to victory. The election, however, was fought 
with all African candidates demanding 
Kenyatta's release from detention. When 
Kenyatta was released. Mboya had to step 
aside and let him take the presidency of the 
party. 

In 1963, when Kenya became independent, 
Kenyatta became the first Prime Minister 
and then President of the new country. 
Mboya was named Minister for Justice, then 
Minister for Economic Planning and Devel
opment. 

Mboya had many friends in the United 
States. The AFL-CIO supported his trade 
union financiaLly. This support later proved 
embarrassing. Rivals believed the AFL-CIO 

kept sending money to Mboya long after he 
left the trade union movement. Mboya de
nied this, however. 

Mboya is likely to stand in modern African 
history as one of the first politicians to re
ject tribalism. 

Yet, the immediate legacy of his death is 
likely to be more tribal conflict in Kenya. Luo 
tribesmen, who were annoyed by his non
tribal sentiments when he was alive, now 
seem to view his death as a tribal slaying. 

The Kenya police in Luo areas have de
cided to put Kikuyu tribesmen in custody 
for their own protection. 

(From the Washington Post] 
MBOYA ENVISIONED A GREATER AFRICA 

(By Anthony Astrachan) 
LoNDON, July 5.-The assassination of Tom 

Mboya is a tragedy for Kenya and for Africa 
in ways far beyond his association with the 
West, where he was one of the continent's 
best-known public figures. 

It is a tragedy 'because it S!trikes a note of 
individual violence that has left upheaval in 
its echoes every time it ha.s been heard in 
Africa--a.s in the assassination of Patrice 
Lumumba in the Congo in 1961 and four of 
Nigeria's civilian leaders in 1966. 

It is a tragedy bec·ause it deprives the 
country and the continent, new to modern 
statehood, of a leader young enough to pro
vide continuity when the elder generation 
of nationalists passes from the scene. Mboya 
at 38 was a leading contender f<»" the succes
sion to elderly, ailing President Jomo Ken
yatta of Kenya, who is 76. lit is a rare country 
in Africa whose second generation of leaders 
shows promise of improving on the first. 

BUILT INSTITUTIONS 
Mboya's death is a tragedy because, in a 

continent where politics is usually personal 
and tribal, he was one of the few leaders with 
a well-articulated concept of the need for 
building inst1Jtutions in the state that would 
outlast any individual or generation-that 
would provide at least the chance of Viability 
for countries that need every chance they 
can get. 

His friends in the West wlll mourn his 
supposed attachment to Western style de
mocracy. His understanding of the uses of 
power and of African politics made many 
observers doubt the depth of the attach
ment. 

Others will mourn the death of the man 
whose vital Ministry--economic develop
ment--often seemed one of only two or three 
in Kenya to function with anything remotely 
approaching efficiency. 

Others will wonder about and perhaps 
shudder at, the prospects of Kenya's future 
without Mboya. None of his allies in Kenya's 
faction-fighting seeins strong enough to 
fight for an institution-building regime with
out him. None of his enemies has shown the 
capacity to do as much for the country as 
he could. 

IRONIC LEGACY 
Mboya knew that, and the way he showed 

his knowledge made him more enemies. Still, 
if his assassin is found and turns oUJt to be 
politically motivated, the bitterness could 
poison Kenya's already troubled air for years. 

That would be an ironic le~y from the 
man who first made Kenya's trade unions an 
irritant, but a feared irritant, to the British 
colonial rulers--i.e., made them an African 
national force: from a man who organized an 
airlift of hundreds of students to America 
in a crash attempt to provide the trained 
manpower Kenya lacked for the independ
ence she received 1n 1963: from a man who 
deferred his own vast ambition in devotion 
to Kenyatta, the prime leader brought from 
prison to power. 

There is also something personal to regret 
about Mboya apart from the tragic violence 
of his death. He was a man who enjoyed life 
in both African and Western styles, who 
could combine serious talk with cocktail 

cha.t, who moved from quasi-revolutlonary 
to realist-reformist with a Ininimum of 
trauma and maximum of v.tbrancy. 

[From the New York Times] 
GUNMAN KILLS TOM MBOYA, KENYAN LEADER, 

IN NAIROBI-ASSASSIN FLEES IN AUTO AFTER 
ATTACK ON BUSY DOWNTOWN STREET 
NAIROBI, KENYA, July 5.-Tom Mboya, 

Kenya's Minister of Economic Affairs, was 
shot and killed by an unidentified assassin 
today as he emerged from a drugstore on a 
busy downtown street. 

As Mr. Mboya appeared in the doorway, an 
auto pulled up in front of him, three men 
jumped out and one of them fired three 
shots, two of which ar~ believed to have 
struck the Kenyan leader. 

The three men then got back into their 
car and sped away. Mr. Mboya was rushed to 
Nairobi Hospital, where he was pronounced 
dead. 

Mr. Mboya, who was 38 years old, was also 
Secretary General of the governing Kenyan 
African National Union (KANU) , and was 
regarded as the third most powerful man in 
the Government behind President Jomo
Kenyatta and Vice President Daniel Arap 
Mol. 

When the shots were fired, there were 
hundreds of shoppers in the area, many of 
whom fled. Mr. Mboya's bodyguard, who had 
preceded him through the doorway, crouched 
over his body weeping. 

The police quickly put a cordon around 
the area and began questioning passersby. 
A widespread search for the three men was 
launched. 

There were fears among Kenya's political 
leaders that the assassination might be re
garded as the work of Mr. Mboya's political 
enemies and that the murder might spark 
reprisals. 

The death of Tom, as he was known to 
thousands of his supporters, was greeted 
with sorrow throughout the nation, where 
he was regarded by many as Kenya's great
est hope for the future. 

He had been active recently in organizing 
his party's campaign for general elections 
scheduled to be held in the next few months. 

Mr. Mboya returned yesterday from Addis 
Abbaba, Ethiopia, where he had attended a 
meeting of the Economic Commission for 
Africa, a group sponsored by the United 
Nations. 

His assassination was the fii'st in Kenya 
since 1966, when Pio Gama Pinto, a supporter 
of Oginga Odinga, the opposition leader, was 
shot down at his home in Nairobi. 

Mr. Mboya was a Luo tribesman, and by
standers told the police that the three as
sassins appeared to be Luos also. 

CROWDS COME TO HOSPITAL 
NAIROBI, July 5.-Af.ter the shooting, police

men ringed Nairobi Hospital to keep out 
grieving c:rowds trying to force their way 
into the casualty ward where Mr. Mboya's 
body lay. Some were cleared away by police-
men wielding clubs. . 

Shocked leaders of the Kenyan African Na
tional Union also aiTived at the hospital to 
see the body. 

Joseph Ouma Nisa, Mr. Mboya's bodyguard, 
arrived and collapsed in the road crying: "It's 
not true! I·t's not true!" 

Achieng Oneko, publ1o1ty secretary of the 
opposlotion party, the Ke:nya People's Union, 
arrived at the hospital in tears, saying: "This 
is not a political assassination. There is no 
question of parties here. He belonged to 
us all." 

WIFE Is TAKEN TO HoSPrrAL 
NAIROBI, July 6.-News of Mr. Mboya's 

death was broken to his wife, Pamela, by an 
assistant in the drugstore who drove to the 
Mboya home in a borrowed car with a police 
officer. They accompanied her to the Nairobi 
Hospital. 
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Mrs. Mboya attended Western College for 

women at Oxford, Ohio. 

TOM: MBOYA • 
Tom MboYQ was one of the most intelligent 

and attractive of the New Africa's leaders. 
He also had unusual capacity for hard work 
and especially fo!I' the tough political 
slogging necessary to win Kenya's independ
ence and then to build a nation. 

It was to Mr. Mboya that President 
Kenyatta invariably turned for the most tax
ing tasks: Shaping Kenya's republican Con
stitution, wri'tlng of what may prove a his
toric blueprint for "African Socialism," 
planning economic development, the re
moval of Oginga Odinga as Vice President of 
the country and the KANU party. 

Mr. Mboya probably would never have be
come President. He was a Lu<r-and one with
out substantial tribal strength-in a counrtry 
where Mr. Kenyatta's Kikuyus are likely to 
remain the dominant political factor. His 
early ties with the A.F.L.-C.I.O. unfairly gave 
him the politicalliab111ty of the "American" 
label. His arrogance offended lesser politicians 
unnecessarily. 

But his murder at 38 is a staggering loss 
for Kenya and wm be felt around the wo~rld, 
particularly in new nations struggling for 
economic and political viabiUty. 

CONSUMER FEDERATION OF AMER
ICA OPPOSES UTILITY TAX LOOP
HOLE 
Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD a recent press release from the 
Consumer Federation of America. The 
release includes the text of the excellent 
statement submitted to the House Ways 
and Means and Senate Finance Commit
tees by Mrs. Erma Angevine, executive 
director of the organization, in opposi
tion to the tax loophole permitting utili
ties to issue tax-free dividends to stock
holders. 

There being no objection, the press re
lease was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
NEWS FROM THE CONSUMER FEDERATION OP 

AMERICA, JUNE 26, 1969 
WASHINGTON, D.C.-A national consumer 

organization has urged Congress to close a 
tax law loophole which permits private utm-

ties to pay stockholders tax-free dividends. 
In a statement to members of the tax

writing House Ways and Means Comn:Uttee 
and the Senate Finance Committee, Mrs. 
Erma Angevine, Executive Director of the 
Consumer Federation of America, said thast 
"continuation of provisions ... which permit 
tax avoidance can only feed consumer dis
content and disillusionment--and create, in
evitably, a lack of faith in the fairness and 
credib111ty of government." 

CFA documented its appeal with a new 
study showing that 36 private power com
pan1es paid their stockholders $259 million in 
tax-free dividends in 1968. The study also 
showed that private power companies have 
paid a total of $1.6 billion in tax-free divi
dends since Congress passed the 1954 tax 
law which made such payments possible. 

CFA described the tax-free dividend prac
tice as "legalized financial legerdemain and 
double bookkeeping." 

It said the praclice "deprives the federal 
treasury of revenue which it would receive 
if these dividends were subject to normal tax
ation" and also results in the payment of 
"phantom taxes" by consumers in their util
ity bills. 

The text of the CFA statement sent to 
members of the House Ways and Means Com
mittee and the Senate Finance Committee 
follows: 

"The Consumer Federation of America, a 
voluntary federation of national, regional, 
state, and local consumer organizations, re
spectfully submits for your consideration the 
results of a new study. We believe that study 
shows that tax reform legislation is long 
overdue. We believe the study provides addi
tional evidence of inequities in the tax code 
which permit some corporations and some 
individuals to avoid paying their fair share 
of income taxes. 

"The new CFA study reveals that 36 private 
power companies paid their stockholders 
$259,328,287 in tax-free dividends in 1968. 
This means that more than one-quarter of a 
billion dollars in income received by the 
stockholders of these ut111ties escaped taxa
tion. Since the enactment of the 1954 tax 
law-which makes this windfall possible
the total of such tax-free dividend payments 
to stockholders of private power companies 
has been $1,558,754,138. 

"Stockholders enjoy these tax-free wind
falls primarily as a result of the use by ut111-
ties of the rapid depreciation provisions of 
the 1954 tax law. Companies subject to fed
eral or state regulation often are permitted 
to compute net income two different ways-

once for tax purposes and once for regulatory 
purposes. When regulatory income exceeds 
tax income, the difference, if the company 
sees fit, may be paid to shareholders as a tax
free return of capital. The Internal Revenue 
Code considers any distribution in excess of 
accumulated or current earnings as a return 
of capital. Hence, payments made from 
sources other than profits are tax-free. 

"Barron's, a weekly financial publication, 
headlined a story on this practice in these 
words as long ago as 1963: 'Foiling the IRS.' 
That was and still is all too true, for this 
practice deprives the federal treasury of rev
enue which it would receive 1! these dividends 
were subject to normal taxation. 

"But consumers are also 'foiled,' for con
sumers are the ones who supply the money 
which power companies use to pay taxes and 
dividends. Specifically, power companies are 
really tax collectors, not tax payers. By long 
established regulatory principle, utility rates 
are designed to provide enough revenue to 
cover all operating expenses, including taxes, 
plus a supposedly reasonable return on in
vestment. However, inconsistencies between 
the tax law and the interpretations of utility 
regulatory agencies permit utiU.ties to charge 
consumers for more income taxes than they, 
the utilities, actually relay to the govern
ment. The power companies keep the differ
ence and it is this difference between taxes 
actually paid, and funds collected from con
sumers-supposedly for taxes-which is dis
tributed each year as tax-free dividends to 
stockholders. 

"Consumers thus pay 'phantom taxes' to 
utilities. Utilities use this 'phantom tax• ac
cumulation to benefit stockholders. The 
losers are both the federal treasury and 
consumers. 

"The Consumer Federation of America be
lieves the tax law should be reformed to elim
inate this and other inequities which permit 
corporations and individuals to escape pay
ing their full share of taxes. These forms of 
legalized financial legerdemain and double 
bookkeeping should be ended. Continuation 
of provisions in the law which permit tax 
avoidance can only feed consumer discon
tent and disillusionment--and create, inevi
tably, a lack of faith in the fairness and 
credibility of government. 

"A list of power compailiies which paid tax
free dividends in 1968, and a company by 
company breakdown of such tax-free divi
dend payments since 1954, is attached. We 
will be pleased to provide additional docu
mentation at your request." 

CONSUMER FEDERATION OF AMERICA STUDY OF TAX-FREE DIVIDENDS PAID BY PRIVATE POWER COMPANIES IN 1968 

Tax-free Percent of Total tax-free 
dividends total dividends dividends 

paid in 1968 tax free in 1968 since 1954 t 

Arizona Public Service________________________ $5,100,000 60.0 
Atlantic City Electric ... ----------_____________ 3, 663, 038 46. 0 
Black Hills Power & Light Co__________________ 86,223 (') 
Brockton Edison ... ________ ------ __________ ---------- __ -------- __________ _ 
Central Hudson Gas & Electric_________________ 1,439,250 28.8 
Centrallousiana Electric______________________ 2,302,324 44.1 
Central Maine Power--------- __________ ----------------------- _______ ____ _ 
Central Vermont Public Service________________ 1, 124,092 71.0 
Consolidated Edison (C)_______________________ 67,102,000 100.0 
Consolidated Edison (5>4 B)------------------- 3,071,250 78.0 
Detroit Edison _________________ --------------- 4, 643, 106 (3) 
Duquesne light..---------------------------- 7, 598,286 34.68 
El Paso Electric ____ _____ -------------- __________ ------------ ____________ _ 
Exeter & Hampton Electric •••. __ ------------------------------ ____________ _ 
Fall River Electric light.--------------------- __ -------_------ ____________ _ 
Fitchburg Gas & Electric light.________________ 59,412 13.79 Florida Power ___________________________________________________________ _ 
Florida Public Utilities._------ --- ______ ------------------------ __________ _ 
Green Mountain Power._______________________ 575,575 65.0 
Gulf States Utilities. _______ ---------- ____ --------------- -- -_____________ _ _ 
Hawaiian Electric Co__________________________ 346,894 7. 9 

lflf~gi:P~!~-r-(c):::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ___ -~·-~~~·-~~~ _________ -~~·-~_ 
Illinois Power (P). ______________________________________________________ _ 
Interstate Power ________________________________________________________ _ 
long Island lighting__________________________ 6, 982,510 31.0 
Maine Public Service__________ _____ ___________ 149,124 20.0 
Missouri Public Service ________ ------ ___ _______________________ -------- __ _ 
New England Electric System__________________ 9, 738,855 45.0 

Pootnotes at end of table. 

$36, 996, 989 
31,518,668 

245,227 
2, 074,694 
9, 758,873 

13,965,621 
4, 812,492 
1, 124,092 

300,596,974 
3, 071,250 

91,131,507 
27,300,321 
2, 958,458 

7, 565 
1, 022,110 

737,955 
760,396 
222,724 

1, 313,179 
8, 535,997 
3, 761,771 

23,657,249 
3, 201,000 
1, 877,064 
2, 404,220 

11,621,740 
1, 572,922 

339,300 
58,754,431 

Tax-free Percent of Total tax-free 
dividends total dividends dividends 

paid in 1968 tax free in 1968 since 1954 t 

New England Power (P)---------------- --- ------------------------------- - $347, 568 
Niagara Mohawk_________ __________________ __ $22,208,200 70.0 135,987, 831 
Northeast Utilities__________________________ __ 18,108,537 59.0 28,124,392 
Northern States Power (Minnesota)________ _____ 14,525,840 56.0 14, 525,840 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric·------------------ ---- ---------------------------- 10,161, 303 
Orange & Rockland Utilities____________________ 3, 809,416 81.93 12,598,021 
Pacific Gas & Electric._----------------------- 13, 243, 724 (4) 68, 841, 977 
Pacific Power & Light (C)______________________ 11,797,760 64. 0 121,924,916 
Pacific Power & Light (P)-------------------------------------------------- 8, 788, 658 
Portland General Electric__ ____________________ 3, 539,200 (&) 38,615,471 
Potomac Electric Power Co __ __________________ 11,077,369 53.0 40,410,000 
Public Service Electric & Gas Co_____ ___________ 14,875,266 29.8 47,415,002 
Public Service of Indiana__________________________________________________ 25,340,454 
Public Service of New Hampshire·------------------------------------------ 13,456,472 
Puget Sound Power & Light (C)________________ 3, 310,248 51.0 29,627,896 
Puget Sound Power & light (P)-------------------------------------------- 1, 910,019 
Rochester Gas & Electric. __ ------------------- 4, 577, 100 66. 0 4, 577, 100 
Savannah Electric & Power____________________ 305,531 15.0 2, 410,500 
Sierra Pacific Power Co. ___ ------------------- 2, 229, 920 77. 0 9, 124, 035 
South Carolina Electric & Gas Co.------------------------------------------ 1, 244,431 
Southwestern Electric Service Co_______________ 205,083 (8) 2, 741,998 
Southwestern Public Service Co ______ _._________ 2, 394, 110 ('I) 20,049, 161 
Union Electric________________________________ 12,397,474 43. 0 112,220,664 
Upper Peninsula Power_______________________ 81,736 (B) 81,736 
Utah Power & Light___________________________ 1, 652, 846 (R) 9, 148, 337 
Virginia Electric & Power__________________________________________________ 4, 062, 107 
Washington Water Power______________________ 1, 426,483 20.29 42,939,399 

TotaL-------------------------------- 259,328,287 -------------- 1, 452,020,077 
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CONSUMER FEDERATION OF AMERICA STUDY OF TAX-FREE DIVIDENDS PAID BY PRIVATE POWER COMPANIES IN 1968-Continued 

Tax-free Percent of Total tax-free ' Tax-free Percent of Total tax-free 
dividends total dividends dividends dividends total dividends dividends 

paid in 1968 tax free in 1968 since 1954 1 paid in 1968 tax free in 1968 since 1954 1 

The following power companies have been 
merged into other utility systems: 

The following power companies have been mereged-Continued 
$2,649,636 
2, 783,439 

190,646 
1, 480,291 

435,990 
5,117,085 

Merrimack-Essex Electric IG ___ --------- _____ _ _______ ______ __ __ ----- ___ _ 
California Electric Power 10 ______________________________ --------------- $15,345, 062 

18,333,924 
26,348,153 

1, 340,731 
565,796 

Rockland Light & Power 17 ___ • ______________ • ___ ------ ________________ _ 

California Oregon Power 11 ______ • ____________ ___________ •• ------------- Southern Berkshire Power & Electric I& _________________________________ _ 

Connecticut Light & Power 12 ________ • _____ •• ----------- ________ ------ __ _ Suburban Electric 16 ____ ---------- ____________________________________ _ 
Connecticut Power 13 ____________________ _____________ · ________ ---------
Essex County Electric 1t _______________________________ -------- ________ _ 

Weymouth Light & Power 11 ____ •• _________ ------ ______________________ _ 

Hartford Electric Light 12 ___________________ • __________________________ _ 30,977,031 
176,474 
466,917 
522,886 

Worcester County Electric u ______________ -------- _______ ~-- ___________ _ 

106,734,061 Haverhill Electric 1s _____ • ____________________________________________ _ 
Tota'-------------------------------- ----- -- ---------- ----------- --Lawrence Electric 1s _____________________________ _____ ---------- ______ _ 

Lowell Electric Light u __ •• ____ ------ _______ ____________________ ______ _ Total tax-free dividends since 1954.--- ---------- -- --------- ------ ---- 1, 558,754,138 

t Not all companies paid tax-free dividends in all years from 1954 through 1968. For year-by
year breakdown, see Nov. 30, 1961, Jan. 7, 1963, Oct. 21, 1963, July 20, 19641 July 23, 1965t ECIC 
Newsletters; Oct. 25, 1966, and July 25, 1967, CIC Newsletters; and CFA 'Consumers, axes, 
and Utilities," Sept. 16, 1968. 

2 12.3 percent of Mar. 1, June 1, and Sept. 1 dividends only. 

12 Subsidiary of Northeast Utilities, 1967. 
13 Merged with Hartford Electric light, 1956. 
If Name changed to Merrimack-Essex, 1957. 
1s Merged with Merrimack-Essex, 1957. 
18 Merged with Massachusetts Electric Co. (part of New England Electric System), 1962. 
11 Name changed to Orange & Rockland Utilities, 1958. a 21 percent of July dividend; 25 percent of October dividend. 

t 3.4 percent of January dividend; 19.6 percent of April, July, and October dividends. 
I Estimated 40 to 45 percent; for purposes of this study, 40 percent has been used. 

u Merged with Massachusetts Electric Co. (part of New England Electric System), 1961. 

• 51.37 percent of Mar. 15 and June 15 dividends; 49.86 percent of Sept.l5 and Dec.l5 dividends. 
7 22.12 percent of Mar. 11 June 1, and Sept. 1 dividends; 13.5 percent of Dec. 1 dividend. 
814 percent of August dtvidend; 21 percent of November dividend. 

Sources: For percent of divident payments considered tax free by companies, Prentice-Hall's 
"Capital Adjustments" and Moody's "Public Utilities" and "Divident Record" services. For total 
divident payments, company reports to FPC and Moody's services. Computations by Consumer 
Federation of America, Inc. Dividend payments are those made on common stock, except where 
noted. Where company paid tax-free dividends on both common and preferred, each is identified: 
(C) on common stock; (P) on preferred stock. 

'16.71 percent of January dividend; 21.62 percent of April, July, and October dividends. 
10 Merged with Southern California Edison Co., 1963. 
11 Merged with Pacific Power and Light, 1961. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk w1ll 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there fur
ther morning business? If not, morning 
business is closed. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO
PRIATIONS, 1970 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate pro
ceed to the consideration of the unfin
ished business. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be stated by title for the information of 
the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R. 
11612) making appropriations for the 
Department of Agriculture and related 
agencies for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1970, and for other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection to the present considel'lation of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that at 2 o'clock 
a. vote be taken on the committee 
amendment relating to the $20,000 limi
tation on farm payments. 

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I think 

the Senator's request also should 
cover the matter of taking up the com
mittee amendment on limitations now, 
out of order, because in the regular 
order it would come after some other 

amendments, inasmuch as there are 
several amendments which we have 
not approved which precede that 
amendment. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is cor
rect. Mr. President, I amend my unani
mous-consent request accordingly. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
also ask unanimous consent that the 
time until 2 o'clock be equally divided 
between the distinguished Senator from 
Florida (Mr. HOLLAND) and the distin
guished Senator from Delaware <Mr. 
WILLIAMS). 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. There should be 
added to the unanimous consent agree
ment that beginning at 2 o'clock there 
will be a live quorum. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I suggest the live 
quorum be called now. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Very well; the vote 

at 2 o'clock and the time divided. 
Mr. President, I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. Attaches should notify 
Senators that it wlll be a live 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. TAL
MADGE in the chaiT). The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The blll clerk called the roll, and the 
following Senators answered to their 
names: 

Aiken 
Allen 
Baker 
Boggs 
Burdick 
Byrd, Va. 
Byrd, w. va. 
C'ook 
Curtis 
Dirksen 
Dominick 
Eagleton 
Ellender 
Fannin 

[No. 52 Leg.) 
Goldwater 
Goodell 
Hansen 
Hart 
Holland 
Hollings 
Hruska 
Inouye 
Javits 
Jordan, N.C. 
Jordan, Idaho 
Mansfield 
McGee 
Moss 

Murphy 
Pastore 
Pell 
Randolph 
Sax be 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Talmadge 
Williams, N.J. 
Williams, Del. 
Young, N.Dak. 
Young, Ohio 

Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the 
Senator from Washington (Mr. MAGNU
soN), and the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. NELSON) are absent on official busi
ness. 

I also announce that the Senator from 

New Mexico (Mr . .ANDERSON), the Sena
tor from Nevada <Mr. CANNON), the Sen
ator from Alaska <Mr. GRAVEL), the Sen
ator from Connecticut <Mr. RIBICOFF), 
and the Senator from Maryland (Mr. 
TYDINGS) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. SCOTT. I announce that the Sen
ator from Michigan <Mr. GRIFFIN) is ab
sent on official business. 

The Senator from Vermont (Mr. 
PRoUTY) is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Massachusetts <Mr. 
BROOKE), the Senator of New Hampshire 
(Mr. CoTTON), the Senator of Florida 
(Mr. GuRNEY), and the Senator of Penn
sylvania <Mr. SCHWEIKER) are detained 
on official business. 

The PRESDIING OFFICER (Mr. 
HoLLINGs in the chair) . A quorum is not 
present. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move that the Sergeant at Arms be di
rected to request the presence of absent 
Senators. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from Montana. The motion is 
agreed to, and the Sergeant at Arms will 
carry out the order of the Senate. 

After a little delay, the following Sen
ators entered the Ohamber and answered 
to their names: 
Allott Harris 
Bayh Hartke 
Bellmon Hatfield 
Bennett Hughes 
Bible ; Jackson 
Case Kennedy 
Church Long 
Cooper Mathias 
Cranston McCarthy 
Dodd McClellan 
Dole McGovern 
Eastland Mcintyre 
Ervin Metcalf 
Fong Mlller 
Fulbright Mondale 
Gore Montoya 

Mundt 
Muskie 
Packwood 
Pearson 
Percy 
Proxm.ire 
Russell 
Scott 
Smith 
Spong 
Stevens 
Symington 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Yarborough 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quorum 
is present. 

The Chair lays before the Senate the 
committee amendment having to do with 
the limitation on payments which the 
clerk will read. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
On page 23, line 14, after the word "regula

tions", strike out the colon and "Provided 
further, That no part of the funds appropri
ated by this act shall be used to formulate or 
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carry out any price support program (other 
than for sugar) under which payments ag
gregating more than $20,000 under all such 
programs are made to any producer on any 
crop planted in the fiscal year 1970.". 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous unanimous-consent agre~
ment, the vote on this amendment Will 
occur at the hour of 2 o'clock p.m. today, 
the time between now and 2 p.m. to be 
equally divided between the Senator 
from Florida <Mr. HOLLAND) and the 
Senator from Delaware <Mr. WILLIAMS) . 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I first 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
junior Senator from North Dakota <Mr. 
BURDICK). 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, some of 
us have been rather disturbed by the fact 
that there is now the largest backlog of 
REA applications in history; estimat~ at 
$714 million; yet the House Appropna
tions Committee appropriated only $320 
million for this purpose. The Senate 
committee raised that figure by $20 mil
lion, for which we are grateful. I w~sh to 
call your attention to the language m the 
committee report on page 35 which reads 
as follows: 

The committee takes note of the large 
backlog of loan applications pending at the 
agency and has provided the additional au
thorization to meet a part of this backlog. 
It requests that the REA Administrator file 
with the committee, not later than next Jan
uary 31, a full report on the exact situation 
in terms of firm loan applications on hand 
as of December 31, 1969, together with the 
best estimate of additional applications to 
be received during the balance of fiscal 1970. 

That seems to suggest that as of that 
time January 31 of next year, after the 
report has been filed by the administra
tor of the agency, the committee will give 
further consideration to this backlog in 
connection with the next supplemental 
appropri8.1tion. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, reply
ing to the distinguished Senator's ques
tion I wish to say thBit there is no com
mit~ent of the committee, of course, as 
to what it will do at that time; but the 
committee felt that we should have in
formation available at that time as to the 
size of the backlog, so that we would be 
free, if Lt seemed wise, to consider it in 
connection with the supplemental bill or 
in any other way that we felt it should 
be considered. 

I might say that the committee bill 
added $20 million over the House amount, 
making a total $340 million. In addition, 
there is a $25 million carryover, making 
$365 million available for the fiscal year 
1970 electrification program. 

Mr. BURDICK. I thank the Senator. 
Those of us who are concerned can ex
pect that the committee will give serious 
consideration to this backlog at that 
time. 

Mr. HOLLAND. That is correGt. 
Mr. BURDICK. I ask unanimous con

sent that the portion of the committee 
report (No. 91-277) under the sub~ead
ing ''Loan Authorization for Electrifica
tion Loans," on page 35 of .the .report, 
be printed in the RECORD at this pomt. 

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

Loan authorization for electrification loans 
1969 new budget (obligational) 

authority to date __________ $329, 000, 000 
1970 budget estimates--New 

(obligational) authoritY---- 320,000,000 
House bill-New (obligational) 

authority ----------------- 320,000,000 
Committee recommendation-

new (obligational) author
ity------------------------ 340,000,000 
The committee recommends a loan au

thorization of $340 million for the electrifi
cation program in fiscal year 1970. The new 
authorization, plus an estimated carryover 
of $25 million will provide a lending pro
gram of $365 million, which is $20 million 
over the current year level. The new author
ization is thus $20 million over the budget 
estimate and the House bill and $11 million 
over the amount authorized a year ago. 

The committee takes note of the large 
backlog of loan applications pending at the 
agency and has provided the additional au
thorization to meet a part of this backlog. 
It requests that the REA Administrator file 
with the committee, not later than next 
January 31 , a full report on the exact situa
tion in terms of firm loan applications on 
hand as of December 31, 1969, together with 
the best estimate of additional applications 
to be received during the balance of fiscal 
1970. This report should also indicate clearly 
the sufficiency of loan authorization to meet 
the orderly requirements of the electrifica
tion program for the entire fiscal year. 

The committee concurs in the statement 
in the House report that in view of the ur
gent need for "heavying-up" distribution fa
cillties, that first consideration shall be given 
to the critical needs of distribution-type 
loans, and that generation and transmission 
loans be held to a minimum in the coming 
fiscal year. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, on page 
35 of the committee report, under loan 
authorization for electrification loans 
the committee requests that the ~EA 
Administrator "file with the committee 
not later than next January 31 a full 
report on the exact situation in terms of 
farm loan applications on and as of De
cember 31, 1969, toge·ther wit~ the best 
estimate of additional applicatiOns to be 
received during the balance of fiscal ye~r 
1970." I am glad the Senator from Flon
da (Mr. HOLLAND), indicated that the 
committee will give consideration to a 
supplemental appropriation if loan de
mands as stated in the report of the 
REA Administrator filed with the com
mittee on January 31 warrant it. Rural 
Electric Cooperatives both distribution 
and G. & T. have done an outstanding job 
of providing central station electric pow
er to rural America. Demands for elec
tricity in rural America continue to grow 
and both distribution and G. & T. cooper
atives are faced with the need to heaVY
up and expand their systems in order to 
fulfill the provisions of the REA Act for 
complete area coverage and to meet the 
growing demands of their consumers. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I _next 
yield such time as he may reqmre-
which I understand will be approximat~ly 
7 minutes-to the distinguished seruor 
Senator from North Dakota <Mr. YouNG). 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 
President, I want to express my strong 
opposition to the current proposal to 
place a $20,000 limitation on payments 
to any producer under our farm pro
grams for crops planted during fiscal year 
1970. 

To the average person, particularly 
those not familiar with the operation 
of our present farm programs, a $20,000 
payment limitation might seem reason
able. A close study of the proble~s ~f 
agriculture and of the need to mamtam 
a sound agriculture should reveal that 
such a limit would be a cripling blow to 
the American agricultural economy. 

The stated purposes of our Federal 
farm programs are to assist in maintain
ing and improving farm income, to as
sure abundant supplies of low cost, 
high-quality food and fiber, and to pre
serve and protect the soil resources of 
the Nation. 

In seeking to improve farm income 
Congress has enacted our present farm 
price support programs. Under them 
producers voluntarily l~it ~heir plant
ings and, in return, receive mcome p~o
tection in the form of low-level pnce 
support loans and production payments 
in the case of feed grants and cotton and 
wheat certificate payments in the case of 
whea·t. 

All of the payments made to farmers, 
large and small, are either for s~me.serv
ice they have performed or are m heu of 
price support in another form. For years 
prior to the enactment of our current 
programs, we maintained a system ~f 
high price supports. With all of th~Ir 
shortcomings, these were successful m 
maintaining farm prices at reasonable 
levels. 

Cash market prices for most commodi
ties have fallen as price support loan 
levels under the new programs ha~e been 
reduced. Wheat, for example, 1S now 
bringing the farmer an average of $1.27 
per bushel. This is practically the satl,le 
as we sold wheat for back in the 1920 s. 

Even with voluntary production con
trol programs, we are faced with the 
prospect of big surpluses. In the case of 
some commodities, we must rely heavily 
on the export market as an outlet for 
a large part of our production. Almost 
two out of every three bushels of wheat 
produced in this country, for example, 
must be exported. 

Even with voluntary production con
trol programs, we are faced with the 
prospect of big surpluses. Farmers have 
cut back their crop acreages and are 
still faced with further planting reduc
tions. Next year wheat producers will be 
asked to reduce plantings by another 10 
to 15 percent in order to be eligible for 
diversion and certificate payments. 

This proposal would limit total pay
ments to a producer under all of these 
programs. A sizable wheat producer, who 
may also be a participant in the feed 
grain or cotton program, faced with the 
prospect of a payments limitation, would 
be presented with an impossible cho~ce. 
His alternative to program participation 
would be to stay out of the program al
together and try to greatly increase his 
production in order to meet his costs and 
provide a living for his family. The re
sult of such action would be to add to 
the already burdensome surpluses and 
further depress farm prices. 

lt is nece&sM"Y for all farmers to par
ticipate in these programs if they are to 
be successful in securing decent farm 
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prices in the marketplace. Price depress
ing surpluses must be avoided if we are 
to maintain farm income, hold down 
Government ooiSits, and prevent a col
lapse of the agricultural economy. 

If the proposed limitation is approved, 
the present cotton program would cease 
to be in effec·t and, under the so-called 
"snap back" provision, would be replaced 
by a program requiring price support 
loans at levels between 65 and 90 percent 
of parity. The present loan level on cot
ton is about 45 percent of parity. Under 
this, most, if not all, of the savings 
claimed by the proponents of the limita
tion would be lost. Worse than this, how
ever, would be critical damage that would 
be done to the cotton indUSitry. This 
would inevitably place cotton at a price 
disadvantage and would mean further 
loss of markets to synthetics. 

As I have indicated, our f:axm pro
grams are also aimed at preserving our 
soil reso.urces and providing wbundant 
food at reasonwble prices. The conserva
tion of our sodl is something of utmost 
concern, not only to farmers, but to all 
of us. In fact, it would seem that any 
effort to maintain soil fertility and pro
ductivity would be more important to 
nonfarm people. This is the surest way 
for us to assure the avaUa;bility o.f ade
quate food supplies for years to come. 

Throughout his·tory, there are exam
ples of great nations that have declined 
and fallen simply because they failed to 
conserve their soil and could no longer 
provide the most basic needs of their 
people. 

Mr. President, one of the booter dis
cussions of the question of the payments 
limitation thalt has come to my attention 
is an ectltorial tha:t appeared in the June 
1, 1969, issue of the Fargo Forum, Norlh 
Dakota's la;rgest daily newspaper. This 
edi·todal was written by the paper's edi
tor, Mr. John Paulson. I would like to 
read part of that editorial and I ask 
unanimous consent that it ·ruppear in i..ts 
entirety at the oonclmsion of my remarks. 

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

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 

President, the editorial in part reads as 
foUows: 

What the politicaJ.ly minded congressmen 
who vote for such a curb don't seem to realize 
is that the farm payments are not a subsidy; 
they are a paym·ent by the government for 
specific performance by the fanners. If Con
gress did not believe that the price support 
programs and the conservation programs were 
necessary to the sound economic health of 
the United States irtself, they should not have 
been approved in the first pl<aee. 

The purpose of the farm programs is to 
keep the total crop production under control, 
so that the market place will bring to the 
frarmer a sufficient cash return to keep the 
frarmer and his family on the fann, instead of 
forcing them off the farm into the big cities 
as potential relief cUents. 

If the fMm progi'Iams were a relief program, 
then the top payment should be limited to 
$3,000, the federal government's ddviding line 
between the poor and the not-oo-poor. 

When the federal government attempts to 
limit production, it must limit the produc
tion on all land, not just on those lands 
owned by the average family feJrmer. 

But if the $20,000 ceiling were successfully 
imposed, next year the ceillng would be cut 

to $15,000 and then to $10,000 amd probably 
even lower. 

This would be one effective way of killing 
all farm programs, and offer no substitutes. 
As a result there would be a throo.t of a po
tential glut on the market of some of the 
crops now under the control progTiaiils, and 
the net result would be the elimi·Illation of 
more and more family farmers who simply 
could not stand the economic pressure. 

The big f.a.rms would grab up more and 
more land, and the United States would find 
itself with a maasive fa.rm-tenant operation 
calling for JllJaSsive land reforms. 

I firmly feel that the time and place 
to deal with the question of payments 
limitation is when general farm legisla
tion is considered by Congress. Our pres
ent farm programs expire at the end of 
the 1970 crop year. That means that we 
must write new legislation either late 
this session or early next year. 

Secretary of Agriculture Clifford Har
din has been working on this and I 
understand that he will be making some 
proposals for establishing reasonable and 
workable limitations without crippling 
the programs themselves. 

In 1968, only 46 North Dakota farmers 
received payments under these programs 
in excess of $20,000. Only three of these 
received more than $50,000. The largest 
payment in my State was only $72,504. 
It would be the popular thing in my State 
for me to vote for this limitation. I would 
do so if I could disassociate myself from 
the feeling that it is not in the bset 
interest of farmers and farm programs 
and all people in thi$ country who are 
concerned over the need for abundant 
food at reasonable prices now and for 
years to oome. 

Mr. President, I shall support the dele
tion of the limitation of payments. 

EXHIBIT 1 
CURB ON FARM PROGRAMS POLITICAI;L Y 

INSPIRED 

Once again the U.S. House of Representa
tives has approved a politically-~nspired pro
posal to put a ceiling of $20,000 a year on the 
amount any one farmer may receive from the 
federal farm price support program, the Agri
cultural Conservation program, the Crop
land·s Adjustment program and the old Soil 
Bank program. 

We call the proposal politically-inspired 
because the attempt to curb the U.S. De
partment of Agriculture programs comes 
primarily from the big city congressmen who 
delight in singling out the very few farmers 
who have received payment of $100,000 to 
over $1 million from the USDA, and com
plain at the same time that the poor in the 
big city ghettoes are being denied food for 
the hungry by the same Department of Agri
culture. 

What the politically minded congressmen 
who vote for such a curb don't seem 
to realize is that the farm payments are not 
a subsidy; they are a payment by the govern
ment for specific performance by the farm
ers. I! Congress did not believe that the 
price support programs and the conserva
tion programs were necessary to the sound 
economic health of the United States itself, 
they should not have been approved in the 
first place. 

The purpose of the farm program is to 
keep the total crop production under con
trol, so that the market place will bring to 
the farmer a sufficient cash return to keep 
the farmer and his family on the farm, in
stead of forcing them of! the farm into the 
big cities as potential relief clients. 

If the farm programs were a relief pro
gram, then the top payment should be lim-

ited to $3,000, the federal government'•s 
dividing line between the poor and the not
so-poor. 

When the federal government attempts to 
limit production, it must limit the produc
tion on all land, not just on those lands 
owned by the average family farmer. 

The same congressmen who tried to limit 
farmers' income will turn around and vote 
for minimum wage laws and other labor 
legislation which act to give the transporta
tion agency, the processor and the retailers 
a greater and greater share of the consumer 
dollar. 

Fortunately, the new secretary of Agricul
ture appointed by President Richard M. 
Nixon, Clifford M. Hardin, has already urged 
the Senate to klll the House-approved ceiling. 

He said he was not judging the moral or 
the ethics of big payments to some larger 
farms, but was considering how governmerut 
programs can be operated so that they hold 
down surplus production. Quite simply, he 
said that the gQvernment was ge•tting value 
received for the payments made to farmers, 
and that the paymeruts were not a subsidy in 
the true sense of the word. 

Mr. Hardin said the administration believes 
thrut a sound program of payment limitations 
to some of the larger farm operations can 
be drafted later, but should not be tacked 
on to programs now being carried out. He 
said the entire subject should be considered 
when Congress takes up general farm pro
gram revisions which will take effect in 
1971 

"As long as we are not talking about spe
cific dollar limitations, we think a sound 
program can be devised that will certainly 
modify the payment structure that we now 
have, and modify it downward," he said. 

The records show that relatively few farm
ers in Minnesota and the Dakotas get over 
the $20,000 total in annual payments. The 
collections in the million dollar classification 
generally come from the Deep South, the 
land of the old plantations and the huge 
land owning families, and from Texas and 
California. But if the $20,000 ceiling were 
successfully imposed, next year the ceiling 
would be cut to $15,000 and then to $10,000 
and probably even lower. 

This would be one effective way of killing 
aJ.l farm programs, and offer no substitutes. 
As a result there would be a threat of a 
potential glut on the market of some of the 
crops now under the control programs, and 
the net result would be the eldmination of 
more and more family farmers who simply 
could not stand the economic pressure. 

The big farms would grab up more and 
more land, and the United States would find 
itself with a massive farm-tenant operation 
calling for massive land reforms. 

The Senate wiped out the $20,000 limita
tion a year ago, and certainly it should do 
so again, particularly with the rewriting of 
the farm programs slated for the next crop 
year. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I yield myself 5 minutes. 

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

Mr. WTILIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, the pending business is the 
amendment the House of Representa
tives included in H.R. 11612, an amend
ment which provided as follows: 

No part of the funds appropriated by this 
Act shall be used to formulate or carry out 
any price support program (other than for 
sugar) under which payments aggregating 
more than $20,000 under all such programs 
are made to any producer on any crop planted 
in the fiscal year 1970. 

The Senate Appropriations Committee 
amendment proposes to strike that Ian-
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guage from the committee bill. There
fore, the parliamentary situation is that 
the committee amendment is now the 
pending business, and those who favor 
the retention of the $20,000 ceiling will 
vote no, against the committee amend
ment. I am proposing that we defeat the 
committee amendment and thereby re
tain the House amendment which places 
a limitation of $20,000 on these pay
ments. 

The argument has been made, as it is 
every time this matter comes up, that 
if we place a ceiling on these payments, 
it will cost more money to administer 
the program. 

I disagree completely. That is a fa
lacious argument. There is no substance 
which would substantiate that argu
ment. 

However, rather than debate the 
point I have a second amendment which 
will be offered immediately following the 
vote on the pending amendment. The 
purpose of this second amendment is to 
repeal the so-called snap-back provision 
under which the Secretary said he would 
have to support cotton as one commodity 
at higher rates than under the regular 
act. Therefore the argument about the 
so-called snap-back provisions need not 
bother anybody on voting on the $20,000 
limitation because if we can defeat the 
committee amendment the next vote will 
be to elriminate the snap-back provision. 

As far as the broad agricultural pro
gram is concerned I think it would be 
well to review the history of this law. 
It started at 90 percent support for cer
tain agriculture commodities during 
World War II. It was initiated at that 
time as a wartime measure for encour
aging and increasing wartime produc
tion on the farms so that we might have 
that production for our own use and for 
supporting and feeding our allies in 
Europe. 

This high, rigid support of 90 percent 
was initiated during World War II with 
the understanding that it was to drop 
ba;ck within 1 year after the end of the 
war. However, now, 24 years later, these 
high support programs are still being 
continued on an even more expensive 
basis. 

At some point, somewhere, I think we 
must face up to the problem and cut 
down on the cost of this agriculture pro
gram. There is no justification for con
tinuing these large payments at this 
time. Both the Congress and every ad
ministration that has ever been in power, 
either Democratic or Republican, have 
always expressed a lot of sympathy for 
the small farmer. Yet these larger pay
ments do not help the smaB farmer. 
Quite the contrary, they place the small 
farmer at a decided disadvantage from a 
subsidy standpoint, because the small 
farmer today has to have a certain mini
mum amount of equipment--a combine, 
tractors, and other types of large equip
ment--to carry on the work on the fam
ily-size farm and utilize his own labor 
and the equipment to capacity. If he has 
a one-family farm and puts a portion of 
his acreage under the soil bank or in one 
of the acreage diversion programs it 
means that he cannot efficiently utilize 
either his labor or his equipment. 

Therefore, it becomes a less efficient 
operation, whereas the larger corporate
type operation, with several thousand 
acres, can place a portion of its acreage 
in the reserve program, take the pay
ments, put the machinery in the shed, lay 
off a number of its employees, and still 
have an efficient ope·ration. 

The programs would help the small 
farmers if we placed a reasonable limi
tation on the amount. If we impose a 
limitation of $20,000 it would give an ad
vantage to the small farmer. Then the 
large operator who is now getting in ex
cess of $20,000 would certainly be at 
some disadvantage as regards the small 
farmer. 

Besides, limiting the payments to $20,-
000 would cut the cost of the program by 
around $300 million annually. 

The argument is made that if we im
pose this limitation it would completely 
destroy the agricultural program and 
that we will not be able to feed ourselves. 
I hope that that is not a serious argu
ment. Certainly we have not drifted so 
far from our belief in the free enterprise 
system as to think we cannot operate an 
agriculture program successfully without 
continued paternalistic control from 
Washington. 

Have Members of Congress forgotten 
that many of our agricultural products 
today are not receiving and over the 
years have never received benefits of 
Government subsidies or Government 
support programs; yet they have suc
ceeded just as well in the free market 
as have some of the products which have 
been the beneficiaries of large subsidies. 
Also, smaller farmers have fared better in 
these uncontrolled programs. 

Another argument that is made is, 
Why discontinue the subsidy for the 
agricultural program when there are so 
many other subsidies for private indus
try which should likewise be stopped? 

That is no argument. If there are other 
subsidies that need correcting then let 
us do it. 

It is true that there are many subsidy 
programs for various segments of in
dustry, and they are long overdue for 
a change. I shall be the first to try to 
help to change them. 

Nevertheless, whenever we have be
fore us one of these other subsidy pro
grams that is sought to be changed we 
get that same argument. The argument 
is always made, "Why not hit some of the 
other subsidies?" My answer is that the 
time to review any subsidy is when it is 
before the Senate. The subsidy for agri
culture is before us today. 

As to the fairness of the limitation, 
there are precedents for limiting the 
payments to small farmers. The ACP 
payments are limited to the small farm
ers, only with a $3,000 or $5,000 limit. 

I placed in the RECORD on June 26 a 
list of those farmers who in 1968 re
ceived in excess of $60,000 under the 
present law. It was a partial list, taken 
from the committee's report; but it is 
significant to note that five farming op
erations received payments in excess of 
$1 million each. Thirteen recipients were 
drawing payments between $500,000 and 
$1 million. Certainly, those payments 

cannot be justified as having been made 
to small farmers 

One of the payments under this pro
gram was to the Delta Pine Land Co., 
Scott, Miss., in the amount of $605,796. 
That organization is a group of British 
stockholders who own farmland in this 
country. Yet they are classified as a 
farmer and receive a cash payment of 
over $600,000 from American taxpayers. 
I see no justification for that payment, 
nor do I see why we should continue to 
support that type of corporate farm 
operation. 

I cite another example of some of the 
so-called larger farming operations. The 
Texas Department of Corrections is clas
sified as a "farmer" under this program 
and received two payments, one of 
$294,301, the other of $75,619. 

The Arkansas State Penitentiary also 
is classified as a "farmer" under this 
program and received a cash payment of 
$154,412. 

The State of Washington, classified as 
a "farmer," draws $146,764. 

The Louisiana State Penitentiary is 
classified as a "farmer" under the pro
gram and collected $114,363. 

I have previously said that an inter
esting question arises in those cases. 
Suppose a penitentiary violated the law 
with respect to the quota system and 
were indicted and prosecuted. I wonder 
how the penitentiary would be punished. 
Certainly it could not be put in a peni
tentiary. 

These examples merely point up the 
absurdity of the whole program. 

Certainly the smallest step the Senate 
could take would be to reject the com
mittee amendment and retain the 
language of the House bill, thereby plac
ing a $20,000 ceiling on these payments. 
Then the Senate should repeal the so
called snap back. Following this, Con
gress should get busy and write a good 
farm program, one which will be fair to 
the small farmer and far less costly to 
the taxpayers. 

Some would now argue, why not defer 
this discussion until a bill from the Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry is 
before us? 

An agriculture appropriations bill is 
before us now. There will never be a 
better time. 

Today we are in this very fortunate 
position in that the House of Represent
atives has already voted for a $20,000 
limitation. In order that it may become 
law the only step necessary to be taken 
now is to have the Senate reject the 
committee amendment and support the 
position of the House. Then we shall be 
well on the road toward saving the tax
payers nearly $300 million. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
EAGLETON in the chair). The additional 
time of the Senator from Delaware has 
expired. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I yield 
5 minutes to the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. HRUSKA. I thank the Senator 
from Florida. 

Mr. President, the issue before the Sen
ate is whether to delete the House-ap
proved limitation by the amendment 
which is no·w before the Senate. I support 



18458 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE July 7, 1969 

the Senate committee amendment to 
delete .the House-approved amendment. 

Mr. President, f,arm payments limita
tion is neither a new nor a novel ques
tion for most Senators. Last year, when 
the Senate debated a bill to extend the 
Food and Agriculture Act of 1965, one 
issue which received considerable atten
tion was whether a limitation on pay
ments to individual farmers was proper. 
Two amendments to the bill were of
fered, one limiting payments per farm to 
$25,000, and the other limiting payments 
per farm to $75,000. After useful debate, 
both amendments were defeated. 

The amendment before the Senate to
day is similar to the amendments of last 
year, with similar arguments m.arshalled 
for and against. The only differences 
from the amendments of last year are 
the amount of the limitation and the 
fact that the amendment this year is 
proposed to an appropriations bill rather 
than a legislative bill. 

A $20,000-a-year ceiling on payments 
to individual farmers was imposed by 
the House recently as an amendment to 
the 1970 agriculture appropriations bill, 
H.R. 11612. The bill passed the House 
and was sent to the Senate. The Agri
culture Appropriations Subcommittee 
and the full Appropriations Committee 
considered and, on a number of items, 
amended H.R. 11612, and reported the 
bill favorably to the Senate. That bill is 
before the Senate now. After careful 
consideration, the Appropriations Com
mittee deleted the limitation of $20,000 
which had been added on the floor of 
the House. Whether or not to restore 
that House-approved limitation at this 
time by amendment on the Senate floor 
is the issue before us. 

Mr. President, the present farm pro
grams are not helping the small farmers 
of America; on the other hand, if this 
amendment were adopted under the 
existing programs, the small farmer 
would be even more adversely affected. 
The proper way to improve the present 
program i.s by enactment of a new com
prehensive program. A limitation of pay
ments only undermines the existing pro
gram without offering any effective sub
stitute. 

On the surface, it might appear rea
sonable to limit the payments that can 
be received by a single farm operator un
der the price-support programs. This 
view prevailed in the House of Repre
sentatives when it voted 224 to 142 to 
place the ceiling of $20,000 a year on 
such payments. However, closer study 
reveals how unreasonable the proposal 
would be. 

Our farms have great capacity for 
overproduction, and large producers will 
have to use that capacity if the ability 
to pay them to limit production is abol
ished. Then we will have to look to small
er farmers for the needed production 
adjustment. This will force the small 
farmers off the farms which become un
economic to operate. Also, the increased 
production would force the low prices 
even lower, and make the impact even 
more severe on farmers having smaller 
holdings. The result would be injurious 
to agriculture, and disruptive to the 
economy of my home State of Nebraska, 
and to that of the Midwest generally. 

Let us examine three arguments that 
have been made in favor of a farm pay
ments limitation: that it will save the 
Government money; that it will remove 
an inequity of large producers receiving 
large sums of money while small pro
ducers receive pittances; that it will per
mit the farm program to concentrate on 
helping the small farmers. 

First the plain fact is that a simple 
limitation on payments as contained in 
the legislation passed by the House would 
not result in a savings to the Federal 
Government. The savings argument, 
which has been the peg on which the 
proponents of the limitation amendment 
have hung their case, simply does not 
stand up. 

A payments limitation would trigger a 
snapback provision for cotton, for ex
ample, making the cotton program sub
ject to a loan-and-redemption or buy
and-sell-back arrangement that would 
actually increase the cost to the Federal 
Government, besides the increased cost 
of the limitation program. 

Every cotton cooperator would be en
titled to receive either a loan on or to 
have purchased all of the cotton pro
duced within his farm acreage allotment. 
When the Agriculture Appropriations 
Subcommittee held a hearing on June 4, 
1969, on the proposed payments limita
tion, Secretary Hardin testified on this 
point. He stated: 

We feel that we would be required to carry 
it out in a manner which wm make available 
to all cooperators price support at not less 
than 65 percent of parity through loan or 
purchase on all cotton produced on their 1970 
acreage allotments. 

Besides increasing the cost of the cot
ton program, the limitation would cause 
increased administrative expenses for all 
of the farm programs, because with the 
elimination of the large producers many 
more farms would be involved in the 
programs in order to control production. 

A good example of the increased ad
ministrative costs would be the predicted 
impact of the limitation on the feed grain 
program. Participation in the program 
would drop, primarily because the eco
nomic incentive to participate in the pro
gram is considerably weaker than the 
incentive to participate in the cotton and 
wheat programs. A ceiling of $20,000 
would reduce feed grain diversion by 
about 1.5 million acres and reduce Gov
ernment payments by about $50 million. 
However in order to encourage the re
maining participants in the program to 
absorb those 1.5 million acres to main
tain a stable program, it would require 
an increase in payment rate costing the 
Government about $50 million. So, no 
gain would accrue to the Government 
by limiting payments. In fact, if some of 
the wheat producers who have their pay
ments limited switch over to feed grains, 
it might cost the Government an addi
tional $10 to $15 million to maintain the 
proper production level for feed grains. 

It is also possible that the large 
farmers might, rather than dropping out 
of the programs, just change their mode 
of operation or ownership and still re
ceive the same amount of payment as 
they do today, but at a greatly increased 
administrative cost to the Government. 
A considerable proportion of the farms 

subject to the limitation would UI?-
doubtedly be split up or leased out m 
such a fashion as to escape the limita
tion. Legally, these changes would not be 
difficult to accomplish, and it would be 
extremely difficult for the Department of 
Agriculture to prevent them. 

The Department has estimated that as 
much as 75 to 85 percent of the potential 
cotton acreage affected by the $20,000 
limit would be able to maintain its 
eligibility for full payment in this way. 

The increased cost to the Government 
of the proposed payment limitation, co~
sidering all of the effects, has been e~tl
mated at about $160 million. I underlme 
this point. Without other changes in. t~e 
agricultural legislation, a payment limi
tation will increase the cost of our farm 
programs. 

The second argument is that a pay
ment limitation will remove the inequity 
of large producers receiving large sums of 
money while small producers receive pit
tances. This argument is based on the 
erroneous notion that farm payments are 
entirely subsidies or income supplements. 
This is not true, particularly for feed 
grains and wheat. 

Where a feed grain farmer gives uP 
the right to grow feed grains or any 
other crop for sale or use on 20 percent 
of his feed grain base under the farm 
program, in all fairness he h~s a. right 
to be reimbursed for his contnbutiOn o1 
this property right, regardless of his in
come status. Remember, the farm pro
grams are based on the premise of volun
tary participation to achieve an end of 
public policy; to be voluntary, the pro
gram must offer the proper incentive to 
the farmer who has committed his live
lihood to his land. 

Since America recognizes private prop
erty, the Government must pay for any 
public acquisition of property or any util
ization thereof. If the Government were 
to limit the use of the land of a few own
ers without payment, this would be tan
tamount to confiscation of a property 
right of the owners. If we leave those 
owners the option of receiving only a par
tial value for diverting the productive 
use of their land, this would clearly 
drive most larger owners out of the pro
gram. 

The amount of payment that smaller 
farmers receive is proportionate to the 
amount of land that they divert. This is 
the same standard applied against the 
larger farmers. The difference in pay
ment is due only to the difference in land 
diverted. 

Mr. President, the third argument in 
favor of a limitation is that a payment 
ceiling of $20,000 would return the ad
vantage of the farm programs to the 
small farmers. This argument is fal
lacious. It would instead place an in
creased burden on the small farmers. 
The Government would be compelled to 
induce the small farmers to participate 
even more extensively in the programs in 
order to keep the production level stable. 
If the farmers did not, farm prices for 
crops would fall due to overproduction. 
If they did, it would become even harder 
for them to operate efficiently because 
their machinery and labor would be less 
economical for smaller production levels. 
They are damned if they do, and damned 
if they do not. 
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The adverse economic impact on the 

small farmers if they must carry the en
tire burden of production control is clear. 

Mr. President, although the three 
arguments in favor of a payments lim
itation are made in good faith and with 
the best interests of the public well
being high in mind. They are misleading 
and erroneous. The costs to the Federal 
Government will be higher, not lower. 
The inequity alleged is imaginary, not 
real. The small farmers will be affected 
adversely, not favorably. 

For Nebraskans, a payment limitation 
would have two detrimental effects. Be
cause the biggest impact of the payments 
limitation would be on the large cotton 
producers in the South who would be re
stricted in their compensation for leav
ing land idle, it is quite likely that they 
would turn to other crops in direct com
petition with the primary crops of the 
Midwest. 

This threat is real. A Department of 
Agriculture study stated: 

If payments were reduced or eliminated, a 
chain reaction most likely would occur as 
farmers began seeking alternative crops 
which give promise of enhancing their in
come position. 

Besides this direct crop competition, 
if the farmers of the South turned to 
feed grains and grass for cattle raising 
this could seriously challenge the live
stock industry of the Midwest. Cheap 
and available feed for cattle would not 
only induce increased cattle raising in 
the South as new competition but might 
also cause the disastrous overproduc
tion of meat animals. This would under
mine the hard price gains only recently 
achieved by the industry through re
straint and orderly marketing. 

My last point goes not to sound Gov
ernment economy, nor to stable agricul
ture production, but rather to sound leg
islative procedure. I do not believe the 
agriculture appropriations bill is the 
proper place for an amendment such as 
the payments limitation, especially as an 
amendment from the floor of the Senate. 
Legislative changes are needed, not 
simple expedients a;s substitutes for 
sound legislation. 

The wise and judicious course for the 
Congress to follow is to wait until the 
Department of Agriculture submits new 
farm legislation. The Department is ex
pected to submit it early in the fall of 
this year. Secretary Hardin said during 
the Agriculture Appropriations Subcom
mittee hearings that the Department is 
ready to work with the legislative com
mittee on basic changes in farm legisla
tion. The committees should do so, and 
I recommend to Senators that rather 
than destroying the existing programs 
by adopting the payment limitation 
amendment, that we wait until this ques
tion of payment limitation can be con
sidered in the con.text of new programs. 

Last year the Senate voted to extend 
the 1965 act for 1 year until December 
1970, in order to give the new admin
istration an opportunity to devise sound 
and thoughtful legislation to replace the 
existing programs. Doing so, the Senate 
and ultimately the Congress rejected a 
payments limitation to permit present 
programs to operate until the new pro-

grams were proposed. The situation has 
not changed, and now that the new pro
grams are imminent, it would be foolish 
to undo all that was so wisely done last 
year. 

Mr. President, I urge that the vote on 
the amendment be in the affirmative, and 
that the amendment submitted by the 
committee be agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I yield 
to the distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
the Senator from Louisiana <Mr. ELLEN
DER). 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I have 
served on the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry since I first came to Wash
ington almost 33 years ago. At that time 
the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry was a very popular committee. 
Everyone desired to be a member, as is 
the case now with the Committee on 
Appropriations. However, in the last two 
sessions of Congress in order to get a 
sufficient number to serve on the com
mittee, we have had to reduce the 
membership of the committee from 17 to 
15 members, and then from 15 to 13, 
which is now the number of Senators 
serving on the committee. 

Mr. President, to me the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry deals with 
the most important segment of our econ
omy. Agriculture and related industries 
employ more people and spend more 
money than any other segment of our 
economy. Under the programs we have 
had in effect the amount of money that 
is spent for food from the average in
come of citizens is 17 percent. When I 
first came to Washington 26 percent of 
the income of families was required to 
buy food. 

No segment of our economic society 
has made more progress than farming. 
The farmer does not ask for anything. 
If he were in the same category as other 
segments of our society the farmer 
would need no protection. In other 
words, if minimum wages and various 
tariffs that are now on the statute books 
and which protect various segments of 
our industry were removed, the farmer 
would need no protection. He could pro
tect himself. 

When we started this program back 
in 1937 it was based on acreage controls. 
A farmer was guaranteed price supports 
at a certain percentage of parity and 
required to reduce acres and, thereby, 
reduce production in keeping with our 
requirements. That program worked 
very well for quite awhile, or until after 
World War II. It also worked well during 
the Korean war. But increases in yields 
per acre, or increased efficiency if you 
wish, did much to undo acreage controls. 

Mr. President, in 1961 the time .came 
when excesses in production, notwith
standing acreage controls for some 
crops, were simply too much. Our sur
pluses ,-,ere great and the cost of storage 
was tremendous. 

The Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry worked on another program be
ginning in 1969. The objective of that 
program was to reduce the enormous 
surpluses that had come about because 
of the previous program wherein we had 
had acreage controls. For instance, in 

the case of wheat we had 1.4 billion 
bushels of wheat, which was a carry
over, over and above what we needed. 
In the case of feed grains we had 84.7 
million tons over and above what we 
needed. In cotton we had 7.1 million 
bales. 

As this new program developed, the 
purpose was to reduce acres further and 
enable farmers to plant in keeping with 
our requirements, both domestic and 
foreign. We set upon a new method of 
attaining that goal. The goal was to di
vert acres. In other words, instead of 
producing and storing, the department, 
as well as the committee, felt that it 
was better not to produce and plant only 
the acres necessary in order to meet 
our needs. That is the way this program 
has been operated since its inception in 
1961 and its renewal on a 4-year basis 
in 1965. 

Mr. President, the effect of the pres
ent law has been to reduce surpluses. 
For instance, in the case of cotton we 
had a carryover of 16.6 million bales. We 
now have an estimated 6.6 million bales 
in carryover, which is the proper 
amount. In the case of feed grain, the 
surplus has been reduced almost in half. 
We have now an estimated carryover of 
44 million tons. In the case of wheat the 
estimated carryover is a little larger be
cause of an error that I say the Secre
tary of Agriculture made in 1967 in in
creasing the acreage because he felt that 
there might be a shortage of wheat. But 
in any event the wheat acreage was in
creased by about 30 percent. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to place in the RECORD at this point 
the tables on Carryover and Acres Har
vested. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

CARRYOVER AT BEGINNING OF MARKETING YEAR 

Crop year 

1961.---------1962 __________ 

1963_-- -------
1964_-- - - -----
1965. ---------
1966.---------
1967----------1968 __________ 
1969_-- -------

t Estimated. 

Crop year 

1961__ --------1962 ___ ___ ___ _ 
1963 _________ _ 
1964_- --------
1965_- - -------
1966_- --------
1967----------
1968_- --------

Wheat (mil- Feed grains 
lion bushels) (million tons) 

1,411 84.7 
1,321 71.8 
1,195 63.9 

901 69.2 
817 54. 9 
535 42.1 
425 37. 1 
539 48.3 

1794 144.0 

ACRES HARVESTED 

(In million acres) 

Wheat Feed grains 

51.6 105.3 
43.7 101.9 
45.5 105.1 
49.8 97.1 
49.6 96.0 
49.9 97.8 
58.8 100.8 
55.3 96.6 

Cotton (mil-
lion bales) 

7.1 
7. 7 

11.0 
12.1 
14.0 
16.6 
12.3 
6. 3 

16. 6 

Cotton 

15.6 
15.5 
14. 1 
14.0 
13. 5 
9. 5 
7. 9 

10.1 

Mr. ELLENDER. Therefore, our sur
plus for 1969 is greater than it should be 
but still about only one-half of what it 
was in 1961. If Congress desires to wreck 
the farm program, then vote with the 
Senator from Delaware. On many occa
sions, when the bills were up, he has pro-
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posed these amendments to limit pay
ments and the Senate, as well as the 
House, h~s voted against such limita
tions. Why? Because the bill gives the 
Secretary of Agriculture much :flexibility 
in providing the number of acres neces
sary in order to produce the amount of 
wheat, corn, and other feed grains, as 
well as cotton and other commodities, 
that we can consume domestically and 
that we can export. In order to attain 
that goal under the law acres are diverted 
from production and farmers are paid 
not to plant. It has been determined that 
it is cheaper to pay the farmers not to 
plant than to let them plant and store the 
commodities. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Will the distin
guished chairman of the committee yield 
at that point? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 
Mr. TALMADGE. Is it not true that if 

this limitation on payments is agreed 
to, price supports would remain the 
same? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes. 
Mr. TALMADGE. And the Govern

ment cost would be greater and not less? 
Mr. ELLENDER. Well, let me say to my 

good friend that under the theory of the 
bill, it is the number of acres that counts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Louisiana has ex
pired. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I yield 
2 additional minutes to the Senator from 
Louisiana. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Louisiana is recognized for 2 
more minutes. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Under the bill, it is 
the number of acres diverted that 
counts. Whether those acres come from 
a small farmer or a large farmer makes 
no difference because the purpose of the 
bill is to reduce production in keeping 
with our requirements. If this limitation 
is slapped on the farmer, tt will mean 
that the large farmer will not partici
pate. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Will the Senator 
yield further? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I have only 2 min
utes, but I yield. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Is it not true, in the 
cotton program alone, that this amend
ment, if not agreed to, will cost the Gov
ernment $160 million more a year? 

Mr. ELLENDER. That is the estimate 
of the Department of Agriculture. The 
Senator is correct about that. 

Mr. President, as I said, we will be 
wrecking the program if we put limita
tions on now. I plead with the Senate to 
wait until we meet next year in order to 
work on a new agriculture program. 
There will then be time to put on such 
limitations, if Congress agrees to them. 
But the law permitting payments is now 
on the statute books and the program 
has worked well in reducing our sur
pluses. I am, therefore, hopeful that 
Congress will sustain the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, I yield myself 1 minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Delaware is recognized for 1 
minute. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. And then 
I shall yield to the Senator from Illinois 
(Mr. PERCY). 

Mr. President, the claim that if the 
Senate adopts this amendment it will 
cost the Government $160 million addi
tional above existing programs, as the 
result of the so-called snapback provi
sion, is not an argument at all. If that 
were true we would be seeing the Sena
tors from the cotton-producing areas 
enthusiastically embracing it. The fact 
that they are solidly opposed to this 
$20,000 limitation disputes that argu
ment. 

Besides the cotton farmer is not the 
only farmer getting these large pay
ments. What about the large payments 
to the producers of wheat, corn, and feed 
grains? Furthermore, all we need to do 
to refute that argument is to repeal the 
snapback provision. 

The next amendment that would be 
called up immediately after this vote 
would be the one repealing the snapback 
provision. So do not let that worry any
one. We can roll back the cost of this 
farm subsidy program by several hundred 
million dollars a year solely by rej ectlng 
the committee amendment. 

Now, Mr. President, I yield 3 minutes 
to the Senator from Illinois (Mr. PERCY), 
and then I yield 5 minutes to the Senator 
from Vermont <Mr. AIKEN). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Illinois is recognized for 3 
minutes. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, it is with 
considerable temerity that I speak on an 
agriculture matter when the distin
guished Senator from Florida <Mr. 
HoLLAND) of my naJtive State, and a man 
whose judgment I admire so much, takes 
a strong position, as well as when the 
distinguished Senator from Louisiana 
<Mr. ELLENDER) takes an opposite posi
tion to the one I take. 

As a man raised in urban areas, I find 
it hard to try to understand the agricul
tural problems of this country. All I 
know is that they are deep-seated prob
lems and we must face them. Many feel 
that we must wait until next year to find 
a real solution to them. I have come to 
the conclusion that we had better start 
this year to find at least a partial solu
tion and then set a trend in a different 
direction. I take this position because of 
several impressions. 

When I married my wife, she had a 
farm in her family in Livingston County, 
Ill. It has been in her family for about 
125 years. I said to her at the time, "I 
do not really know enough about farm
Ing. Don't you think that you should sell 
it and go out of production? Wouldn't it 
be better to sell it?" 

She replied, "Well, I am still left 
with the impression my father gave me 
that as long as you are a farmer, the 
Government will guarantee you an in
come, and I think we had better keep it, 
because I know of no other income which 
is guaranteed that way." 

Well, Mr. President, that may true. I 
do not know. I know that I did go down 
and talk to the manager of that farm, 
years ago, after a new agriculture bill 
had been proposed by the administra
tion, and I asked him what he thought 
of the control program. 

He said, "I will tell you, Chuck. There 
is not a dirt farmer in the State, with a 
stub pencil and writing on the back of a 
brown envelope, that can't figure out in 

15 minutes how to beat that control 
program." 

I have been left with the impression 
that people are producing now who 
should not be producing and should have 
gone into other occupations because we 
have, somehow, induced them to stay 
on the farms instead of migrating off. 

I think we have induced large scale 
capital enterprises to come in to produce 
a great many operations, and we would 
now simply continue Government in
tervention. I am impressed with the fact 
that we do not seem to have a great 
deal of difficulty with hundreds of crops 
not under limitation and control. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the SenaJtor from Illinois has expired. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield 
2 additional minutes to the Senator from 
Illinois. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Illinois is recognized for 2 ad
ditional minutes. 

Mr. PERCY. It is the sick crops that 
are under controls. The six basic sup
ported crops, so-called, are sick agri
cultural areas. 

It is for that reason I rise to support 
the position taken by the distinguished 
Senator from Delaware (Mr. WILLIAMS), 
to place an annual limitation of $20,000 
on total payments that any farmer may 
rece1ve from Government programs. I 
therefore support the position taken by 
the House and the fight which has been . 
led by my distinguished colleague from 
the agricultural area in central illinois, 
Representative PAUL FINDLEY. I believe 
he really represents the strong feelings 
of the overwhelming majority of Illinois 
farmers--and we are the largest agricul
tural exporting State in the Union-who 
now want to get away from control pro
grams, and have more decisions made 
on the farm, and fewer decisions made 
in Washington. 

I also serve with the distinguished 
Senator from Louisiana (Mr. ELLENDER) 
on the Select Committee on Nutrition 
and Human Needs. We are finding in
creasing evidence of hunger in this coun
try and yet we are grappling with a short
age of funds to provide food for hungry 
Americans. It makes no sense to pay large 
Government subsidies to farmers not to 
produce food, when we have this situa
tion. We are failing to meet the needs 
of the hungry, yet year after year we 
continue to pay these excessively large 
farm payments. 

I recognize that with inflation rampant 
and unchecked in this country at the 
present time, we need to achieve budget 
savings in order to run a substantial 
budget surplus in fiscal 1970 to help slow 
down inflation. 

On June 4, before the Senate Appro
priations Subcommittee, Secretary Hard
in estimated that the $20,000 payment 
limitation can save $335 million for cot
ton, feed grains, and wheat. To limit 
payments would stop this unnecessary 
drain on the U.S. Treasury. 

I am aware of the "snapback" pro
vision of the present cotton program 
which provides that if as a result of pay
ment limitations the Department of Ag
riculture is unable to provide to farmers 
the full amount of price support to which 
they would otherwise be entitled, then 
the Department is obligated to provide 
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price support at not less than 65 percent 
of parity. Some estimate that this pro
vision would increase the cost of direct 
payments programs by $160 million, not 
decrease them. However, there is an easy 
answer to this objection. I also intend to 
vote for Senator WILLIAMS' amendment 
to repeal the snapback provision, thus 
effecting full savings of over $300 mil
lion. 

Another reason to pass the payments 
limitations before us is that these large 
payments put small farmers at a disad
vantage. Small farmers cannot afford to 
idle acreage in order to take advantage 
of these payments programs. What these 
programs really do is to subsidize large 
farmers and perpetuate the trend toward 
driving small farmers off the land, leav
ing agriculture in the hands of ever 
larger producers. 

I concur completely with the Senator 
from Delaware when he indicates that 
the "snapback" provision is not a barrier. 

For all the above reasons, I urge op
position to the pending committee 
amendment, thereby giving us the op
portunity to limit farm payments to 
$20,000 annually, and I intend to sup
port the position of the distinguished 
Senator from Delaware. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Vermont <Mr. Am:EN) is rec
ognized. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I never 
heard my father talking the way the dis
tinguished father-in-law of the Senator 
from Illinois talked. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator speak a little louder? We cannot 
hear him. 

Mr. AIKEN. My father never received 
a Government payment of any kind. 
Since I have been in the Senate, I have 
never accepted payments of any kind for 
agricultural crop reduction or for any 
other purpose. My father used to tell me 
that so long as we had enough farmers 
that our country and our Government 
would be safe. I think it is most unfor
tunate that agriculture should become 
the whipping boy of today. There are 
reasons for this. One reason is that the 
vote of the farmer has been reduced from 
a very large percentage down to 5 or 6 
percent, as the number of people who 
live on the farm today. The other reason 
is that farmers, particularly family 
farmers, are notoriously poor campaign 
contributors, and that is an important 
ite.m in many places these days. But agri
culture is still the most important indus
try in the United States. 

Not too long ago I checked on the per
centage of people in this country who 
are dependent on agriculture, and found 
it was a little over 30 percent of all the 
people who were engaged in gainful em
ployment. Many of them were producing 
supplies and equipment. Farmers are 
said to be the largest consumers of petro
leum products of any industry in the 
United States. Then we have those who 
are living on the farms themselves---as I 
say, only 5 or 6 percent of the population. 
After that, we have twice as many in the 
processing and handling, domestic dis
tribution and sales, and the exporting of 
farm products. 

Another matter which concerns me is 
the fact that approximately half of the 

money in our agricultural appropriation 
bills that are charged to farmers is de
voted to the welfare of people who do not 
live on the farm. Of the school lunch 
program, 5 or 6 percent of it goes to farm 
children. Then there are the special milk 
programs and the extension service. Most 
of the funds spent for extension service 
now are spent for nonfarm people, and 
the percentage is increasing every day. 
In the foreign aid program, the program 
under Public Law 480, roughly $1 billion 
a year that is charged to agriculture is 
spent to help our country help other 
countries get along. 

We have got to look out for our own 
agriculture, or we will be a decadent 
Nation. There are those who today would 
like to see agriculture in the United 
States deteriorate. Among them are im
porters of subsidized agricultural com
modities from other countries. Only last 
summer the Common Market countries 
undertook to dump into the United 
States subsidized dairy products at 25 
percent less than the cost of producing 
them here in the United States. 

Some of our chainstores are reported 
to join in the effort to reduce American 
agricultural production since it is to 
their advantage to place more foreign 
agricultural commodities on their 
shelves. 

Then, perhaps most important of all, 
certain industrial manufacturers want 
to sell their products abroad and accept 
their pay in foreign-produced agricul
tural commodities. 

So it is very ·formidable opposition 
that the American farmer faces today. 

I would vote to abolish all subsidies in 
the United States if someone will make 
the motion to do so. That would cer
tainly include the enormous subsidies 
given the petroleum interests, the public 
utilities, the power people, the transpor
tation companies, and the mail adver
tisers, who had their rate reduced from 
18 to 2.75 cents a pound so long as the 
advertising was slipped as special sup
plements inside a local newspaper. 

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

Mr. AIKEN. May I have 1 additional 
minute? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield 1 minute to the 
Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. I do not have time to 
yield. 

I will say this, however: I have never 
been completely happy over the farm 
programs we have had over the last 30 
years. I have done the best I could to 
help make them work, but I have felt 
they could be improved. I realize that our 
present program is subject to abuses and 
it could be improved. But the way to im
prove the present program is to revise 
the farm legislat.ion to the extent neces
sary during this session or the next ses
sion of this Congress, rather than to un
dertake to revise it to any extent in an 
appropriation bill. 

I want to point out just one item. Last 
year-and this report came to me this 
morning-the payments on cotton for 
1968 were $1,479,000,000 plus. For fiscal 
year 1969, they are $1,302,000,000 plus. 
There were repayments of approximately 

$275 million on loans each year, leaving 
over $1 billion in subsidies. That subsidy 
was given to the cotton farmers so they 
could sell their cotton abroad and to in
dustrial producers at home for 8 cents 
a pound less than what was supposed to 
be the fair cost of production. Certainly 
that situation needs to be corrected. 

That is all I have to say. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I yield 

5 minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from California <Mr. CRANSTON). 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished Senator from 
Florida. 

In many respects our national agricul
tural policy is indefensible. The huge 
price-support payments to a few large 
growers are but one example of what is 
wrong with our farm program. 

A far more serious failure is our inabil
ity to devise a way to encourage farmers 
to produce more. When poor people in 
our Nation and the world are ravaged by 
hunger and destitution, it is contempt
ible to pay farmers not to grow food and 
fiber. Yet, in both the price-support pro
gram, which subsidizes underplanting, 
and in the cropland adjustment pro
gram-the soil bank-we pay farmers 
not to produce. 

I believe the food needs of the Nation 
should determine how much our farmers 
grow, and I pledge my efforts to achieve 
a rational farm policy. 

But no amount of dissatisfaction with 
our present policies can justify the ill
conceived and imprudent $20,000 limit on 
price supports. It has long been an axiom 
of rational men that the cure should not 
kill the patient. 

The simple facts are that the precip
itate limitation of price supports would 
wreak chaos on California's farm econ
omy, as I pointed out to this body 3 weeks 
ago. 

Two weeks ago, the author of the 
$20,000 limitation amendment in the 
House responded to my statement by in
serting in the RECORD an article on cot
ton by Grover C. Chappell, a staff econ
omist in the Department of Agriculture, 
which appeared to invalidate my warn
ings. Three days later, on June 27, Dr. 
Chappell very kindly wrote to me, saying 
that his article "was written in the sum
mer of 1968 and the prices used were 
those prevailing in the market in the 
spring of 1968." 

Dr. Chappell continued: 
As you know, cotton prices in California 

particularly have declined sharply since that 
time. 

In his article, Dr. Chappell used the 
cotton price of 31 cents a pound, which 
was just under the average 1967 Cali
fornia cotton lint price. In 1968, accord
ing to Department of Agriculture figures, 
California cotton fell to 23% cents a 
pound, a staggering drop of better than 
25 percent under the previous year. Thus 
while it is fair to say that 2 years ago 
the agricultural economy of California 
might have survived an abrupt termina
tion of price supports, it is not true today. 

For example, in Fresno County, one of 
California's two largest cotton producing 
counties, it costs slightly more than $300 
to produce an acre of cotton while at 
1968 prices the grower received about 
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$265 per acre. Under present policies, 
only the price support program keeps our 
current farm economy from foundering. 

In Kern County, the other of our cot
ton giants, I have received figures show
ing that high-cost cotton producers are 
losing better than $100 per acre even with 
price supports. 

This troubled cotton situation has led 
growers to cast about for other, more 
profitable crops. Thus, in Kern County, 
a new crop, carrots, is being expanded 
where cotton previously grew. But it 
should be noted that with Kern County, 
carrots, as with all changes in farming, 
it takes several years to prove out the 
crop in the soil, to test growing condi
tions, and to try out farming techniques 
of a new area. Agriculture cannot change 
overnight, and any proposal which fails 
to take into account this need for grad
ualism can cause hardship for entire 
areas. 

I think it is clear that this overly hasty 
limitation proposal would adversely af
fect tens of thousands of Californians, 
not only farmers, but all of the people 
whose jobs depend on a profitable agri
cultural economy. 

One other aspect of the farm problem, 
which should temper the zeal for im
mediate support limitation, is the effect 
our Government's policy of raising in
terest rates to fight inflation has on the 
farmer. Almost every other segment of 
our economy can respond to higher in
terest rates either by borrowing less or 
by passing on the higher interest rates in 
the form of higher prices for their prod
uct. The farmer can do neither. 

Higher interest rates simply eat into 
the farmer's profit. There is no way out 
for him. He must borrow money to pro
duce his crop and he has no control over 
the price the crop will bring. Since high 
interest rates are a premeditated gov
ernmental policy, we should be discuss
ing ways to help the farmers and other 
unfortunate victims of this policy, rather 
than consorting to bury the farmer even 
deeper in a profitless morass. 

In this age of violence and revolt, when 
slipshod mentalities would blindly 
destroy our institutions both good and 
bad without any critical evaluation of 
the alternatives, in such a time this Sen
ate must set a standard for deliberate 
and constructive change. The $20,000 
limitation proposal satisfies neither 
criterion. 

It is precipitous and destructive. 
I urge that it be defeated. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I now 

yield 5 minutes to the junior Senator 
from Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Missouri is recognized, but the 
Senator from Florida does not have that 
much time remaining. The Senator from 
Florida has 3 minutes remaining. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the dis
tinguished Senator from Delaware (Mr. 
WILLIAMS) assured me that he would 
yield me some of his time if I needed it. 
I yield the Senator from Missouri 3 min
utes now, and I will talk with the Sen
ator from Delaware about securing addi
tional time if it becomes necessary. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, we 
have before us a series of amendments 
dealing with payment limitations on 

farm programs. I particularly wish to 
address myself to the two amendments 
<No. 53 and No. 54) as offered by the 
Senator from Delaware <Mr. WILLIAMS) 
and the amendment (No. 60) as offered 
by the Senator from New York (Mr. 
GooDELL). 

First of all, I want to make it clear 
that I believe the present farm program 
is not free of serious inequities and in
efficiencies and I am not insensitive to 
the grim facts of rural poverty and hun
ger in America. 

However, these amendments will not 
feed hungry people. They will not im
prove the condition of the small farmer 
who today does business on a profit mar
gin no urban businessman could endure. 
They will not encourage the more eco
nomical production of food and fibre for 
the American consumer, nor improve the 
competitive position of American farmers 
in the world market. 

I think we can all agree that our farm 
program needs a major overhaul. Ac
cording to Secretary Hardin, only 35 per
cent of payments under the cotton pro
gram can be ascribed to resource adjust
ment, while 65 percent are, in truth, in
come supplements. His figures for the 
wheat program are 51 percent and 49 
percent, respectively. At a time when 
there are many others in our society 
whose need and claim for income supple
ments are greater than that of our 
largest farmers, the Secretary's estimates 
suggest the need to carefully sort out the 
economic and social aspects of our pro
grams and review our priorities on the 
basis of the findings. 

Moreover, it appears that our pattern 
of acreage allotments may be so out of 
date that it has created serious dis-econ
omies in agriculture without corespond
ing social benefits. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's 3 minutes have expired. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield the Senator 2 
additional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Missouri is recognized for 2 
additional minutes. 

Mr. EAGLETON. If the Congress were 
to adopt a payment limita~tion as pro
posed by the Senator from Delaware in 
amendment No. 53 and were unable to 
muster the sufficient two-thirds vote to 
repeal the so-called snapback provision 
as contained in amendment No. 54, then 
it would actually cost the Government 
more money than we aTe currently 
spending on the programs in question, as 
both Secretaries Hardin and Freeman 
have convincingly argued. 

The amendment as proposed by the 
Senator from New York, originally rec
ommended by former Under Secr-etary 
of Agriculture John A. Schnittker, is cer
tainly worthy of some indepth analysis. 

I emphasize the words "indepth anal
ysis." 

I do not think tha~t a series of amend
ments to an appropriations bill con
stitutes such "indepth analysis." 

These are matters which cannot be 
adequately handled on a piecemeal basis 
on the floor of the Senate. They must be 
dealt with by the Department of Agri
culture, the Agriculture Committees of 
the respective Houses of Congress, and 
the farmers themselves, before the farm 

program comes up for renewal next year. 
Therefore, if we vote down these amend
ments-as I believe we must--let us also 
make it clear that we expect to be able 
to vote on a carefully considered, more 
equitable and more efficient farm pro
gram by this time next year. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I yield 
2 minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Kentucky <Mr. CooK) . 

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, for a num
ber of years there has been considerable 
sentiment in this country to impose pay
ment limitations of varying amounts on 
producers of cotton, feed grain, and 
wheat. 

Statistics from the Department of Ag
riculture indicate that individual and 
corporate farms are receiving many 
thousands of dollars to limit their pro
duction. 

I am concerned about these facts. 
However, a close examination reveals 
that the proposed limitations would have 
a far-reaching effect on our entire farm 
program. 

Secretary Hardin has stated that un
der present law a payment limitation of 
$20,000 on the cotton program would 
automatically implement the "snap
back" provision requiring price support 
at a level of 65 to 90 percent parity. This 
could also result in additional cotton 
production causing increased costs for 
storage facilities and transportation. 
For the cotton program alone, there 
would be an increase of $167 million in 
1970. It is also estimated that this 
amount, together with additional ex
penditures required by the payment lim
itation on wheat and feed grain pro
grams, might be approximately $200 
million in 1970. It is apparent that, con
trary to popular opinion, it would cost 
the Federal Government more in price 
supports and warehousing of cotton, feed 
grains, and wheat than it now does to 
pay farmers not to grow these items. Ob
viously, there is no rational argument 
for the enactment of a payment limita
tion without repeal of the snapback pro
vision. 

Therefore, since the repeal of the snap
back provision is absolutely essential for 
a sound fiscal approach to payment limi
tations-responsible thinking dictates 
that snapback should be acted upon first. 

Of course, Senate rules prohibit legis
lating in an appropriations bill. I would, 
therefore, support any appropriate mo
tion for suspending the rules in order to 
consider repeal of the snapback provision 
first. 

Mr. President, it is for this reason that 
I oppose a $20,000 payment limitation 
unless the snapback provision is first 
acted upon and repealed. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, on July 
1, 1969, during the debate on this bill, 
I stated for the record why I oppose the 
House limitation. I refer to pages 18033-
18040 of the RECORD for July 1, 1969. At 
this time, I obviously cannot repeat all 
of those arguments. I merely wish to 
say that the present Secretary of Agri
culture, Mr. Hardin, and the former Sec
retary of Agriculture, Mr. Freeman, both 
oppose the limitation. We had a special 
hearing at which the Secretary of 
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Agriculture appeared before the commit
tee, in which he made it very clear, first, 
that the snapback provision was man
datory, and that it would require $160 
million additional to support cotton at 
31 cents rather than at 21 cents under 
the present law. In addition, he stated 
it would immediately begin to build back 
the surpluses which we have been get
ting rid of over these recent years. 

He also made it so very clear that in 
addition to the havoc it would constitute 
for the whole cotton program, it would 
also wreak havoc with other programs 
not in the price support classifications or 
not within the crops we are considering 
now. For instance, if wheat payments 
above $20,000, were limited here, it would 
mean that there would either have to be 
more acres of wheat or that those acres 
of wheat would have to be diverted to 
feedgrains or other crops. Many agricul
tural industries will be affected when 
they take hundreds of thousands of 
acres out of the production of wheat and 
require people to put them into some 
other kind of money-producing crop pro
duction. 

The same thing 8.J>Plies with feed 
grains. If we cut out the feed grain pay
ments for the very considerable number 
of people who receive more than $20,000 
under the present program, they would 
have to divert acreage to other crops. 
That means trouble for vegetables, soy
beans, cattle, and other industries which 
I could mention here. 

Mr. President, I ask at this point to 
insert in the RECORD a memorandum pre
pared for me by the Chief Counsel of the 
Senate Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry. 

There being no objection, the memo
randum was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

MEMORANDUM FOR SENATOR HOLLAND 
The so-called snap-back cotton provision 

(section 103(d) (12) of the Agricultural Act 
of 1949, 7 U.S.C. 1444(d) (12)) is as follows: 

"(12) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this Act, if, as a result of limitations here
after enacted wiltb. respect to price support 
under this subsection, the Secretary is un
able to make available to all cooperators the 
full amount of price support to which they 
would otherwise be entitled under para
graphs (2) and (3) of this subsection for 
any crop of upland cotton (A) price support 
to coopera:tors shall be made available for 
such crop (if marketing quotas have not 
been disapproved) through loans or pur
chases at such level not less than 65 per 
centum nor more than 90 per centum of 
the parity price therefor as the Secretary de
termines appropriate; (B) in order to keep 
upland cotton to the maximum extent prac
ticable in the normal channels of trade, such 
price support may be carried out through the 
simultaneous purchase of cotton at the sup
port price therefor and resale at a lower price 
or through loans under which the cotton 
would be redeemable by payment of a price 
th-erefor lower than the amount of the loan 
thereon; and (C) such resale or redemption 
price shall be such as the Secretary deter
mines will provide orderly marketing of cot· 
ton during the harvest season and will re
tain an adequ81te share of the world market 
for cotton produced in the United States." 

A price support limitation which prevented 
the Secretary from making full price support 
available to any producer would trigger this 
provision, requiring that the program be 
changed with respect to alZ cooperators, 
large and small. Price support for all coop-

erators would have to be made as provided in 
clause (A) through loans and purchases at 
65 to 90 percent of parity. 

Clause (B) authorizes the Secretary to 
provide for simultaneous sales and repur
chases at lower prices, or loans and redemp
tions for lesser amounts, which would have 
have the same effect as payments. While 
Secretary Hardin, in his testimony before 
your subcommittee, points out that it may 
be argued that the difference between such 
sale and repurchase prices is a payment sub
ject to any limitation on payments; it can 
certainly be argued that it is not a payment 
for such purpose, sinoe the snap-back pro
vision was intended by Congress to provide a 
price support method which would not be 
subject to a payment limitation. In any 
event, Secretary Hardin stated that he would 
feel required to carry out the provision in a 
manner which would make available to all 
cooperators not less than 65 percent of 
parity through loan or purchase on all cotton 
produced on their 1970 acreage allotments. 

Since effectuation of the provision would 
result in a change from the existing pro
gram to a completely new one, there would 
be a number of problems, a.nd a number of 
alternatives available to the SecretaryA No 
one knows exactly what type of program 
might result. 

One question we have discussed informally 
with the Department concerns the small 
farm and diversion payments provided by 
section 103 (d) (4) of the Act. While a literal 
interpretation of section 103 (d) (12) would 
leave section 103 (d) (4) in effect, the De· 
partment advised that it would probably 
look to the Comptroller General for an opin
ion to resolve the question. 

It would appear that the program would 
be more expensive since the price support 
level would remain at the same level, but 
in order to obtain the full amount of sup
port available to him, the producer would 
have to produce as much cotton as he could. 
At present the producer may limlt his pro
duction to 65 percent of his allotment and 
receive his full share of price support pay
ments, since at present price support pay
ments are made on the projected yield of the 
farm domestic allotment. Under the snap
back provision price support would be lim
ited to cotton actually produced. 

Section 407 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 
provides a limltation on Commodity Credit 
Corporation sales as follows: 

"Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this section, for the period August 1, 1966, 
through July 31, 1971, (1) the Commodity 
Credit Corporation shall sell upland cotton 
f.or unrestricted use at the same prices as it 
sells cotton for export, in no event, however, 
at less than 110 per centum of the loan rate, 
and (2) the Commodity Credit Corporation 
shall sell or make available for unrestricted 
use at current market prices in each market
ing year a quantity of upland cotton equal to 
the amount by which the production of up
land cotton is less than the estimated re
quirements for domestic use and for export 
for such marketing year." 

If the Secretary were to decide, as sug
gested by hils testimony before your sub
committee, that he could not use the meth
od of price support provided for by section 
103(d) (12) (B), then the minimum price at 
whioh Commodity Credit Corporation could 
sell cotton for domestic use might be 110 
percent of 65 percent of parity. If this were 
the case, producers nrlght exceed the co
operator percentages fixed for them under 
section 408(b) of the Act in order to benefit 
from the enhanced market price, even though 
they could not qualify for price support as 
cooperators. There may also be some ques
tion as to whether the cooperator percentage 
provision of section 408(b) would be appli
cable if the snap-back provision became ef
fective. While literally it would a.ppear to 
be effec·tive, Secretary Hardin's use of a 16.2 
million acre national allotment in cost est!.-

mates given to your subcommittee suggests 
that he may regard this provision as super
seded by effectuation of the snap-back pro
vision. In addition to violating any coopera
tor percentage which might be fixed under 
section 408 (b) if such section remains effec
tive, some producers might find it advan
tageous, as they have under past program 
which provided higher domestic market 
prices, to exceed their acreage allotments. 

The time you have allowed for this memo
randum does not permit the careful and ex
haustive analysis this section requires. In 
his testimony before your subcommittee, 
Secretary Hardin indicates that a number 
of questions have been raised that could not 
be answered by the Department, and that he 
was requesting an opdnion from the Comp
troller General. 

Respectfully submitted. 
HARKER T. STANTON, 

Counsel, Senate Committee on Agri
culture and Forestry. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I have 
had printed in the RECORD of July 1, 1969, 
starting on page 18038, the written state
ments of the American Farm Bureau 
Federation, the National Grange, and 
the National Milk Producers' Associa
tion and other farm organizations op
posing the limitation on payments and 
giving excellent reasons why they did so. 
I also made it clear that as to the 
National Farmers Union, while they op
pose this limitation, support a graduated 
limitation starting at $37,500. 

I now ask unanimous consent that 
there be printed in the RECORD a state
ment by the National Farmers Organiza
tion which strongly opposes the House 
amendment. 

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

NATIONAL FARMERS ORGANIZATION, 
Corning, Iowa, July 5, 1969. 

Hon. SPESSARD L. HOLLAND, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR HOLLAND: The question of 
limitation on payments to farmers which is 
agitating and troubling many Senators is 
also of deep concern to most of the farm 
organizations. It is of serious concern to the 
National Farmex:'s Organization. 

The action by the House in attaching a 
limitation of payments to the appropriations 
bill did not solve that problem. The Agri
cultural Act of 1965 provides that, if a limita
tion is applied to cotton payments, the cotton 
program would then revert to the previous 
program, which incidentally had proved too 
costly to maintain. So this does not put any 
real limitation on payments to cotton pro
ducers, which constitute over 85% of all the 
payments in excess of $20,000. 

However, it does apply to the wheat and 
feed grain programs, approved by both 
Houses of Congress, which rely upon volun
tary compliance for their effectiveness. This 
again was a .substitution for an unworkable 
support program. The participation in these 
programs and their acceptability is now at 
their highest level. 

With hearings scheduled next month on a 
Farm Bill in the House, it seems to us that 
it is procedurally preferable to legislate on 
this problem by using the regular procedures, 
remembering that the commlttee reports are 
always subject to amendments. 

We submit that the problem of payments 
to the corporate and private farms constitute 
a complicated social-economic problem which 
does not lend itself to such simple answers 
as a lUn.itation of payments. It rather in
volves the whole national policy toward 
ownership and use of the land. Let's begin to 
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attack, the total problem, not just the obvi
ous manifestation. 

It should also be noted that one of the 
most persuasive arguments for the payment 
limitations has been the past unwillingness 
of the Agriculture Committees to authorize 
and the Appropriations Committees to ap
propriate funds for the Food Stamps and 
other food programs. 

I shared this conviction and led the ef
forts of farm organizations to increase these 
funds to the level demanded by both our 
rural and urban friends. This was not a real 
popular position in the past. However, I am 
pleased to note that both the House and 
Senate Appropriations Committees substan
tially increased the amount for Food Stamps 
over the amount requested by the budget. 

We also noted with approval that the Sen
ate approved and sent to the other body a 
bill authorizing $760 million for this pur
pose. Your own distinguished leadership in 
this effort is appreciated by the NFO and 
should be appreciated by those who have 
been critical of the low level of funding f·or 
the food programs. 

We also note the approval that the leg
islation to extend the Agricultural Act of 
1965 which Chairman Poage has introduced 
in the House includes an open end auth
orization for Food Stamps. We shall sup
port this legislation. We think that these 
actions should be considered as a positive 
indication that the Congress is giving very 
sympathetic consideration to this problem 
and that the level and volume of their 
complaints should be reduoed, and the re
bellion against farm programs should be 
diminished in return. 

We would also like to remind those who 
oppose farm payments that most of these 
payments are fo;r compliance with programs 
approved by the Congress in both 1965 and 
1968. 

It should also be remembered by those 
who would limit farm payments that the 
wheat certificates payments were first sub
stituted in 1964 for the higher support levels 
which had previously prevailed. These sup
port prices were both expensive to the tax· 
payers and doubly expensive in that a very 
substantial export subsidy was required for 
the wheat which was exported for cash. The 
same thing was true in cotton. 

As a result of this legislation, our wheat 
exports for cash steadily increased to the 
highest level in history, earning over $1 
billion in 1966, with only a minor expendi-
ture for export subsidies. . 

In 1965, the Congress recognized the long 
standing injustice of holding price for wheat 
at approximately $2.10 when parity was about 
$2.50. They increased the certificates for 
wheat to ena.ble it to bring a parity price, 
but only for that part of the crop which 
was consumed for food domestically, about 
45 % of t h e total crop. 

The rest was sold for the support level of 
50% of parity. This was the wheat which 
constituted both our international relief 
contributions and soft currency sales, as well 
as our commercial exports, expand our 
foreign trade and dollar earnings and to 
validate our foreign policy commitments and 
to prevent mass starvation in several coun
tries. 

In other words American wheat producers 
subsidized the total wheat exports by about 
$1.25 per bushel. No other segment of our 
economy has been asked to provide to our 
government over one-half of its production 
at less than the cost to the producer. 

When the value of the certificates were in
creased to represent a parity price for the 
domestically consumed wheat, most of the 
farm organizations supported the bill to re
quire that this additional amount should 
also come from the market instead of from 
the general fund. 

The other body decided against us in the 
face of our warnings that this would be 

resented by the tax payers. The only farm 
organization to support the final blll is now 
the only one seeking a limitation of pay
ments. 

When the Congress decides, as it frequently 
does, that minimum wages should be in
creased to provide a more equitable return 
for labor, they do not take this increase from 
the general funds, but from the consumers. 
Thus they have added very substantially to 
the burdens of agriculture. 

In the defense industries, which are no 
more vital to our national security than is 
our food supply, they guarantee a return of 
cost plus a reasonable profit. No one mentions 
putting a limitation on these profits, al
though they amount to billions. 

The same is true about subsidies to air
lines, Junk mail, and the whole field of subsi
dies. 

We would submit a proposition to those 
who advocate a limitation on payments to 
farmers: "We wlll accept a limitation on 
government payments if you will apply the 
same limitation to all individuals and cor
porations." Let's limit the profit from federal 
contracts to $20,000 too, apply that rule to 
General Motors, Lockheed Aircraft, E. I. Du
Pont, Mohawk Airlines, et al. 

We hope the Senate will permit us to work 
out this problem in the regular legislative 
processes. If the proposed legislation does not 
meet with your approval, it can always be 
modified on the floor. In the meantime the 
action of the Congress in 1965 will remain, as 
it should, a commitment of honor upon 
which farmers have made their own commit
ments in good faith. 

Again let me express to you the gratitude 
of the NFO for your intelligent and fair
minded leadership on this and other issues. 

Respectfully yours, 
HARRY L. GRAHAM, 

Legislative Representative. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, in clos
ing, I want to make it very clear that I 
did not support the 1965 farm program 
or its extension last year. I stated both 
times that it was an expensive program 
and would cost too much money. 

In spite of the fact that subsequent 
developments have sustained much of the 
opinion of the Senator from Florida at 
that time, it is also very clear that the 
Senator from Florida, in order to take the 
position thaJt is taken by the House 
amendment, would have to be a wrecker 
of the only program we have. 

The Senator from Florida may be many 
things, but he is not a wrecker. That is 
exactly what we would do if we were to 
agree to the House amendment. 

We would wreck not only the outstand
ing programs, the programs seeking to 
cut down the surplus, but we would also 
wreck the programs which seek to divert 
acreage at Government expense in such 
a way that acreage would be diverted at 
the expense of other producing industries. 
We would wreck the onJy program we 
have on the books at this time. 

Mr. President, the Sel1iaitor from Flor
ida himself is not a wrecker, and he does 
not believe that many other Senatoo-s 
want to be wreckers. 

I am sorry that some of them do not 
see the situation clearly. However, when 
Secretary Hardin testified, as he did, the 
Senator from Florida suggested that he 
get an opinion from the Geneml Ac
oounJting omoe. The Sooreta.ry did that, 
and that opinion is in the RECORD. It 
shows clearly that the GeneT'al Account
ing Office, after some 2 or 3 weeks' study 
by the counsel, said that the Secretary 

of Agriculture was eJOO.Ctly right and that 
the cotton progoom under the snapback 
provision would go back to the old high
price support wh.Wh meant that not only 
the production of oottoii1 would cost the 
Government $160 million more than the 
present program, but it would immedi
ately start rebuilding the terrible surplus 
of cotton Which had been built up in past 
years and were slowly cut down. 

The Seiliaroor from Florida could not 
V'Ote for the House amendment, as much 
a:s he wishes for a betta' program. 

I would prefer oo work it out this fall 
or next spring, I have arotemplted to fol
low this course in years past. I am sorry 
thait some of those so devoted now to the 
limitation did not devote their intelli
gence to the working oUJt of a b~ pro
gram heretofore. However, they will have 
that chlance this fall or next spring. 

Mr. Pre&dent, I ·agreed wi'th the Sena
tor from Delaware thaJt we would both 
ask for an extension of 5 minutes so that 
bath the Se!llator from DelaW81re and the 
Senaltor from Dlinois might be heard. 

I make 1ihat unanimous-coiilSe:rut re
quest at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
obJection, jJt; is so o~dered. 

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 
Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I strongly 

support the committee amendment which 
would delete the language of the Conte 
amendment approved by the House in 
passing H.R. 11612, the Agriculture Ap
propriations Act for fiscal year 1970. 

The Conte amendment would establish 
a $20,000 ceiling on payments under any 
price support program, other than for 
sugar, to producers on any crop planted 
in the fiscal year 1970. 

As the language is written, the ceiling 
is designed to apply to feed grains, wheat, 
and cotton. Sugar is specifically excluded, 
and wool payments are not covered be
cause wool is not a "crop planted." 

In the case of cotton, however, testi
mony by Secretary of Agriculture Clifford 
M. Hardin before the Senate Appropria
tions Subcommittee on Agriculture, on 
which I have the honor to serve, indi
cated that the proposed limitation on 
payments would trigger the so-called 
snapback provision for cotton. Secretary 
Hardin estimated the increased cost to 
the taxpayers for the cotton program, 
should the $20,000 limitation go into ef
fect, at about $160 million. 

The snapback provision-section 103 
(d) (12) -of the Agricultural Act of 1949, 
as amended, which was enacted as part 
of the Food and Agriculture Act of 1965, 
provides as follows: If, as a result of 
payment limitations, the Department of 
Agriculture is unable to make available 
to all cotton cooperators through pay
ments, the full amount of price support 
to which they would otherwise be en
titled, then the Department is obligated 
to provide price support at not less than 
65 percent of parity through loans or 
purchases, and the payment limitation 
would not be applicable. 

The Secretary o.f Agriculture testified 
that his Department believes the snap
back provision is mandatory and not dis
cretionary with the Secretary. The 
Comptroller General of the United 
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States, in a letter dated June 19, agreed. 
He said that the "clear purpose'' of the 
snapback provision was to "assure cotton 
producers that they would not be de
prived of a total return from their cotton 
crops of at least 65 percent of parity if 
limitations on price support payments 
were later enacted." He said the legisla
tive history of this provision ''makes this 
purpose clear beyond doubt." 

I am convinced that the snapback pro
vision would come into play if the Conte 
limitation is approved, and thereby in
crease the cost of the cotton program by 
some $160 million. 

In other words, instead of saving the 
taxpayers money, the $20,000 limitation 
would cost more more than the present 
price support program for cotton. 

In addition, Secretary Hardin testified 
that other effects of the $20,000 limita
tion "would bring about very little sav
ings, if any, and might result in a. net 
increase in cost." 

He said: 
First, a considerable proportion of the 

farms subject to the limitation would un
doubtedly be split up or leased out in such a 
fashion as to escape the limitation. 

Secretary Hardin said some of this 
could be prevented but not all by any 
means. He said many such changes are 
constantly occurring and are entirely 
legal. 

He estimated: 
Perhaps as much as 70 to 85 per cent of the 

potential cotton acreage affected by the $20,-
000 limit would be able to maintain its eligi
bility for full payment. 

Second, Secretary Hardin testified: 
If a given acreage is to be retired from 

crops and if payments are the means of doing 
this, and if a payment limit is in effect, we 
would have to divert more acreage out of 
the smaller farms, which would be the only 
likely cooperators. 

In the case of feed grains, which have 
resource adjustment as the dominant 
feature, Secretary Hardin said: 

It would cost considerably more to run the 
program with payment limitations than 
without. 

I believe the people of America would 
be astonished to know that the $20,000 
limitation offered in the name of econ
omy would in reality cost the taxpayers 
even more than the present program. 

The extra burden imposed on taxpay
ers by the House-approved limitation 
would be sufficient reason, in my judg
ment, for rejecting it. 

There are other reasons, however, for 
voting against this ill-advised proposal. 

Although the House provision qualifies 
technically as a limitation on an appro
priation, its effects would be much 
broader. The impact would be signifi
cantly to alter the intent of Congress so 
laboriously fashioned in the legislative 
process of enacting the Agricultural Act 
of 1968. 

During Senate consideration of the 
farm bill last year, a $25,000 limitation 
proposal was offered as an amendment. 
It was rejected by the Senate on a 47-
to-25 rollcall. Another amendment, with 
a $75,000 limitation, was rejected by 40 
nays to 30 yeas. 

The House $20,000 limitation this year 
is an attempt to accomplish in an ap
propriation bill what failed of accom-

plishment in connection with the farm 
authorization bill last year. 

Such a provision should not be con
sidered in connection with this appro
priation bill. It has substantive ramifi
cations and should properly be consid
ered in connection with farm legislation 
which has received the thorough consid
eration of the Senate and House Com
mittees on Agriculture. 

Secretary Hardin has assured the 
Senate Agriculture Appropriations Sub
committee, as he has assured Members 
of the House of Representatives, that he 
"believes it is possible to design a sound 
farm program that limits the number of 
dollars that can be paid to any one 
farmer for programs following the 1970 
crop year." 

He has stated that the administration 
plans to submit new f-arm legislation 
proposals, including alternative pay
ments plans, to the Congress later this 
year. 

These can be given thorough consid
eration by the appropriate legislative 
committees in preparation for consider
ation by Congress of a new f-arm law. 
The present law expires next year and 
a new law should be enacted by next 
spring in order to be effective for crops 
planted in 1971. 

This is the sensible and orderly pro
cedure. 

Our Nation's farm programs are too 
complex to tinker with by means of a 
payments ceiling such as proposed in the 
House provision. 

That is a second important reason for 
rejecting the House limitation. 

Let me cite additional reasons against 
the $20,000 ceiling. 

It would keep controls on large farm
ers but would deny them payments of 
over $20,000 for complying with these 
controls. 

It discriminates against large farmers 
and legal entities. While individual 
farmers could collect up to $20,000, it 
would prevent farmers in partnerships .3·r 
other joint organiza;tions from collecting 
more than $20,000. 

It discriminates against stockholders 
of companies who operate large farm 
enterprises. While an individual farmer 
could receive as much as $20,000, the in
dividual stockholder could not. A farm 
enterprise owned by 100 stockholders, for 
example, could not be eligible for more 
than $20,000. Stockholders would get the 
short end of the s,tick. 

It would very likely invite subterfuge. 
A large individual farmer who is now 
entitled to more than $20,000 might de
cide to break up his farm. His wife could 
own one part of it, he could own another, 
and if he had any adult children, they 
could own other segments. In this way, 
each could perhaps qualify for the maxi
mum of $20,000. The intent of the House
passed Conte amendme:p.t could thereby 
be evaded. 

Similarly, large company-owned 
farms might be able to subdivide the 
ownership in order to qualify for sepa
rate agricultural payments, thereby cir
cumventing the intent of the House pro
vision. Those large companies unable to 
subdivide their ownership would be dis
criminated against and possibly could be 
forced out of business. 

Such a limit, which fails to provide any 

substitute program for the protection of 
farm industries affected by the amend
ment would seriously disrupt several .of 
America's basic farm programs which 
help provide a cornucopia of foodstuffs 
and fibers at moderate prices. 

As the House limitation is written, 
sugar producers are exempt from the 
$20,000 ceiling. But all my colleagues 
should understand that if approved, the 
House provision would be followed by 
an amendment to place a similar $20,000 
limitation on compliance payments to 
sugar producers. Proponents of the 
limitation have made this clear in the 
past. 

Such a limitation would be grossly 
unfair to sugar farmers in America. It 
would deny them an important part of 
their farm income by cutting back on 
their compliance payments under the 
Sugar Act. Yet it would not allow them 
to recoup this loss through price ad
justments in the marketplace or through 
repeal of the Federal excise tax of 50 
cents per hundredweight on all sugar 
refined in the United States. 

The fact is, the proposed $20,000 limi
tation if extended to sugar would leave 
standing the Federal excise tax. It would 
also leave standing the provision in the 
Sugar Act which effectively provides a 
ceiling on the price of sugar a domestic 
sugar farmer can obtain for his crop. 

The Sugar Act controls sugar prices. 
It controls sugar production. It estab
lishes sources of sugar supply. It includes 
tax and payback provisions--compliance 
payments-which are not subsidies, but 
are part of Federal regulations of the 
sugar industry. 

Payments are made to domestic sugar 
producers who comply with production 
restrictions, pay "fair" wages to work
ers, agree not to employ child labor, and 
if they are processors pay "fair" prices 
for sugar cane. 

These payments are made out of the 
U.S. Treasury out of funds obtained 
from the Treasury's collection of the ex
cise tax on all sugar, foreign and do
mestic, processed in the United States. 

Over the life of the Sugar Act, the 
Federal Government has profited to the 
tune of $549 million on the sugar pro
gram. In other words, the Federal Gov
ernment has collected more than half 
a billion dollars more in sugar excise 
taxes than it has paid out in compli
ance payments to domestic sugar pro
ducers. 

Under the Sugar Act, smaller produc
ers of sugar receive more per ton in com
pliance payments than large producers. 
Growers who produce 350 tons of sugar 
or less are entitled to the maximum au
thorized compliance payment of $16 a 
ton-or 80 cents per hundredweight. 
Large growers receive less per ton, with 
largest producers paid $6 a ton. 

Last year, compliance payments to 
Hawaii producers totaled $10,840,000 
whereas the excise tax paid on Hawaii 
sugar totaled $12,319,060. So even un
der the present Sugar Act, excise taxes 
on Ha wail sugar exceeded compliance 
payments to Hawaii sugar producers. 

If a $20,000 limitation on payments 
were imposed, the excise tax on Ha wait 
sugar would still be collected-approxi
mately $12 million-and Hawaii sugar 
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producers could collect in compliance 
payments only about $1,639,000. 

The consequence of such a limitation 
in my State of Hawaii, which produces 
one-sixth of all the sugar produced in 
America, would be destruction of the 
sugar industry in Hawaii. It would de
stroy the jobs of some 11,300 year-round 
sugar workers in my State. Hawaii's 
sugar workers are the highest paid agri
cultural workers in the world, earning 
$30 a day with fringe benefits. The sugar 
payroll in Hawaii annually runs about 
$71,700,000 including fringe benefits. 

Where would so many workers find 
substitute jobs? Where would Hawaii 
sugar producers find a new source of in
come? There are no alternative agri
cultural uses for most of the acreage now 
devoted to sugarcane in Hawaii. Only 
a tiny fraction of the land could be con
verted to produce income. 

Last year, the payment made to 
Hawaii's largest sugar producers was $7 
a ton; whereas the payment to Hawaii's 
smallest producer was $16 per ton. 

Total compliance payments last year 
to Hawaiian sugar companies ranged 
from a low of $53,542 to a high of 
$1,311,267, with the majority of com
panies, who are large sugar producers, 
receiving over $200,000. 

These large payments are necessitated 
by the special nature of sugarcane pro
duction. Unlike many other agricultural 
commodities, sugarcane needs vast 
acreages in order to attain high effi
ciency. Hawaii sugar producers must 
plant enormous acreage before they can 
produce a high output of cane and 
achieve the efficiency of labor that will 
make Hawaii's sugar competitive in the 
marketplace. 

There are about 240,000 acres devoted 
to cane, and at least one-half of this 
acreage must be irrigated. Because of 
Hawaii's mountainous terrain, expansion 
of acreage is limited and costly. Sugar 
producers have spent large sums of their 
own money-none Federal-to develop 
and operate wells, reservoirs, ditches, and 
tunnels of the elaborate irrigation sys
tems now in use. Hawaii's sugar industry 
also spends more than $2¥2 million an
nually on sugar research-an activity 
financed by the producers since 1895. We 
have had a sugar research program for 
more than 70 years. As a result of the 
Hawaii sugar industry's own efforts, 
Hawaii has one of the highest sugar 
yields per acre of any area of the world. 

Efficiency per acre is a "must" for 
Hawaii's sugar producers, considering 
the cost of modern equipment, the cost 
of its skilled labor, and the great dis
tance of Hawaii from mainland markets. 
Hawaii's closest market for sugar is San 
Francisco, some 2,400 miles away. Most 
of the Hawaiian sugar is refined at 
Crockett, near San Francisco, and is 
marketed in 26 Western and Midwestern 
States, including Alaska. 

These are some of the compelling rea
sons for development and operation of 
large farming units in Hawaii. There are 
24 large sugar plantations which pro
duce some 93 percent of Hawaii's sugar. 
The other 7 percent is produced by 750 
small independent growers. As I have 
already stated, the small producers re-

ceive higher compliance payments per 
ton than the large producers; that is, 
$16 per ton as compared to $7 for large 
producers. Since compliance payments 
are based on total farm production and 
most Hawaiian sugar is produced on the 
large plantation company farms, many 
of the total payments are large. 

In every year since the inception of 
the Sugar Act 35 years ago, the excise 
tax paid on sugar produced in Hawaii 
has substantially exceeded the compli
ance payments to our sugar companies. 

Over the period of the last 10 years, 
a majority of the sugar producers in 
Hawaii would have operated at a net loss 
if there were no compliance payments. 
In fact, many of our companies were in 
the red even with these payments. Any 
lowering of the ceiling on compliance 
payments would sound the death knell 
for Hawaii's sugar industry. 

It would be an economic disaster for 
my State, which is the largest sugar 
producing State. 

The $20,000 limitation, if extended to 
sugar, which it will be if the House pro
vision on cotton, feed grains, and wheat 
is approved, would plunge the economy 
of Hawaii into a tailspin from which it 
would be very difficult to recover. 

It would destroy the jobs of more than 
11,300 sugar workers and the invest
ment of 12,500 individual stockholders in 
Hawaii's $200,000,000 sugar industry. 
More than two-thirds of the stockholders 
live in Hawaii. 

While I have spoken in some detail 
about the adverse effect of a $20,000 
ceiling on payments to sugar producers 
in Hawaii, there is no question the lim
itation would also place the sugar indus
try in other domestic areas in serious 
jeopardy. 

I remind my colleagues that the sugar 
program has been in operation for 35 
years. Congress has reexamined and ex
tended the basic legislation some 12 
times during these 35 years. Yet the pro
gram has remained substantially un
changed. This is proof of how well it 
has worked. 

From the standpoint of the American 
consumer, the sugar program has worked 
exceptionally well. American consumers 
today pay less for their sugar than con
sumers in practically all of the developed 
nations of the world and less than is paid 
in some of the undeveloped countries of 
Africa and Asia. The retail price of sugar 
has gone up less in recent years in Amer
ica than the price of most other staples 
on the grocery shelf. And, remember, the 
sugar program is self-financing, even re
turning a profit of $549 million to the 
U.S. Treasury. 

In conclusion, I shall summarize my 
strong opposition to the House provision 
to impose a $20,000 limitation on pay
ments to cotton, feed grains, and wheat 
producers. 

First, it will cost $160 million more for 
the cotton program than existing law and 
may well cos-t more for the other pro
grams. It may well hurt small farmers far 
more than large producers. 

Second, it would use the agriculture 
appropriations bill to effect substantive 
changes in farm programs, which if 
changed at all should be done in the agri-

culture authorizing legislation. The De
partment of Agriculture is currently at 
work on new farm authorization pro
posals and expects to submit them to 
Congress this fall for consideration in 
time to complete congressional action by 
next spring at the latest. 

Third, it would keep controls on large 
farmers but would deny them payments 
of more than $20,000 for complying with 
these controls. 

Fourth, it discriminates against large 
farmers and legal entities. 

Fif·th, it discriminates against stock
holders of companies who operate large 
farm enterprises. 

Sixth, it would very likely invite sub
terfuge. 

Seventh, it would seriously disrupt 
some of America's major farm programs, 
which help provide a cornucopia of food
stuffs and fibers at moderate prices. It 
fails to provide any substitute program 
for the protection of American farmers 
affected by the amendment. 

Eighth, if adopted, the House limita
tion of $20,000 would lead to a similar 
limitation on payments to sugar pro
ducers. This would cause the death of the 
sugar industry in Hawaii and would seri
ously disrupt the sugar industry else
where in America. 

I strongly urge support of the commit
tee amendment striking the House provi
sions setting a $20,000 ceiling on pay
ments to farm producers of cotton, feed 
grains, and wheat. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I was 
around here 35 years ago when we en
acted the Agricultural Adjustment Act. 
Henry Wallace was the Secretary of Agri
culture and Marvin Jones, now the chief 
justice of the Court of Claims, was the 
chairman of the House Committee on 
Agriculture. 

The logic of what we tried to do was to 
cut the surplus and raise prices. Those 
were the days of the campaign that 
caused 15 million little pigs to go into 
the rendering basket. 

Today it is not exactly the same. It is 
land retirement. The subsidy policies 
have been rather costly, and they have 
not been very satisfactory. However, the 
program had one virtue. It was uniformly 
applied. 

In this world we do not get something 
for nothing. We may put on a ceiling of 
$20,000, but we will get $20,000 worth of 
acreage taken out of cultivation. 

What about the remainder? We either 
take it out or it goes back into cultiva
tion. In that event up goes the surplus. 
down goes the price, and up go the sub
sidies. 

We cannot beat it. We cannot beat it 
with this kind of gimmick. That is why I 
am opposed to it. The Farm Bureau is 
opposed to it. And I think that those 
who understand the program are op
posed to it. 

What would be the justification? I 
think I know. Of course, this is politically 
distasteful. It does not sound good that a 
farmer gets $100,000 or $200,000 or $400,-
000 for not growing things. However. it 
is forgotten that he surrendered that 
much acreage. This is no one-way street. 

If the Senate wants to dump this pro
gram, all right; but let us dump the 
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whole business and be through with it. 
This is a good way to dump it. If this 
acreage is taken out in any other way, 
it will go into some other kind of pro
gram. There will be competition and sur
pluses, and then we will be back to the 
old grind. 

I think this proposal is a colossal blun
der. That is one reason why, together 
with 20 other Senators, I introduced the 
Farm Bureau bill last week, the idea 
being to get rid of these acreages, to get 
rid of quotas, to get rid of this and that, 
and finally to give the Department of 
Agriculture a chance to take 10 million 
acres out of cultivation every year, even 
if it is necessary to do it on a bid basis 
and do it for entire farms. To me, that is 
a better approach. 

Then if we phase out all the ideas that 
we pursue at the present time, it can be 
done over a 5-year period, and we can 
finally get around to a market economy. 
But this way is not the proper approach. 

I earnestly hope that the Senate will 
not approve either this ceiling or any 
other ceiling that may be offered in the 
course of the debate on the bill. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, on the amendment I ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 

on June 4, 1969, I testified before the 
Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on 
the Agriculture and Related Agencies, of 
which I am a member, against the plac
ing of a limit of $20,000 on the amount 
of money a farmer can receive under our 
agricultural programs. After a compre
hensive hearing, this subcommittee rec
ommended that this hastily conceived 
provision be dropped from H.R. 11612. 
The full committee concurred with this 
recommendation. 

Our agricultural programs were de
signed to meet the problems created in 
our farm community by a depression, a 
world war, a booming economy, spiral
ing inflation, increasing technology, and 
many other factors. They are extremely 
complex. Any effort to limit payments or 
to change any segment of these programs 
should be well thought out and care
fully planned to be sure that the family 
farmer is receiving an adequate and just 
income. An across-the-board limitation, 
such as the one dropped from H.R. 11612, 
effected without sufficient groundwork 
and exhaustive study, would indiscrimi
nately have eliminated many family 
farmers and destroyed the voluntary 
crop limitation programs. 

In reply to a questionnaire sent out 
by the University of Texas as a part of 
an extensive study that their cotton eco
nomic research unit was conducting on 
the effects of a $20,000 payment limi
tation, some cotton farmers stated that 
they could not stay in business if such a 
limitation, or any limitation, should go 
into effect. They would not be able to pay 
the high prices fo·r equipment, parts, 
and labor. Without subsidy payments 
and loan programs, they would lose their 
bank credit and would be out of business. 

Because of the snapback provision un
der section 402 of the Agricultural Act 
of 1965, a limitation such as the one 
under H.R. 11612 and dropped by the 

Senate Committee on Appropriations 
would not accomplish the purpose for 
which it was intended. This kind of a 
limitation would place the cotton pro
gram into a loan-and-redemption or a 
buy-and-sell situation which would only 
increase the Government's cost of ad
ministering the program. 

The present wheat supply manage
ment program requires farmers to divert 
a specified number of acres from wheat 
production each year to balance supply 
with demand. If the program does not 
attract sufficient acres into the diverted 
pool, the management of supply fails; 
and the program will not work. If one 
farmer is required to divert 10 times as 
many acres as another, he should be 
compensated accordingly. If he is not 
proportionately compensated, he will not 
participate. If he does not participate 
and a specified number of acres must 
still be diverted, then they must neces
sarily come by additional reductions in 
allotments to the smaller farmers re
maining in compliance. This would un
necessarily penalize the smaller farmer 
as well as defeat the intent of the pro
gram. I should also point out that the 
farmer diverting 10 times as many acres 
also has 10 times the investment in his 
diverted acres, pays 10 times as much 
taxes on these acres, and has surren
dered 10 times as much productive ca
pacity. 

Mr. President, it is possible to design 
a sound farm program that limits the 
number of dollars paid to any one 
farmer. However, legislative changes are 
needed. A simple amendment to the ap
propriations bill will not suffice. 

The present agricultural programs are 
scheduled to expire after the 1970 crop. 
I sincerely hope that this distinguished 
body will set aside any effort to limit 
payments until such time as our agri
cultural programs have been carefully 
and fully studied as a whole. Any re
vision should be carefully worked out in 
the Agriculture Committee and based on 
sound judgment and valid data to be 
certain that it will effectively accom
plish the purpose for which it is in
tended. To rashly slap it on an appro
priations bill without hearings by the 
legislative committee charged with ini
tial responsibility for studying this 
complicated policy, would be unwise at 
this time. This is particularly so when 
the basic law will expire in 1 year and 
is now under study both by the Depart
ment of Agriculture and the legislative 
committees of Congress. 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, over the 
past decade, the United States has wit
nessed revolutionary changes in rural 
America which transformed agriculture 
from an industry of 4 million units to 3 
million units, with a greater and greater 
number of these owned by large corpo
rations or wealthy individuals. What this 
means in terms of human lives is even 
more profound. In the mere 7 years 
from 1960 to 1967, farm population de
creased 31 percent-from 15.6 million to 
10.8 million. At the same time, Federal 
loan programs originally intended to as
sist and promote the family farm have 
been slighted because of tight budgetary 
demands brought on, principally, by our 

military commitments in almost every 
corner of the world. 

Policymakers have judged, I fear, that 
what they would define as an "efficient" 
agriculture serves our national welfare 
better and calls less upon Federal re
sources than the small family owned 
unit. They have thus encouraged the 
migration of millions of rural people into 
urban centers. I believe we are discover
ing that this mass migration into mega
lopolis is far more expensive in social 
costs--and if we were able to measure 
accurately, in actual dollar costs--than 
programs which should have preserved 
the family farm; encouraged individ
ually owned, small-town businesses, and 
resulted in the preservation and growth 
of rural communities. We are not doing 
this, but we have not lost the oppor
tunity. 

We need to turn the tide of rural mi
gration, without slighting urban needs. 
In fact, I believe we must take immediate 
and effective measures to eliminate urban 
slums, educate people for meaningful 
employment which will produce living 
wages, and create hope for them and 
their children. Urban and rural prob
lems are a part of the same problem and 
vigorous attention to revitalizing the 
rural economy will lift some of the pres
sure upon our urban complexes. 

It is to this purpose that I believe we 
must take greater advantage of existing 
farm programs. For example, although 
the rural electrification program is only 
one of the many Federal programs that 
need to be beefed up in order to improve 
rur·al areas, it is a vital and strategically 
placed program. The locally elected di
rectors of the nearly 1,000 rural electric 
systems in the country and the managers 
they hire, are well acquainted with the 
needs of their local rural communities. 
These rural systems have the means of 
accelerating rural growth. They are pro
viding essential electric service Jn most 
rural areas and through dependable low
cost electric service can encourage new 
developments. The rural electric loan 
program has demonstrated the wisdom 
of Federal loans to locally organized, lo
cally controlled groups. 

I wish to stress the loan aspect of the 
REA program. The rural electric systems 
have a nearly unparalled record of re
payment of their Federal loans. Their 
record is ample proof that the people of 
the Uni.ted States are making a wise in
vestment in rural areas with this pro
gram, ample proof that local people can 
direct their own programs for community 
development. It is the acceleration of 
this kind of program-a catching UP
that I wish to encourage. I believe, inci
dentally, that urban leaders should de
sign and seek similar programs to solve 
some of the problems of the central city
for ex·ample, to provide decent housing 
for millions of low-income families. 

So I support the $365 million REA 
loan fund appropriation before us as 
recommended by the Appropriations 
Committee Subcommittee on Agricul
ture and Related Agencies. In addition, I 
believe that the survey requested of REA 
Administrator David Hamil by the sub
committee will show that the Nation's 
rural electric systems have a very large 
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backlog of unmet loan-fund needs-in 
the order of $400 million-which have ac
cumulated over the past several years 
of budgetary drought. When the Ad
ministrator's report is in, I will support 
a meaningful and substantial supple
mental appropriation for the rural elec
trification program which will begin to 
help rural areas catch up with the eco
nomic development which has been al
lowed to slip by. A strong, growing rural 
electrification program is essential to 
rural development. The Congress will do 
well to start to direct its attention to 
crucial domestic needs by catching up 
with this and other programs which 
make Federal moneys available to local 
people striving to build their communi
ties. 

In conclusion, I believe we face critical 
domestic problems because we have been 
preoccupied by foreign commitments 
which have bloated one segment of our 
economy to the deep injury of other seg
ments. Our military spending must be 
put to the test of sound policy and 
prudent administration. Our economic 
life has been dominated by massive mili
tary procurement over the past decade, 
and we will have to pay dearly for the 
inflation this kind of prolonged, un
productive expenditure has created. 

Congress must, I believe, distinguish 
between vital defense needs and those 
unjustified programs developed by a 
military-industrial segment of the econ
omy ever ready to expand its domina
tion of our society. I believe we must 
begin to fashion new plowshares of 
social progress for America. We can 
save our cities from chaos. We can re
vitalize our rural areas. And we can 
begin this effort with proven programs 
like REA to nurture peace in the world 
through greater achievements of our 
agriculture. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, dur
ing debate upon the pending appropria
tion bill, amendments may be offered to 
establish arbitrary limitations on pay
ments authorized by law to those who 
participate in various agricultural pro
grams. I intend to oppose these amend
ments and I hope that they may be 
defeated. 

I will not take the time of the Senate 
to discuss the considerations which jus
tify provisions of law authorizing vari
ous types of payments to cooperating 
farmers. It is sufficient to say at this 
time that these payments come about 
because of public policy developed over 
a long period of time to stabilize agri
cultural production and the agricultural 
sector of our national economy. 

The principal purpose of these pay
ments is to induce farmers-large and 
small-to refrain from using their lands 
to produce agricultural commodities 
which would otherwise be grown and 
marketed. Without this inducement no 
one knows what products would be 
grown by which farmers and in what 
amounts. One possible result would be 
chaos throughout the agricultural sector 
of our economy as farmers might shift 
from one commodity to another or as 

they might glut the marketplace with an 
overproduction of one or more of many 
commodities. The National Grange has 
estimated that imposition of limitations 
on payments under existing law might, 
in fact, cost the Federal Government an 
additional $160 million in 1970 by ac
tivating other provisions of law with 
respect to the production of cotton. 

Present farm policies have been 
adopted after thorough and careful con
sideration by the Agricultural Commit
tees of the Senate and the House of Rep
resentatives, by the Department of Agri
culture, and by the votes of both Houses 
of the Congress. 

Amendments to an appropriation bill 
do not provide the proper forum for 
determination of basic agricultural 
policy. The amendments to which I refer 
are opposed by the Secretary of Agricul
ture and by the Senate Appropriations 
Committee which reported the pending 
bill to the Senate. 

The proper forum for consideration 
of agricultural policy is the Senate Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry. Dur
ing the 91st Congress modifications of 
agricultural policy will be proposed by the 
President and by Members of the Senate. 
These proposals will be carefully con
sidered by the Agriculture Committee 
and recommendations will be made to the 
Senate. Among other proposals, a bill 
was introduced last week by Senator 
DIRKSEN for himself and other Senators. 
No doubt other proposals will be made 
later during the present session of the 
Congress. 

I urge the Senate to reject amendments 
to place arbitrary limitations upon pay
ments under farm programs which were 
designed to benefit the Nation as a whole 
and were intended to affect all agricul
tural producers in the same way. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, on 
June 4, 1969, the Honorable Clifford M. 
Hardin, Secretary of Agriculture, ap
peared before the Subcommittee on Ap
propriations of the Senate Agriculture 
Committee. At that time, he testified on 
the proposed payment limitations under 
the commodity programs, now under 
consideration. 

In his testimony, Secretary Hardin 
offered a list of 10 specific questions con
cerning this program, such a.s how many 
farms and how many dollars and what 
share of the production would be affected 
by a $20,000 limitation. Additionally, he 
discussed the issue of any po.ssible sav
ings and the aspects of the so-called 
snapback provisions. 

I think Secretary Hardin's statement 
in opposition to limitations was clear, 
concise, and complete, and I would re
spectfully recommend that every Mem
ber of this body give it close study. 
Therefore, I ask unanimous consent that 
it be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE CLIFFORD M. 

HARDIN, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE 

Mr. Chairman, Members CY! the Subcom
mittee, I am here in response to your 1n-

vita.tion to clarify, 1f I can, a number of 
issues regarding the effect of placing 11mtta
t1ons on the amount of money th.wt; can be 
paid to any one producer in connection with 
our commodity progra-ms. Many such issues, 
some of threm quite technical, were ra.Lsed 
1n the House debate on the agricultural ap
propriations bUl. Presumably s.imilar ques
tions will be raised when the appropriations 
b1ll comes before the Senate. 

The questions to which I address myself 
are these: 

1. How many farmers and how many dol
lars a.nd what share of the production would 
be affected by a $20,000 payment limit. 

2. Would a limitation on payments result 
in a saving to the government and 1f so, 
how much? 

3. Approxima,tely What shra.re of the pay
ment, crop by crop, consists of inducements 
to limit acreage a.nd what sbare cons1sts of 
income supplements? 

4. Specifloally, what 1s the snap-back pro
vision for cotton? 

5. What options are open to the Secretary 
under the snap-back provision? 

6. What would be the added cost of run
ning the cotton program under the snap
back provisl.on? 

7. Would it be possible to operate a suc
cessful cotton program 1f payment Umlta
tions were in effect and 1f the snap-back pro
vision were repealed? 

8. Would it be possible to finance payments 
1n excess of $20,000 from certaJn CCC funds 
which are not directly covered by the appro
priations b1ll? 

9. Would a payment limitation, written 
into the 1970 Appropriations Act, be specifi
cally restricted to payments made during 
fiscal 1970? 

10. Finally, what position does the Depart
ment o! Agriculture take on the ma.tter or! 
payment limitations? 

I now address myself to these questions. 
My answers wm be as factual as I can make 
them. 

1. How many farmers and how many dol
lars and What share of the production of 
various crops would be affected by a $20,000 
limit on payments? 

We have studied the payments made dur
ing calendar year 1968 f~ an programs, par
ticularly for cotton wheat and feed grains. 
Our analysis, which was begun before the 
recent House debate, has been primarily in 
terms of individual commodity programs. 
The Conte limitation relates to the individ
ual producer, who may be in more than one 
commodity program. Therefore, our figures 
will not show the exact effect of the Conte 
amendment. But we have done enough addi
tional work so that we know that our 
presentation reflects the general situation 
reasonably well. We will continue our studies 
and will be in posdtion to report further if 
you wish. 

Payment limitations of $20,000 in 1968 
would have affected, for cotton alone , 5,159 
cotton farmers, 1.2 percent of those cotton 
farmers to whom we m ake payments. For 
feed grains alone, 877 feed grain producers 
would have been affected, one-tenth of one 
percent of those feed grain farmers who re
ceived payments. And for wheat alone, 702 
wheat growers would have been affected, 
again one-tenth of one percent of those in 
the program. The number of dollars paid to 
these three groups receiving more than 
$20,000 totaled $215 m1llion for cotton, $26 
m1111on for feed grain, and $21 m1111on for 
wheat, a total of $262 mUlion. The propor
tion of production that would have been 
affected was 28 percent of the cotton crop, 
2 percent of the feed grain crop, and 3 per
cent of the wheat crop. These a.nd related 
facts are summarized in tables 1 and 2. 



TABLE I.-NUMBER OF PRODUCERS AND AMOUNT OF PAYMENTS BY SIZE OF PAYMENT, FOR EACH OF 3 
PROGRAMS, UNITED STATES, 1968 

[Dollars in thousands] 

Cotton 

Number of Amount of 
Payments in excess of- producers payment 

$3,000 _____ ------------- -- --- --- 55,045 $560,282 
$5,000 ___ - ---------------------- 33,526 477,931 
$10,000.------------------------ 14,790 347,211 
$20,000.------------------------ 5,159 214,585 
$30,000.------------------------ 2,455 149,270 

Feed grain 

Number of Amount of 
producers payment 

79,422 $431,995 
29,120 241,566 
5,335 83,858 

877 25,765 
233 10,448 

Wheat 

Number of 
producers 

52,395 
21,866 

4, 663 
702 
213 

Certificates 

$305, 121 
188,333 
72,748 
20,843 

9, 211 

TABLE 2.-DISTRIBUTION OF PRODUCERS AND AMOUNT OF PAYMENTS BY PROGRAMS TO PRODUCERS 
RECEIVING IN EXCESS OF SPECIFIED AMOUNTS, UNITED STATES, 1968 

[In percent] 

Number of producers Amount of payment 

Payment in excess of-
Cotton 

program 
Feed grain 

program 

$3,000 ••••• --------------------
$5,000 ••• -----------------------
$10,000.------------------------
$20,000.------------------------

12.4 
7. 7 
3.4 
1. 2 

5.4 
2. 0 
. 4 
.1 

The above discussdon reLates to those pro
ducers who would be affected by the limita
tion on a single commodity basis. In addi
tion there are other pa:oducers affeoted by 
the $20,000 limitation because of a com
bination of cotton, feed grain and wheat 
program payments. Under 1968 programs 
8,890 producers were so aff·ected, constituting 
four-tenths 0'! one percent of all produce,rs 
receiving payments under these programs. 
This group of producers received payments 
totaling $240 million foa: cotton, $56 milliion 
for feed grains, and $39 million foc wheat, or 
a total of $335 million. Table 3 shows the 
figures: 

TABLE3.-NUMBER OF PAYEES RECEIVING $20,000J)R MOREt 
AND THEIR TOTAL PAYMENTS BY KIND OF PROGRAM OR 
COMBINATION OF PROGRAMS, 1968 

Programs 

Cotton ______________________ _ 
Feed grain __________________ _ 
Wheat_ _____________________ _ 
Cotton, feed grain, or wheat__ __ 

Number of Amount of pay
payees ment (millions) 

7,063 
5, 201 
3, 794 

2 8,890 

$240.4 
55.9 
38.9 

335.3 

t Payments from the 3 commodity programs listed. Entries for 
each program shown refer to payees receiving a payment of some 
size for that program. 

2 Net number of payees; some payees appear in 2 or all pro
grams listed above. 

Table 4 indicates the incidence of the pay
ment llmltations by states and by crops. 
This table includes wool and sugar. Half of 
the producers receiving payments in exces8 
of $20,000 were cotton growers. The states 

Wheat 
program 

6.4 
2. 7 
.6 
.1 

Cotton 
program 

72.2 
61.5 
44.7 . 
27.6 

Feed grain Wheat 
program program 

31.8 41.8 
17.8 25.8 
6.2 10.0 
1. 9 2. 9 

most affected were in the South and in the 
West. 

2. Would the limitation on payments re
sult in a saving to the government? As I 
shall shortly show, the limitation on pay
ments would trigger a snap-back provision 
for cotton that would increase the cost to 
government for the cotton program. We esti
mate this increased cost at about $160 mil
lion. 

There are other rea.sons to support the con
clusion that the limitation on payments 
would bring about very little savings, if any, 
and might result in a net increase in cost. 
First, a considerable proportion of the farms 
subject to the limitation would undoubt
edly be split up or leased out in such a 
fa.shlon as to escape the llm1tation. We 
could prevent some of this but not all by 
any means. Many such changes are con
stantly occurring and are entirely legal. We 
estimate, for example, that perhaps as much 
as 70 to 85 percent of the potential cotton 
acreage affected by the $20,000 limit would 
be able to maintain its eligibility for full 
payment. 

Secondly, if a given acreage is to be re
tired from crops and if payments are the 
means of doing this, and if a payment limit 
is in effect, we would have to divert more 
acreage out of the smaller !arms, which would 
be the only likely cooperators. With feed 
grain, which is the best example of a pro
gram having resource adjustment as its 
dominant feature, it would cost considera
bly more to run the program with payment 
limitations than without. 

TABLE 4.-PRODUCERS RECEIVING $20,000 OR MORE FROM SPECIFIED PROGRAMS, 1968 

Cotton 

All Price Feed 
____ s_t_at_e ________________ ~p_ro~g_ra_m_s ____ s_u_pp_o_rt ______ T_ot_a_l ____ ~g_ra_in ______ W_he_a_t _____ w_o_ol_' _____ s~ug~a __ r' ~~ 

Alabama________________________ 279 118 
Arizona ______ ______ • ___________ • 568 442 
Arkansas_______________________ 599 461 
California_______________________ 972 681 
Colorado_ •• _____ -------_________ 195 _____ -------

204 
504 
558 
773 

1 

2 ------------------------------------
15 1 12 74 
2 2 ------------ 1 
8 23 49 328 

~~~~i~:~~-----~~ ~ := = == == ========== = 6~ ----------3----------- j-- ---------2 -= == == == =================·--------·59 
Georgia_________________________ 255 75 120 12 ------------------------------------

19 50 26 52 

Idaho__________________ _____ ____ 115 ------------------------------------ 51 35 37 
Illinois__________ ________________ 108 2 2 76 1 8 ------------
·Indiana_________________________ 95 ------------------------ 63 1 2 ------------
Iowa •••• _. __ •• __________ •• ____ • 88 .•••••• _- •• ____________ • 76 1 3 _______ •••• _ 

~~~~~~ky _- _- _-= ::::::::::::::::::: 3o~ ••• ______ -z-- ________ T 3~ _________ ~~ __________ -~ __________ -~~ 
Louisiana_______________________ 340 189 228 1 2 6 90 
Maryland. ___ •• ------ __ -- •• ----- 1~ -__ --__ -_- --= --=--=== -_ =--: -__ - ------=·---- -------

7
- -_- _- -__ -_- -_-_ -_-_ -_-_ -_- ----------------------

4
-Michigan ••••• ____________ -------

Minnesota ••••••• ---------------- 32 ------------------------ 17 2 2 11 
~~ssss~susri1p_P_L_._-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_ -_-_-_-_-__ -_·--=--=-- 1,145 901 1, 074 2 - ------ ----- g ------------

178 37 51 59 ------------ 3 - ---------- -
Montana_________________ ___ ____ 131 --------------- --- -------------- -- -- 89 24 3 
Nebraska ••••••• ---------------- 152 ------------------------ 74 11 8 14 
Nevada_________________________ 16 2 3 -- ------- --- 2 10 ------------
New Mexico ••••• ---------------- 233 45 52 54 14 27 24 

~~~hYg~~ofiiia:::: == == == == == == === 1~ · -- ·- ----28'- ------ -·45 • ~ :: === == ==== ====== == == == =- __________ ~ 
North Dakota____________________ 66 ------------------------ 3 34 1 14 
Ohio____________________________ 35 ----------------- -- ----- 17 ------------ 4 4 
Oklahoma_______________________ 95 16 30 8 21 1 ------------
Oregon__________________________ 72 ------------------------------------ 58 8 4 Pennsylvania. __________________ • 8 ••• ____ •• ______ •• ______ • 7 ___________________________________ _ 

South Carolina ••• ---------------- 225 91 152 4 ------------------------------------
South Dakota______ ______________ 42 ------------------------ 9 11 9 
Tennessee______________________ 3,112°24 824~ 1,29637 2821 ---------9-6 __________ 1_2_2 __ :::::::::1:8:3: Texas .•••••• ___________________ • 

~:~g~iiia:::: ====== == === === == == == = 2~ ===== ==== ============ == =· -------- -z---------- -~ ---- 22 3 
~r;c~i~;i~_n_-_-==================== ~~~ ----------~-----------~- ~ 157 _______ s ___________ i4 
Wyoming _____________________ .__ 66 •• - •••••• -- •.•. ---------- •• _________ ·----- --- -i-- --------65----------- · 5 
AHalawsak1~,---_-_________________ ._-_-_-_____________ • __ - ____ __ 1 ________ • __ •• _____ • __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ _ _ __ _ _ ___ 1 ___________ _ 

21 ------------------------------------------------------------ 21 
u.s. Total... ______________ ----=-lo=-,~o7=-=9---.:3-:, 9:-:-6::-3 ---=-5,-:-16::-3---8-7-7 ---7-02 ____ 47_2 ____ 99.....:6 

1 Includes payments to payees receiving $20,000 or more from all programs and includes some wool (or sugar) payments. 

3. Approximately what share of these pay
ments, crop by crop, consists of inducements 
to limit acreage and what share consists of 
income supplements? 

There are two myths floating about, one to 
the effect that these payments are wholly 
for resource adjustment and the other that 
they are entirely income supplements. 

It is easier to refute these two myths than 
it is to establish what are indeed the !acts, 
because the matter is very complex. Our 
judgment is that for the 1968 crop, the 
breakdown was about as follows: 

Percent ot payments 

For resource 
adjustment 

For income 
supplement 

Cotton_______________________ 35 65 
WheaL_____________________ 51 49 
Feed grain___________________ 89 11 

-------------------Total..________________ 65 35 

Thus it will be seen that a llmitaJtion on 
payments would have a sharply dlfferelllt 
progl'a.m effect, crop by crop. The method by 
which this breakdown Wla.S made is too com
plex to include in my testimony. The basic 
idea is that all payments made for diver&lon 
were in fact payments for resoua:ce adjust
ment, and that some part of the payments 
!or price support or certificates were aJso an 
inducemen,t to restl"iot planting. I can su.ppiy 
the background mruteri-al for the record if 
you wish. 

4. Specifically, what is the sna.p-back pro
vision for cotton? 

The enactment of a payment l'imita.tion 
would bring into eff·oot the so-called "snap
back" provision in the cotton legislation. 
The snap-back provision (Section 103(d) (12) 
of the Agricultura.I Aot of 1949, as amended, 
which was enacted as a part of the Food 
and Agrioul ture Aot of 1965) provides that 
if a.s a result of payment limitations the 
Depa.rtment is unable to make aVIaila.ble to 
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all cooperators through payments the full 
amount of price support to which they would 
otherwise be entitled, then the Department 
is obli~ted to pTovide price support at not 
less than 65 pe,rcent of parity though loans 
or purchases and the paymen.t limitation 
would not be applicable. 

5. What options are open to the Secretary 
under the snap-back provision? 

The question has been raised whether the 
snap-baJCk provision could be carried out in 
a manner which w111 still make cotton p;ro
ducers subject to the payment limitation. 
The question arises out of the existence of 
language in the snap-back provision which 
gives the Secretary permissive authority, as 
one method of providing the price support, 
to carry out a simultaneous purchase of 
cotton from producers at the support price 
and resale to them at a lower price. The 
argument is that such a transaction would 
constitute a payment and thM if the pro
gram were carried out exclusively through 
that method, the limitation would still ap
ply. It is our conclusion, however, that we 
could not legally restrict the method of pro
viding price support to one tx:> which the 
payment limitation would be applicable since 
that would defeat the very purpose for which 
the provision was enacted. We feel that we 
would be required to carry it out in a man
ner which will make available to all coop
erators price support at not less than 65 
percent of parity through loan or purchase 
on all cotton produced on their 1970 acreage 
allotments. 

6. What would be the added cost of run
ning the cotton program under the snap
back provision? 

The snap-back provisions for cotton, which 
would be activated in the event payment 
limitations are invoked by the Congress, 
would provide that: 

A. Price support for cotton would be not 
less than 65 percent or more than 90 per
cent of parity. 

B. Price support may be carried out 
thl"ough simultaneous purchase of cotton 
at the support level and resale at a lower 
level-or through loans under which the cot
ton could be redeemed by the grower at a 
price lower than the amount of the loan. 

c. Such resale or redemption price would 
be that which the Secretary determines will 
provide orderly marketing of cotton during 
the harvest season and will retain an ade
quate share of the world market for cotton 
produced in the U.S. 

If the snap-back provision is invoked, CCC 
operations would be affected as follows: 

A. It is estimated that production would 
amount to 14 mill1on bales or about 2 million 
bales above the current crop. This is based 
on the 16.2 million acre national allotment 
with an allowance for some voluntary diver
sion. 

B. The 1970 crop loan rate, basis middling 
l-inch cotton, would increase from 20.25 
cents per pound (90 percent of the estimated 
world price) to around 31.5 to 32 cents per 
pound (65 percent of the current parity 
price). 

C. Practically all cotton would be placed 
under the CCC loan or purchase program. 
The cotton would either be redeemed by pro
ducers at a lower price or acquired by CCC 
and sold at a lower price. 

D. The work load in the county offices and 
in the New Orleans Commodity Office would 
probably be expanded in the proportion of 14 
million bales to the 4.4 million be.les of the 
1968 crop placed under loan. 

E. More storage facilities would be required 
to handle the larger production. Storage 
costs, reconcentration activity, and transpor
tation costs would increase substantially. 

F. The total increase in CCC inventory 
would be an estimated 2.1 million bales. 

G. The additional cotton production (1.5 
million bales) would add materially to our 
problem of surplus cottonseed oil and surplus 
cottonseed meal. 

Table 5 provides the pertinent statistics. 

7. Would it be possible to opeTate a suc
cessful cotton program if payment limitations 
were in effect and if the snap-back provision 
were repealed? 

This would be very difficult. Under present 
legislation, ma.rketing quotas &re in effect for 

cotton. Heavy penalties are provided for 
overplanting, about 23.6 cents per pound. 
With quotas in effect and a limit on pay
ments, large growers would be compelled to 
stay in the program but would be denied the 
advantages of the program. 

TABLE 5.-UPLAND COTTON: ESTIMATES OF BASIC DATA FOR 1968 THROUGH 1970 CROPS (BASED ON PRESENT PROGRAM) 
AND 1970 UNDER THE SNAPBACK PROVISION 

Item 

1968 crop 

(1) 

1969 crop 

(2) 

1970 crop 
(present 

program) 

(3) 

1970 crop 
(snapback) 

(4) 

Acreage (thousands): 
Allotted__ ___________ ______ __ __ __________________________ 16.2 16.2 16.2 16.2 

g~~·rt~~·f~n~~~=~:~:~~============ ====== ==== == === ====== k ~ -----------~~ -------- __ --·-~ - 2: ~ 
Planted_ ___ ___ _______ __ _________ __________ ______________ 10.9 11.9 11. 9 12.7 
Harvested_ _____ _______ __________________________________ 10. 1 11. 1 11.2 12. 1 

Field: Pound per acre harvested_____ _______ ____________ _____ __ 515 520 530 550 
Supply and utilization (1,000 bales): 

Production (including imports and city croP>--------~-------- 10.9 12.1 12.5 14.0 
Beginning stocks (including preseason ginnings)_____________ 6. 3 6. 6 7. 2 7. 2 
Domestic disappearance____ _____________ _________________ 8.1 8. 3 8. 4 8. 4 
Exports------------------------------------------------- 2. 5 3. 2 3. 5 3. 5 
Ending stocks---- -----------·----------- ----------------- 6. 6 7. 2 7. 8 9. 3 
CCC stocks July 31__ ------------- --- --- ------------------ 3. 0 3. 6 4. 2 6. 3 

Support price per pound (Middling 1 inch)(cents)_______________ 20.25 20.25 20.25 32.0 
Support price per pound (average of crops) (cents)_______________ 19.69 19.71 19.71 31.25 
Price support payment rate (cents)----------------------------- 12.24 14.73 17.31 --------------
Diversion payment rate (cents>-------------------------------- 10. 76+6. 0 ---------------------------- 110 
Producer payments-------------------------- ----------------- 784 -826 966 156 
Farm value of production (million dollars)------ ----------------- 1,192 1, 290 1, 302 2,172 --------------------------------------

Total (million dollars>--- -- ------ - -------------------- -- 1,976 2,116 2,268 2,328 

Major receipts or expenditures (million dollars): 
Net change in stocks at loan rate__________ _________________ -230 -60 -60 
Storage, handling, and loan settlement______________________ -3 -18 -20 

-432 
-30 

Producer payments__ _____________________________________ 2 -742 -826 -966 -156 
-595 Snapback loss on sales or loan repayments---------------------------- --------- ------ ---------- ---- ---

Subtotal, price support expenditures___ __ _________________ -975 -904 -1,046 -1,213 
Public Law 480------------------- ----- ---------------------- -82 -70 -70 -70 
Estimated major expenditures_________________________________ -1,057 -974 -1,116 
Change in CCC stocks (million bales) (from June 30 of prior year)__ +2. 2 +O. 6 +O. 6 

+1,283 
+2~7 

1 Vol. 
2 F.Y. 

Some people have suggested that payment 
limitations could be made operable for cot
ton 1f the snap-back provision were re
pealed. Our studies indicate that greater 
changes than these are required if payment 
limitations are to be made workable. 

8. Would it be possible to finance payments 
in excess of $20,000 from certain CCC funds 
which are not directly covered by the ap
propriations b111? 

The suggestion has been made that since 
the limitation is only a limit on the funds 
appropriated by this Act, it could be avoided 
by using funds of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation which are on hand or those 
funds which are received from the repay
ment of loans or sale of commodities to ad
minister the program. It is our view, how
ever, that the limitation would be an effec
tive legal limitation upon us, and that we 
could not use other funds to avoid it. 

9. Would a payment limitation, written 
into the 1970 Appropriations Act, be spe
cifically limited to payments made during 
fiscal 1970? 

The question has also been raised whether 
the payment limitation would expire on 
June 30, 1970, or whether it would continue 
to apply after June 30, 1970, to the crops 
planted during the fiscal year 1970. This 
question assumes, of course, that the pay
ment limitation might not be continued in 
the appropriation for fiscal year 1971. A sim
ilar question arose in connection with the 
$50,000 limitation on price support which 
was included in the Appropriation Act !or 
fiscal year 1960. The Comptroller General of 
the United States ruled that such limitation 
applied to all of the 1960 production of those 
commodities for which the 1960 program 
was approved on or before June 30, 1960, 
notwithstanding that the regulations imple
menting such programs were not completed 
until after June 30, 1960, and notwithstand
ing that the actual loans and purchases were 
not made until after June 30, 1960. That 

decision would appear to be applicable to 
this limitation. 

In view of the importance of the ques'tions 
of leg·al interpretation which h:ave arisen in 
oonnectiOIIl with the limitation, I am asking 
the Comptroller Generel for his opinion on 
such questions. Our submission dev·elops at 
some length the basis for the views I have just 
expressed concerning these questions. I can 
supply it for the record 1f you wish. 

10. What position does the DepaJrtment of 
Agriculture take on paymelllt limitations? 

My position is as stated during the debate 
in the House. At th<alt time I sent the follow
ing message to members of the House of Rep
resenta.ti ves: 

"The Department of Agriculture believes it 
is poosible to design a sound farm program 
that limits the number of dollars that can be 
paid to any one farmer for pro~ams following 
the 1970 crop year. 

"However, to make such a limitation effec
tive, legislative changes are needed. With only 
the simple amendment th~ is possible in 
connection with appropriation b1lls, the sp
called 'snap-back' provision for cotton would 
come into effect. The cotton program would 
then become subject to a loan-and-redemp
tion or a buy-·and-sell-back arrengement th:at 
would increase costs while the large producers 
would escape the intent of the payment 
limitation. 

"A simple amendment to the appropria
tions blll will not suffice. The Department is 
ready to work with the legislative committees 
on basic changes in the legis~ation a.nd has 
modifications to suggest. 

"The preferred time for considering these 
changes would be later in thds session oc early 
next session, when consideration must be 
given to the type of legislation that is to re
place presenrt laws. These laws &re scheduled 
to expire after the 1970 crop." 

I have not discussed limltationB on pay
menrts under the wool and Sll.giM progmms. I 
b.rave excluded wool because the expressed in-
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tent of the payments is to increase produc
tion. Su~ar is excluded bec.ause it already has 
a llmit.ation on payments, albeit a very mod
erate one. Additionally sugar, along with 
wool, has an element C1f production incentive. 

Appended to my statement ·aa-e a number 
of tables that will provide added f·aotual 
background, in the event that you should 
wish it. I assure you, gentlemen, that we have 
examined and are examining the whole ques-

tion of payment limitations with great care, 
having been quite sure that the question 
would arise, and being equally sure that the 
best judgments would emerge if all the 
known facts were made available. 

TABLE 6.-FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF PRODUCER PAYMENTS,t EXCLUDING WOOL AND SUGAR PROGRAM PAYMENTS, UNITED STATES, CALENDAR YEAR 1968 

Producers Total amount of payments 

Cumula- Cumula-
tive tive 

Percent percent Percent percent 
distri- distri· Million distri- distri-

Payment range Number bution bution dollars bution bution 

Less than $100 ___________ 281,413 11.9 11.9 13.6 0.4 0.4 
$100 to $199 _____________ 258,762 10. 9 22.8 38.3 1.2 1.6 
$200 to $499 _____________ 543,822 22.9 45.7 182.8 5. 7 7. 3 
$500 to $699 _____________ 244,819 10.3 56.0 145.4 4. 6 11.9 
$700 to $999 ______ _______ 257,576 10.9 66.9 216.3 6.8 18. 7 
$1,000 to $1,999__ ________ 397,360 16. 8 83.7 555.8 17.4 36.1 
$2,000 to $2,999 __________ 154,187 6.5 90.2 376.0 11.8 47.9 
$3,000 to $3,999 __________ 79,591 3.4 93.6 274.6 8.6 56.5 
$4,000 to $4,999 __________ 46,359 2.0 95.6 206.9 6.5 63.0 
$5,000 to $7,499 ________ __ 52,908 2.2 97.8 319.1 10.0 73.0 
$7,500 to $9,999 __________ 21,342 .9 98.7 183.6 5. 8 78.8 
$10,000 to $14,999 ___ _____ 17,290 • 7 99.4 208.2 6.5 85.3 

1 Includes payments under following ASCS programs: cotton, feed grain, wheatt milk indemnity, 
agricultural conservation, emergency conservation, Appalachia, cropland conversion, conservation 
reserve, and cropland adjustment. 

2 Less than 0.05 percent. 

Producers Total amount of payments 

Cumula- Cumula-
tive tive 

Percent percent Percent percent 
distri- distri- Million distri- distri-

Payment range Number bution bution dollars bution bution 

$15,000 to $24,999 ________ 10,320 0.4 99.8 194.5 6.1 91.4 
$25,000 to $49,999 ________ 4,6H .2 100.0 153. 5 4.8 96.2 
$50,000 to $99,999 ________ 1, 010 (2) 100.0 66.7 2.1 98.3 
$100,000 to $499,999 ______ 255 (2) 100.0 41.2 1.3 99.6 
$500,000 to $999,999 ______ 6 (2) 100.0 3.9 .1 99.7 
$1,000,000 and over_ __ ._. 3 100~6 ----~~~~~- 7. 0 . 2 99.9 

SubtotaL__ _______ 2, 371, 634 3, 187.3 100.0 ----------
Wool payments·------------------------------------------ 69.4 --------------------
Sugar payments·----------------------------------------- 83.4 --------------------
Undistributed funds a __ ----------------------------------- 122.7 --------- -- ---------

Total.. ___ -------- 2, 371,634 -------------------- 3, 462. 9 ---------------- ----

:Includes approximately $90 to $100,000,000 ACP (CMS advances) cost sharing made directly 
to vendors and not accountable to individual farm operators, payments to unidentified producers, 
etc. 

Note: Sum of individual percentages and individual total amount of payments may differ from 
totals shown because of rounding. 

TABLE 7.-MAJOR PROGRAM CHANGES HAVING A BEARING ON TOTAL PAYMENTS EARNED BY PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS, 1967 TO 1969 

Item 

Price-support payment rate on 65 percent of farm 
allotment (cents per pound) ______________________ _ 

Diversion payment rate (cents per pound): 

~~~Wi~enda~~~~~~~~ii= = = ==== == ====== == == == == = ==== 
Diversion acreage t (percent allotment): 

Required diversion._. ___________ • _____ • _______ _ 
Maximum diversion (percent allotment): 

Planting ____ -------- ______________________ _ 
Not planting 2 _____________________________ _ 

1967 . 1968 

Cotton, upland 

11. 53 12.24 

10.78 10.76 
10.78 6. 00 

12. 5 5. 0 

35 35 
12.5 5 

1969 

14.73 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

-------------------------

Grains included: 
Price-support payment on 50 percent of farm base 

(cents per bushel): Corn •• ________ _____ __ __ _______________ • __ • 
Grain sorghum.------ --- -------- __________ _ Barley ________________________________ • __ _ 

Diversion payment rate 1 (percent county support): 

~~Wi~~a~~~~sj~~ii= = = ====== == = ===== = = = = = = = 
Diversion acrea~e (percent of base): 

Required diversion. _______________________ _ 
Maximum diversion a _______________________ _ 

Corn, grain 
sorghum 

30 
30 
0 

0 
0 

20 
0 

Feed grains 

Corn, grain 
sorghum 

30 
30 
0 

0 
45 

20 
50 

Corn, grain 
sorghum, 

barley 

30 
30 
20 

0 
45 

20 
50 

1 Small farm provisions differ, but have not been outlined. 
2 Farms not desiring to plant cotton will earn diversion payments based on the required diver

sion percentage times the effective allotment. 
a Except farms with bases of 26 to 125 acres could divert 25 acres for payment if they do not 

plant feed grains. 

Item 1967 1968 

Wheat 

National acreage allotment. ___ ---------------------- 68, 200, 000 59, 300, 000 
Domestic certificate allocation on projected production 

(percent)________________________________________ 35 40 
Domestic certificate value (per bushel)__________ ____ __ $1.36 $1.38 
Diversion payment rate: 

Minimum diversion ••• -------------------------- 0 0 
Additional diversion. __ ------------------------- 0 0 

Divers!o~ acreage (amount equal to percent of allofment: 
Mm1mum •••• ---------------------------------- 0 0 
Maximum. __ ---------------------------------- 0 0 

Price-support payment rate (cents per pound): 
Wool. ____ .-- •• •••• ------ - ---------------------Mohair __ ______ • ______________________ ------ __ _ 

National acreage allotment. ___ ----------------------
Price-support payment rate on actual production (cents 

per pound). _______________________________ ------

• Based on May 1969 parity. 
150 percent of county loan rate. 

.129 
• 221 

70,500 

0 

Wool 

.262 

.355 

Cotton ELS 

70,500 

8.69 

TABLE 8.-NUMBER OF PAYEES, TOTAL PAYMENTS, AND AVERAGE PAYMENTS, BY KIND OF PROGRAM AND BY PAYMENT SIZE FOR 1968 

Number of 
Program payees 

(1) (2) 

More than $4,999 

Amount of 
payments 

(in thousands) 

(3) 

Average 
payment 

(4) 

46,016 $520, 107 Cotton _________________ -------------------_______ $11,303 
74,720 332,803 
63,552 273,654 

Feed grain _____ __ _________________________________ 4, 454 
Wheat. ___________________________________________ 4, 306 

7, 414 31,363 
56 50 

Wool. _____ __ ______ ----------- - -------____ ________ 4, 230 
Feed grain wheata -------------------------------- - 893 

For payees receiving total payments of-t 

More than $9,999 More than $19,999 

Amount of Amount of 
Number of payments Average 

payees (in thousands) payment 
Number of payments 

payees (in thousands) 

(5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

21, 045 $389,782 $18,521 
21,875 148, 843 6, 804 
17,691 120,414 6, 807 
1. 986 20,570 10,358 

16 39 2, 438 

7, 401 $244,477 
5, 705 58,948 
4, 285 42,237 

472 10,317 
7 24 

1969 

51,600,000 

43 
• $1.50 

0 
(6) 

15 
50 

.270 

.324 

79,700 

8.88 

Average 
payment 

(10) 

$33,033 
10,333 
9, 857 

21,858 
3,429 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
111,600 1, 157, 977 Cotton, feed grain, wheat, or wooL ____________ 10,376 35, 385 679,648 19, 207 9, 916 356,003 35, 902 

See footnot es at end of table. 
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TABLE 8.-NUMBER OF PAYEES, TOTAL PAYMENTS, AND AVERAGE PAYMENTS, BY KIND OF PROGRAM AND BY PAYMENT SIZE FOR 1968-Continued 

For payees receiving total payments of-t 

More than $4,999 More than $9,999 More than $19,999 

Amount of Amount of Amount of 
Number of payments 

payees (in thousands) 
Average Number of payments 
payment payees (in thousands) 

Average 
payment 

Number of payments 
payees (in thousands) 

Average 
payment Program 

(1) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

CAP- --------------- - -- - ------------------ - - - ---- $5, 679 1, 228 $10, 682 $8, 699 292 $3, 784 $12, 959 
Sugar_ _______ __ ________ ___ _________ ______ ________ 8, 649 2, 430 35, 060 14, 428 996 25, 044 25,145 
ACP - - --------- - ----- - ----- -- ----------- - ----- - - - 435 12, 335 7, 314 593 3, 194 2, 497 782 
ECM·---------- --- - ------ - -------- -- - --- -- - --- -- - 1, 092 535 735 1, 374 188 323 1, 718 

~g~~~~~~ ~~~= == == == =============================== 2, ~~~ 4~ --- ---- ---154 ______ --T5oo ______ ------ -s------------g-------- --f ooo 
CRP - -------------------- -- -- - --- - -------- - --- -- - 2, 664 2, 285 5, 966 2, 611 564 1, 481 2, 626 

~=============================================================== 
11,110 36,008 739, 559 20, 539 10, 079 389,147 38,610 All programs ______ __ _____ ______ ______ ___ ___ _ 

t "Total payments" refers to all programs shown in col. 1. Entries for each program shown 
refer to payees receiving a payment of some size for that program. 

2 Payments were occasionally combined in 1 check. 

TABLE 9.-PAYMENTS TO FARMERS OF $20,000 OR MORE UNDER COTTON, WHEAT, AND FEED GRAIN PROGRAMS, 1968, 25 LEADING STATES 

Average Wheat Feedgrains Cotton 
per ----- --

Total Excess payee Total Average Total Average Total Average 
(millions) (millions) (thousands) (millions) (thousands) (millions) (thousands) (millions) (thousands) Class State 

1. Texas.____ _________________ $96. 3 
2. California_______ ____________ 51.5 
3. Mississippi__________________ 45. 4 
4. Arizona _____ ______ __________ 30. 6 
5. Arkansas_ __________________ 21. 2 
6. Alabama________________ ____ 8. 8 
7. Louisiana___________________ 8. 4 
8. Kansas __ -- - - ------ --------- 7. 4 
9. Georgia _____ ______ __________ 6. 6 

10. South Carolina__________ _____ 6. 5 
11. New Mexico__________ ____ ___ 6.1 
12. Wash ington_____ ____________ 5. 3 
13. Missouri._________ _________ _ 5.1 
14. Colorado____________________ 4.1 
15. Nebraska___ ________________ 3. 8 
16. Montana____________________ 3.4 
17. Tennessee_____________ _____ 3. 0 
18. Ill inois___ ____ _________ ______ 2. 7 
19. North Carolina_______________ 2. 7 
20. Indiana_______ ___ ______ _____ 2. 6 
21. Oklahoma__ ________ _________ 2. 5 
22. Iowa __ ---- - ---- - ----- - ----- 2. 3 
23. Oregon __ ____ --------------- 1. 8 
24. Idaho___ ___________________ 1. 7 
25. North Dakota_______ ________ _ 1.2 

$38.3 
35.0 
22. 6 
19. 7 
9. 5 
3. 4 
3.4 
2. 3 
2. 3 
2. 4 
2. 3 
1.9 
1.9 
1.6 
1.1 
1.4 
1.0 
. 8 

1.2 
. 9 
. 8 
. 8 
. 6 
.6 
.3 

$33. 2 $10.2 
62.3 1. 3 
39. 8 .3 
56.3 • 5 
36. 1 • 3 
32. 7 . 1 
33. 1 • 1 
28. 7 4. 4 
30. 3 • 1 
32.1 • 1 
32.6 1. 4 
30. 7 5. 2 
32. 3 .4 
32. 8 2. 6 
27. 7 • 8 
34. 8 3. 4 
30.5 ---- - -------
28.7 • 2 
36.8 --- - ------ - -
31.5 . 2 
29. 3 1. 0 
29.0 - --- - -------
29.4 1. 8 
30. 3 1. 7 
26.3 1.1 

$6: 9 $26. 0 
12. 1 • 8 
2.2 .8 
2. 5 1. 0 
4. 2 . 1 
1. 5 . 8 
3. 1 . 2 

17. 0 3.1 
2. 5 1. 5 
1.3 . 7 

11.4 2. 8 
30. 5 -------- - ---
3.8 2. 7 

21.1 1. 4 
7. 5 3. 0 

34.5 ------------
2. 4 • 4 
4. 5 2.4 
. 9 . 7 

3. 6 2. 4 
12.9 .3 
3.1 2. 2 

29.2 - - ----------
30.2 - - ----------
23.7 • 1 

$11.2 $60.2 $23. 6 Cotton, feed grain, wheat. 
5. 1 49. 4 61. 5 Cotton. 
1. 7 44. 2 38. 8 Do. 
8. 1 29. 1 53. 8 Do. 
1. 2 20. 8 35. 5 Do. 
~7 ~9 2~1 D~ 
2. 1 8. 0 32. 3 Do. 

12. 2 --- -- ------- 2. 0 Wheat, feed grain. 
8. 6 5. 0 23. 2 Cotton, feed gra in. 
4. 2 5. 8 28. 2 Cotton. 

18.8 1. 9 18. 5 Feed grain, wheat, cotton. 
8. 0 ---------- - - ---- - - - ----- Wheat. 

19. 9 2. 0 21. 6 Feed grain, cotton. 
12. 4 - ---- --- - - -- 3. 7 Wheat, feed grain. 
21.7 -- -- ----- - ------------- - Feed grain, wheat. 
2. 7 --- - - - - ----------- --- --- Wheat. 
5. 6 2. 5 26. 2 Cotton. 

25. 9 --- --- -- - - -- 13.0 Feed grain. 
10. 4 2. 0 29. 3 Cotton, feed grain • 
28.7 ----- - - ---- --- ---------- Feed grain. 

5. 5 1. 2 18. 3 Cotton, wheat. 
28.4 -- --- ------- - ----------- Feed grain. 
15. 0 - - -- -------- -- ---------- Wheat. 
2. o -------------- -__ ___ ___ _ Do. 
3. 4 - ----- - __ __ -- ----- - -- --- Do. ------------------------------ -----------------------

TotaL ______ ___ _____ -==3=3=1.=0===1=56=.=1 =·=· ·=·=· ·=· =· ·=· ·=-===3=7.=2=·=·=-·=- ·=·=· ·=·=-·===5=3=. 4=·=·=· ·=·=-·=·=-·=· -===24=0=. 0=- -=-=-·=-·=-=· ·=-_ 
Cotton/grain States_ _________________________ 46.8 - ---------- - 13. 1 ------ - ----- 34. 0 ----------- - 72. 3 - - -- ------- -
Cotton States___ __ _____ _____ _______ ___ ______ 97. 0 -- ---------- 2. 7 ----- - ----- - 4. 8 -- --- ----- - - 167.7 - - -- ---- - ---
Wheat, feed grain States___ ____ ____ _________ __ 5.0 - - -- -- ---- -- 7.8 -- - - -- ---- - - 7.5 - - ----- - -- - - 0 - - -- -- -- - - --
Wheat States.--------- - ----------- -- -------- 4. 8 ---- - ------- 13. 2 ------- - ---- . 1 - - -- -- ------ 0 ------------
Feed grain States____________________ _______ _ 2. 5 - ----- - ----- • 4 ------- ----- 7. 0 --------- --- 0 - -----------

---- ------------------------------------------------
SubtotaL___ ______ ________ __ ______ ___ 156.1 - --- - ---- __ _ 37.2 _______ __ ___ 53. 4 ----- --- ---- 240.0 - -------- __ _ 

UnitedStates ____ _______ ____ ___ _ 335. 3 157.5 37. 7 38.9 10.2 55. 9 10.8 240. 4 34.0 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I shall be ready to vote in a 
minute. 

The argument has been presented that 
this bill is not the proper vehicle for the 
Senate to deal with this proposal for a 
limit on farm subsidy payments. I call 
attention to the fact that this is not an 
amendment from the floor of the Senate. 
The Senate will be voting on an amend
ment that was included in the bill as it 
passed the House of Representatives. 
The Senate Committee on Appropria
tions proposes to delete the language of 
the House amendment. What I am op
posing is a Senate committee amendment 
and am thereby trying to retain the 
$20,000 ceiling on the subsidy payments. 

It has been conservatively estimated 
tha.t the rejection of the Senate commit
tee amendment would save about $335 
million that is now being paid to those 
so-called farmers who are drawing in 
excess of $20,000. 

The next amendment that will be pro
posed if this Senate amendment is re
jected will be a proposal to repeal the 
snapback provision. 

I remind Senators that tomorrow 
hearings will begin in the Senate Fi
nance Committee on the bill to continue 
the 10 percent surcharge tax. If today 
we can save $335 million this is even 
more important than increasing taxes. 
Before we increase taxes it is equally 
important that we discontinue some of 
the spending. 

This present farm program does not 
help the small farmer. The small farmer 
who must maintain the efficiency of his 
operation, cannot afford to take advan
tage of the acreage reserve program. 

I listened ·to the argument that the 
Secretary of Agriculture is against any 
limitation of these large payments. The 
former Secretary of Agriculture, likewise, 
opposed any ceiling or any limitation. 
Botl;l Secretaries, unfortunately in my 
opinion, are more interested in support
ing the large corporate-type operations. 
I do not see how any Senator can justify 
payments involving half a million dol
lars and some of more than a million dol
lars to so-called farmers not to cultivate 
their land. 

Most of the cultivating those corpora-

tions are doing is not on the farm but in 
the Federal Treasury. The American tax
payers cannot afford this giveaway pro
gram. 

I hope the Senate will reject the com
mittee amendment and thereby retain 
the House provision with its $20,000 ceil
ing on these payments, both in the in
terest of economy and in the interest of 
fair play for the American farmer. I 
speak as a Senator from the East, but I 
also point out that I come from a county 
that recently ranked fifth in agricultural 
production among counties east of the 
Rocky Mountains. So I think I can say 
that I understand some of the problems 
of the farmers. I repeat, the county in 
which I live, even though small, will out
rank many of the farm counties o.f Mid
western States. 

I do not think these large payments, 
ofttimes to absentee owners, can be justi
fied under any circumstances. I hope that 
the committee amendment will be re
jected and that we can hold the ceiling at 
$20,000. The next order of business, then, 
will be to repeal the so-called snapback 
provision. 
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Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, a parlia

mentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

EAGLETON in the chair). The Senator 
from Florida will state it. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Do I correctly under
stand that the vote about to be taken 
will be on the committee amendment 
to eliminate from the bill the House pro
vision relating to a limitation of pay
ments? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct; beginning with line 14 
and extending through line 19 on page 
23. 

Mr. HOLLAND. A vote "yea" will be a 
vote for the committee amendment 
which strikes the House limitation? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct, to eliminate the limitation. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Presiding 
Officer. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment beginning with line 14 and 
continuing through line 19 on page 23. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered, 
and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. METCALF (after having voted in 

the affirmative) . Mr. President, on this 
vote I have a pair with the Senator from 
Wisconsin <Mr. NELSON). If he were pres
ent and voting, he would vote "nay." If 
I were at liberty to vote, I would vote 
"yea." Therefore, I withdraw my vpte. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the 
Senator from Washington <Mr. MAGNu
soN) , and the Senator from Wisconsin 
<Mr. NELSON) are absent on official 
business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
New Mexico (Mr. ANDERSON), the Sen
tor from Nevada <Mr. CANNON), the 
Senator from Alaska <Mr. GRAVEL), the 
Senator from Connecticut <Mr. RIBI
coFF), and the Senator from Maryland 
<Mr. TYDINGS) are necessarily absent. 

On this vote, the Senator from Alaska 
(Mr. GRAVEL) is paired with the Senator 
from Connecticut <Mr. RIBICOFF) . If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Alaska would vote "yea" and the Sena
tor from Connecticut would vote "nay." 

On this vote, the Senator from Wash
ington (Mr. MAGNUSON) is paired with 
the Senator from Maryland <Mr. TY
DINGS). If present and voting, the Sena
tor from Washington would vote "yea" 
and the Senator from Maryland would 
vote "nay." 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Nevada <Mr. 
CANNON), would vote "yea." 

Mr. SCOTT. I announce that the Sena
tor from Michigan <Mr. GRIFFIN) is ab
sent on official business. 

The Senator from Vermont <Mr. 
PROUTY) is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. 
BROOKE), the Senator from New Hamp
shire <Mr. COTTON), and the Senator 
from Florida <Mr. GuRNEY) are detained 
on official business. 

If present and voting, the Senator from 
Massachusetts <Mr. BROOKE) and the 
Senator from Michigan <Mr. GRIFFIN) 
would each vote "nay." 

On this vote, the Senator from Florida 
<Mr. GURNEY) is paired with the Senator 
from Vermont <Mr. PROUTY). If present 

and voting, the Senator from Florida 
would vote "yea" and the Senator from 
Vermont would vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 53, 
nays 3i, as follows: 

Aiken 
Allen 
All ott 
Baker 
Bennett 
Bible 
Burdick 
Byrd, W.Va. 
Cook 
Cooper 
Cranston 
Curtis 
Dirksen 
Dodd 
Dole 
Dominick 
Eagleton 
Eastland 

Bayh 
Bellmon 
Boggs 
Byrd, Va. 
Case 
Church 
Goodell 
Gore 
Harris 
Hart 
Hartke 
Hatfield 

[No. 53 Leg.] 
YEAS-53 

Ellender 
Ervin 
Fannin 
Fong 
Fulbright 
Goldwater 
Hansen 
Holland 
Hollings 
Hruska. 
Inouye 
Jordan, N.C. 
Jordan, Idaho 
Long 
Mccarthy 
McClellan 
McGee 
Miller 

NAYS-34 
Hughes 
Jackson 
Javits 
Kennedy 
Mansfield 
Mathias 
McGovern 
Mcintyre 
Mondale 
Moss 
Packwood 
Pastore 

Montoya. 
Mundt 
Murphy 
Muskie 
Pearson 
Randolph 
Russell 
Smith 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Yarborough 
Young, N.Dak. 

Pell 
Percy 
Proxmire 
Sax be 
Schweiker 
Scott 
Spong 
Williams, N.J. 
Williams, Del. 
Young, Ohio 

PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR, AS 
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED-! 

Anderson 
Brooke 
Cannon 
Cotton 

So the 
agreed to. 

Mr. Metcalf, for. 
NOT VOTING-12 

Gravel Nelson 
Griffin Prouty 
Gurney Ribicofr 
Magnuson Tydings 

committee amendment was 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I move 
that the vote by which the committee 
amendment was agreed to be recon
sidered. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I move 
that the motion to reconsider be laid on 
the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will state the next committee amend
ment. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I have 
agreed to yield to the distinguished Sen
ator from Delaware at this stage and 
gladly do so at this time. 

Mr. Wll.LIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I indicated that I was going to 
offer the next amendment which would 
repeal the so-called statute of limita
tions. However, I recognize that it would 
be the same vote as the preceding one 
and, therefore, I see no need to delay the 
time of the Senate and I shall not offer it 
at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will state the next amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 4, 
line 11, after "(21 U.S.C. 114b~) ",strike 
out "$89,493,000" and insert "$92,126,-
500"; and, in line 19, after the word 
"exceed", strike out "$1,000,000" and in
sert "$2,000,000". 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from New York <Mr. JAVITS) has 
any preference among his amendments 
as to which ones he would like to call up 
first, I would have no objection. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I believe 
that this matter can be settled. 

The committee amendment on page 4, 
line 11, and the committee amendment, 
on page 4, lines 19 and 20, go together 
and relate to the facility at Fort Tilden, 
N.Y. This amendment relates to the con
struction of a replacement on the animal 
quarantine station presently located at 
Clifton, N.J. I have received a letter from 
the Department of Agriculture con
curred in by Under Secretary of the In
terior Russell E. Train on this subject 
which I should like to read into the 
RECORD. l' have already consulted with 
the two Senators interested; namely, the 
Senator from Florida <Mr. HoLLAND) 
and the Senator from New Jersey (Mr. 
CASE). 

This letter is signed by the Under Sec
retary of Agriculture, J. Phil Campbell, 
and is concurred in by Under Secretary 
Train, of the Department of the Interior. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have the letter printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

DEPARTMENT 011' AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, July 1, 1969. 

Hon. JACOB K. JAvrrs, 
U.S. Senate 

DEAR SENATOR JAVITS: ThiS has reference to 
proposed relocation of U.S. Animal Quaran
tine Station, now located at Clifton, New 
Jersey, to a site at the Fort Tilden M111tary 
Reservation, Queens County, Long Island, 
New York. The relocation of the Clifton fa
cility was authorized by Act of September 12, 
164 (P.L. 88-592, 78 Stat. 939). 

The $2 million provided in the 1970 Agri
cultural Appropriation Bill (H.R. 11612) as 
reported by the Senate Committee on Ap}»"o
priations will be used for construction of 
animal quarantine facilities at Fort Tilden, 
New York, only if the Secretaries of Agri
culture and Interior agree that such fac111ties 
are compatible with the use of Fort Tilden 
and its environs for public outdoor recrea
tion purposes. 

If such agreement cannot be reached, these 
funds would be used for construction of 
animal quarantine facilities at an alternative 
location yet to be selected. The Department 
of Agriculture would advise the House and 
Senate Committees on Appropriations before 
final decision is made on such alternative 
location. 

I have discussed the above proposal with 
Under Secretary of Interior Russell Train 
and our two departments are in agreement 
with this arrangement. 

I den tical letters are being sent to Senators 
Spessard L. Holland and Roman L. Hruska 
and Congressmen Jamie L. Whitten and Odin 
Langen. 

Sincerely, 
J. PHIL CAMPBELL. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the im
portant paragraph is as follows: 

The $2 mlllion provided in the 1970 Agri
cultural Appropriation Bill (H.R. 11612) as 
reported by the Senate Committee on Appro
priations w111 be used for construction of 
animal quarantine fac111ties at Fort Tilden, 
New York, only· 1f the Secretaries of Agri
culture and Interior agree that such faclll
ties are compatible with the use of Fort Til
den and its environs for public outdoor rec
reation purposes. If such agreement cannot 
be reached, these funds would be used. for 
construction of animal quarantine fac111ties 
at an alternative location yet to be selected. 

Mr. President, I am satisfied with that 
disposition and I gather that other Sena-

. 
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tors are. The committee amendment 
should be agreed to, with the under
standing of both departments as ex
pressed in the letter which I have just 
placed in the RECORD. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I would 
have no objection to that course being 
followed but I want the RECORD to show 
two things: First, that the island on 
which Fort Tilden is located contains 311 
acres. It is proposed by the Department 
of Agriculture, after a long search over 
the past several years, for a site, to locate 
its quarantine facilities for imported 
livestock, and birds, and other imported 
species will require only 27 acres of that 
311 acres. The Department of Agricul
ture, as I understand it, is quite willing 
to see the rest of the island used for park 
or recreational purposes. 

I think I should state, as the Senator 
from New Jersey (Mr. CASE) is not in 
the Chamber at the moment, that the 
town of Clifton, N.J., where the old quar
antine facilities are located, has been 
trying for years to get rid of those facili
ties, and already has the financing and 
the plans available to build a civic and 
community center at the location of the 
old quarantine station. The Department 
of Agriculture has found the existing fa
cility is not adequate by any means for 
the handling of imported animals and 
other living things which pass through 
that station. 

I am quite agreeable to the solution 
reached between the two departments. I 
think we will have to leave it up to them 
to work out. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague 
from Florida. I merely point out, as the 
letter states, that the question is really 
one of possibility of accommodating both 
the quarantine station and the Gateway 
National Seashore. I, too, am content 
that the relevant departments should 
share this determination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment on page 4, line 11. 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I move 
that the vote by which the amendment 
was agreed to be reconsidered. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I move 
that the motion to reconsider be laid on 
the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
:agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will state the next committee amend
ment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 
4, line 19, strike "$1 million" and insert 
"$2 million." 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, both of 
these amendments, as I understood from 
the Senator from New York, were cov
ered by the letter which he had placed 
in the RECORD, and it now becomes a 
matter of agreeing to the committee 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment. 

The committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I move 
that the vote by which the committee 
amendment was agreed to be reconsid
ered. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I move 
that the motion to reconsider be laid on 
the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will state the next committee amend
ment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 
19, after line 7, insert: 

SPECIAL MILK PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of the Special Milk Program, as 
authorized by section 3 of the Child Nurtrt
tion Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1772) $84,000,000. 

AMENDMENT NO. 63 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, at my re
quest, the Senator from Florida with
held unanimous OOIIl·sent on this amend
ment. He was kind enough to ask me 
which of my amendments I would like to 
bring up first, and I should Jike, with the 
Senator's permission, to· ask unanimous 
consent that, at this stage of the pro
ceedings, I may bring up amendment 
No. 63, changing that figure from $10 
million to $20 million. 

Mr. President, I should like to explain 
the reason for my request. The reason 
is that it would be more logical to bring 
up this amendment before dealing with 
the specialized question of milk. If it is 
agreeable with the Senator, I would ask 
Ulllanimous consent that amendment No. 
63 may now be considered out of order. It 
would only be in order, as I understand 
it, after all committee amendments have 
been dealt with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from New York? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I call up 
amendment No. 63 and ask that it be 
stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 18, 
line 18, delete "$10,000,000" and insert in 
lieu thereof "$20,000,000". 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I am joined 
in offering this amendment by Senators 
BROOKE, HART, KENNEDY, and MONDALE. 
We have prepared a memorandum which 
is available to such Members as are in 
the Chamber and are interested in this 
particular amendment. This amendment 
would restore the amount requested by 
the previous administration. This admin
istration cut this particular item by 50 
percent, or $10 million. The previous ad
ministration had recommended $20 mil
lion. We are proposing in this amend
ment to go back to the figure of $20 
million. 

This is the so-called Vanik program 
which relates to special food service for 
children not in school but in day care 
centers, recreational centers, settlement 
houses and other child-care centers. Our 
interest in this question goes directly to 
the question of day care about which I 
have had very deep concern during the 
years I have been in Congress and which 
has come into focus now, when we talk 
about the rearrangement of national pri· 
orities. 

One of the great national priorities is 
reform of the welfare system, and en
demic in the welfare system is the ques
tion of jobs. We all know, because we 

have heard it now so many, many times, 
that the greatest reservoir of jobs is 
among the AFDC mothers-that is, rela
tively young women who could work if 
some way were found to look after their 
children. 

The fact is that the day care programs 
of the United States reach perhaps, at the 
most, about 25 percent of the children 
of mothers who are working or could 
work. Children whose mothers do work 
are deprived and, in communities like 
mine, children will often wander around 
with keys on strings around their necks 
so they can get into their apartments, if 
they need to, with the help of neighbors; 
moreover, many mothers do not work 
and are on welfare when they do not 
have to be. 

Resources allocated to the nonschool 
food program are inadequate. This pro
gram has an authorization this year of 
$32 million. I repeat, the authorization is 
$32 million for 1969, 1970, and 1971. The 
previous administration recommended 
$20 million. This administration reduced 
that to $10 million. The sponsors of this 
amendment propose that it be restored to 
$20 million. 

The nonschool food program is a new' 
program. It is an effort to encourage 
day-care centers by having available 
adequate food to make it desirable to 
establish day-care centers. This, as it 
were, is an inducement, an incentive, to 
establish more day-care centers. The 
program is flexible, so that food services 
may be available on a year-round basis 
as well as in sumtner programs. 

It is a fact that this program has just 
started. Indeed, it has had to date hardly 
a year of operation, so much so that 
last year there was a $3 million carry
over. So there would be carried over to 
this year, if we appropriated the $10 mil
lion as it came from the House a total of 
$13 million. 

Interestingly enough, though it is a 
new program, its growth is phenomenal. 
It seems to have touched a chord of par
ticular interest in the country. To indi· 
cate the size of its growth, may I give 
this figure? On February 19 last, only 4 
months ago, the Department of Agri
culture had contracted with 300 institu
tions, serving 16,000 children. Yet only 
4 months later, the program had already 
grown to include 1,200 institutions, with 
115,000 children. Hence, in 4 months, 
there were 900 additional institutions, 
serving nearly 100,000 more children. 

The Children's Bureau estimates that 
there are 150,000 children in year
around day-care centers now. All we are 
reaching through this food program is, 
aooording to the Agriculture Depart
ment, 28,000 and, according to the testi
mony to the appropriations committee, 
50,000. 

We may also expect a very large in
crease in the potential number of chil
dren to be served, because we are putting 
into effect certain provisions of the law 
regarding AFDC mothers. This will bring 
about a much greater work force among 
AFDC mothers than we have had up 
to now. This was the major change in 
the welfare laws adopted by the last 
Congress. 

The experts in the Children's Bureau 
of the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare estimate that 1,380,000 chil-
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dren from infancy through age 14 need 
day-care service in the United States. Of 
this number, something like 500,000, ex
clusive of Headstart, are in the poverty 
category. 

As of March 1967, we had over 4 mil
lion working mothers with children under 
6 years of age, and 6.4 million working 
mothers with children of 6 to 17 years of 
age, whereas licensed day-care centers 
were available for under half a million. 

In short, my argument is that here is 
an extremely desirable program, which 
gives an incentive for the establishment 
of day-care centers so urgently needed 
in the country and supports the very pol
icies which we ourselves are offering, to 
wit, a basic policy to bring as many 
AFDC mothers as we possibly can into 
the work force. This particular appropri
ation should not be an object of economy. 
There should not be a 50-percent cut in 
the recommendation of the previous ad
ministration that $20 million is neces
sary for this program. 

Through doubling this amount, we 
will contribute to a policy which we have 
ourselves legislated, the policy of the So
cial Security Act, title IV, which requires 
States to provide AFDC mothers with 
training and employment opportunities, 
and which will accordingly, materially 
increase the child population in day-care 
centers. 

We have proposed a $20 million appro
priation, because these changes, which 
are gradually biting in and taking effect, 
will mean that there are likely to be 200,-
000 children in day-care centers in 1970. 

Based upon that estimate of day-care 
enrollments, the amount needed will be, 
in round figures, $20 million. It is that 
upon which this amendment is based. 

Just one more comment, Mr. President. 
The reason I said I would like to call this 
amendment up before the committee 
amendm·ent on the use of section 32 
funds for m.ilk is that that amendment 
is intended to reach some of the same 
children. 

Frankly, having served with the dis
tinguished Senator from Florida on the 
conference committee last year, and 
knowing of his very deep devotion to the 
section 32 concept, I would like to avoid 
getting into what I know is a very diffi
cult subject. 

Certainly, I hope that we can amend 
this particular item that should appeal, 
it seems to me, to Senators of all points 
of view-liberal, conservative, or middle 
of the road-because the nonschool food 
program conducive to encouraging a 
kind of activity which is indispensable 
to adequate welfare reform. It will enable 
young women to work rather than to 
remain on welfare. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from New York for referring 
to my particular sensitivity to anything 
that raids section 32 funds. 

After all, these funds are the main 
anchor to windward for protecting be
tween 70 and 80 percent of the agricul
tural dollar production of this Nation. 
These· nonprice supported perishables 
include livestock, poultry, vegetables, 
fruits, and even some dairy items. 

I am not unsympathetic with the ob
jective of the bill which we passed last 
year and which I supported-Public Law 
90-302-which provided this special food 

service program. In the Appropriations 
Committee, I was not unsympathetic to 
the request, in the 1968 supplemental ap
propriation bill, for a $10 million appro
priation to be available throughout 1969. 

Now we are through 1969, and instead 
of spending that $10 million in this very 
worthy program, or even spending as 
much as they thought would be spent 
when they submitted the budget, I am 
advised now, in this letter dated today 
from Mr. John M. Buhl, Director of the 
Budget division handling this nonschool 
food program, better known as the Vanik 
bill, that there is now $5.7 million carried 
over from the $10 million of last year, 
and that amount will last throughout 
the summer. 

I have two proposals to make to the 
Senator, either one of which I am willing 
to accept, provided my distinguished 
friend from Nebraska will approve. 

Mr. Buhl and Mr. Davis, who are han
dling this program, both suggest that we 
wait for the last supplemental bill, and 
see what progress they can make this 
summer. They doubt if they can spend 
the entire $5.7 million carryovet from the 
1969 available funds. I am willing to 
state to the distinguished Senator that 
if the $5.7 million proves to be insuf
ficient, as chairman of the subcommittee 
and as the ranking member of the sup
plemental committee, I would be agree
able to add into that last supplemental 
bill any sum that was within reason and 
which could be absorbed by the program. 

I think that is the more reasonable 
way to support the Senator's objective. 
If the Senator insists upon an amend
ment, I would have to insist that it be 
greatly reduced from the $10 million 
which he proposes to add, and I think 
he will get more, in the long run, if he 
will stay with the Senator from Ne
braska and myself-and I see the Sena
tor from Nebraska nodding his head in 
agreement on this--and await the con
sideration of the last supplemental bill. 
At that time we will be under obligation 
to do whatever seems to be reasonable to 
meet the program as it then exists. 

As it now exists, the program cannot 
even use this $5.7 million carryover dur
ing the summer months-at least we are 
so advised by Mr. Davis and Mr. Buhl; 
and of course, they have the knowledge 
in the Bureau of the Budget and in the 
Department of Agriculture which we do 
not have here, of how much the program 
can usefully absorb. 

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

Mr. HOLLAND. I now yield to the 
Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. HRUSKA. The Senator from 
Florida has pretty well outlined my po
sition. There is a carryover of $5.7 mil
lion. We do have advice that they have 
not been able to use the appropriation 
of $10 million in fiscal1969. Certainly the 
next 60 days will pretty well give indica
tion of the extent to which they can use 
that carryover, and what might come 
about by way of a deficiency which would 
require a supplemental at that time. 

The Senator from Florida and I have 
discussed the matter. We do believe it 
would be in better keeping with sound 
appropriation practices and procedures 
to await the developments in the next 60 

days, and then take the matter up in 
the Supplemental Appropriations Sub
committee, of which both the Senator 
from Florida and I are members. I should 
prefer that first alternative. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The second alterna
tive, Mr. President, which I have not dis
cussed with my distinguished friend 
from Nebraska, but which has now peen 
suggested to me by the distinguished 
Senator from New York, is that we add 
$5 million, with the understanding that 
this will be for the full fiscal year, and 
we will not have to deal with this matter 
again in a later supplemental for 1970. 

Mr. JAVITS. Will the Senator yield, so 
that I may explain that? 

Mr. HOLLAND. Let me simply add that 
I think the Senator is taking the less 
desirable course, because if they proceed 
with this program as quickly as the Sen
ator thinks, they would be justifying the 
larger amount anyway. 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, I believe 
that I know the parameters of planning. 
If the two Senators--and I am con
vinced that they will-smile upon this 
program, as it we:.:e, then I think a mod
est increase would be giving the Depart
ment the encouragement needed. The 
Senate would have complete control of 
the process throughout. 

This program has been functioning for 
less than a year, and there has been a 
phenomenal rate of growth from Febru
ary to July in the number of States and 
children covered. I would hope very 
much that the Senators could go along 
with this figure. As I say, they fully con
trol the process. It would give the Depart
ment an indication of the fact that this 
is a program with which we find favor. 
That, I think, would go a long way toward 
encouraging the process of extending it 
throughout the country. Having been on 
the Appropriations Committee, and 
knowing both Senators, I know their 
word is as good as gold. That is not my 
point. I have no doubt whatever that if 
the Senators are faced with a supple
mentary appropriation, having said what 
they have, they will handle it properly. 

I think that it would be much more 
salutary to give an indication that this 
program does find favor with the Con
gress and we are willing to encourage it 
by allowing somewhat more money for it. 

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

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. HRUSKA. I would think, Mr. 

President, that an appropriation of $10 
million, plus the $5.7 million, amounts to 
a fairly substantial fullsome smile in and 
of itself. The operations are then open, 
and the supplemental process will ad
dress itself to whatever the situation is 
when we get into the August or Septem
ber conditions as they then will exist. 

But I should think this colloquy on 
the :floor, together with an amount avail
able of $15.7 million, should be ample for 
the purpose. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, this 
committee--including, I am sure, the 
Senator from Nebraska-has been as 
sympathetic to this action as any. other 
Senators, and I believe the Senator from 
New York also has been sympathetic to 
it. The committee has already recom
mended the amount for the entire feed
ing program be raised from $1.243 b11lion-
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plus for fiscal 1969 to $1.955 billion-plus 
for 1970, or a total increase of $711 mil
lion. Mr. President, I do not think we 
need to state anything more to show the 
fact that this committee has shown 
great sympathy for all these feeding 
programs. 

I hope that our distinguished friend, 
recognlzing that fact, which speaks 
louder than words, will permit this mat
ter to go on to the supplemental bill. I 
agree completely with the distinguished 
Senator from Nebraska that the $10 mil
lion already in the bill, plus the $5.7 
million which we have as a carryover, or 
a total of $15.7 million, makes more than 
three times as much as has been spent 
all through 1969 on this particular pro
gram. It seems to me that fact shows 
that we should proceed rather slowly in 
making any additional increase. I hope 
the Senator will accept that proposition. 
Certainly the offer is made in good faith 
by the Senator from Nebraska and me. 
We simply want to see what is done in 
this program, and we think that our rec
ord in jumping the total of the feeding 
program-Senators will find it on page 
18 of our report-from $1.243 billion to 
$1.955 billion speaks rathe·r loudly for· 
the sympathy which the committee has 
felt in the support of these feeding pro
grams, which go to the poverty stricken, 
the schoolchildren, and the children in 
the disadvantaged spots of which the 
Senator has just spoken. 

I hope the Senator will leave the mat
ter as it is on this basis, which is much 
more nearly in accord with our feelings 
than any other disposition which could 
be made. 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, I can 
understand the desire of the chairman 
and the ranking minority member of 
the committee to stay with the figures 
which they have brought to the Senate 
and not have them increased. 

I have three answers to the points 
which have been made. First, as to the 
overall total with respect to the feeding 
programs, surely $10 million is not any
thing when compared to $1,243,332,000. 
That is why one has to move item by 
item in respect to this matter and ana
lyze what is and is not being done. 

The $10 million figure is exactly the 
same as advanced last year on this par
ticular program, notwithstanding the 
fact that this program is growing by 
leaps and bounds. The program got 
started just last year. We can under
stand that there is a carryover. If the 
Senate were to appropriate $20,000,000, 
there would be a; totally different view 
of this program. 

I have no doubt of the good faith of 
my colleagues. I would be the first to 
affirm it. But we direct this amendment 
to the frame of reference in which the 
program is handled within the Depart
ment of Agriculture and in which it goes 
to the country. 

Thus, my first answer is that this pro
gram has shown such growth as to de
serve an increase in the program as rec
ommended by the previous administra
tion. Second, we are, ourselves, enforcing 
under the Social Security Act, title IV, 
a requirement which would place in
finitely more children in the day-care 
centers. We are now insisting that the 
AFDC mothers put the children in day-

care centers. That will very materially 
increase the child day care population. 

Third, I felt that it was desirable not 
to press the amendment on special milk, 
in view of the fact that the Senator from 
Florida <Mr. HoLLAND) and the Senator 
from Nebraska <Mr. HRUSKA) had a pas
sionate devotion to the section 32 equa
tion. So I offered the pending amend
ment in the hope of thereby wrapping up 
everything I had to say and to propose 
in one package. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, does 
the Senator mean that, if we appropri
ate the $5 million here, the Senator will 
withdraw the amendment to increase the 
transfers from section 32? 

Mr. JAVITS. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, as I un

derstood the proposal of the Senator 
from Florida, if the $5 million is added 
now, it is conditioned upon the idea that 
there would be no further request this 
fiscal year for any additions to the fund. 

If that is what the Senator from New 
York wants, I think he ought to have it. 
However, I suggest to the Senator that 
the Senator from Florida is correct. The 
wiser course would be to allow $15.7 mil
lion, which is the $10 million plus the 
carryover from last year. 

There would be no prejudice to the 
full-steam-ahead development of the 
program to which the Senator referred. 
That ·would see us through the calendar 
year. And there is a supplemental com
ing up within the next 60 days. The op
tions would be more generous and liberal 
by acceding to that than by calling for 
$5 million additional now and calling 
for a supplemental for the balance of 
the year. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I do not 
believe--and the Senator does not have 
to agree with me--that it is desired to 
hold the children hostage for me or vice 
versa. 

Mr. HRUSKA. I have no desire to 
do so. 

Mr. JAVITS. If the amount should be 
more than $15 million and we can con
vince the Senator that we need more 
than $15 million, I am convinced we can 
get it. As far as I am concerned, I will 
not ask for it, and I will not press the 
matter of the special milk if the amount 
is increased to $15 million. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the 
Senator from New York, as usual, has 
exhibited a heart as big as a Georgia 
watermelon, and that is all right. The 
Senators on the committee also have 
rather large hearts. We will agree to the 
$5 million increase, and we understand 
the Senator will not press his other 
amendments. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President. I revise 
my amendment to make it read $15 mil
lion instead of $10 million. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is modified.accordingly. 

Mr. JAVITS. I understand that an
other place in the bill needs to be 
amended. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the in
crease of $5 million on line 18 from $10 
million to $15 million would require also 
an increase of $5 million on line 11 from 
$247 million to $252 million. 

Mr. JAVITS. I modify my amendment 
accordingly. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is accordingly modified. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
modified amendment of the Senator 
from New York. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I com
mend the distinguished Senator from 
Florida and the distinguished Senator 
from New York. 

I want to relate one instance which 
will reaffirm the tremendous need for 
this new program. A week ago Friday in 
East St. Louis the Select Committee on 
Nutrition and Human Needs held hear
ings. We had testifying before the com
mittee a man who indicated that he had 
11 or 12 children and that he had been 
on welfare, but that he was now able to 
get a job that paid him $50 a week. 
However, he was immediately taken off 
welfare. He had to feed 12 children on 
$50 a week. 

The man indicated that he was able to 
get good, nourishing, hot lunches and 
breakfast for 25 cents for his children 
in school, but that the children who 
were eligible to go to day-care centers 
did not have the benefit of the breakfast 
or lunch program. 

Mr. President, a program such as has 
been agreed on will help us accelerate 
meeting the needs of many Americans, 
millions of them children, for whom we 
have not provided a delivery service for 
getting meals to them in day-care cen
ters, recreation centers, and other com
munity centers which have the physical 
facilities but need the financial support 
that the accelerated program will help 
us provide. 

Mr. President, I commend the Sena
tors for providing the aditional $5 
million. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, it some
times might sound as if we are matching 
things togeth~r very quickly i.here. How
ever, I join with the Senator froni Tilinois 
(Mr. PERCY) in thanking my colleagues, · 
men of conviction, on ~the Appropria
tions Committee who feel very deeply 
and fight very hard for far less than · 
$5 million, as they should. 

I am very grateful that we were able 
to work the matter out to everybody's 
satisfaction. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, the Sena
tor from South Dakota <Mr. McGoVERN) 
and I listened to the man testify, along 
with members of our staff. We were 
deeply moved by his statement. 

I said, "What will you do if you can
not get the food with which to feed yoUI 
children?" 

He said, "Senator, I will tell you now, 
I will go out and rob. I will go out and 
steal. I will somehow get the money to 
feed my children if I cannot get it any 
other way." 

Here was a man who did not have an 
education and who could not read or 
write. He finally got a job paying $50 a 
week but then was taken off the welfare 
roll. He was penalized because his chil
dren received less as a result of his 
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wanting to go out and earn his living 
rather than to accept welfare. Under 
that kind of program, adequate food was 
not available for his children in dlay
care centers. 

We have much to learn about welfare 
and how to handle these programs. I 
think that this year Congress, will move 
forward dramatically in meeting these 
great human needs. 

I thank the distinguished Senator 
from Florida and the distinguished Sen
ator from New York. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I am 
advised by the clerks at the desk that 
two committee amendments not yet 
acted upon remain. Both deal with the 
special milk program, recently discussed 
by the Senator from Nebraska and me 
with the Senator from New York. They 
appear on page 19, lines 8 through 12. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
the pending amendment. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, may I 
ask the Senator from Florida about one 
point? 

Mr. HOLLAND. Certainly. First, let me 
describe the other amendment, because 
I think the two amendments should be 
considered en bloc. The first amendment 
begins on line 17 through line 20 on 
page 20. 

The second amendment begins at the 
end of line 20 and continues on lines 21, 
22, and 23 of page 20, and on lines 1 and 
2 of page 21. 

I ask that the two commi.ttee amend
ments be considered en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The last com
mittee amendment will be stated. 

The amendment was read, as follows: 
On page 20, line 17, after the word "em

ployab111ty", insert "and (c) milk for chil
dren in nonprofit high schools and schools 
of lower levels, child-care centers, summer 
camps, and similar nonprofit institutions de
voted to the care and training of children"; 
and, in line 20, after the amendment just 
above stated, strike out "For necessary ex
penses to carry out the provisions of the 
Special Milk Program, as authorized by sec
tion 3 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 
u.s.a. 1772) $12o,ooo,ooo, to be transferred 
from funds available under section 32 of 
the Act of August 24, 1935 (7 u.s.a. 612c) .". 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President I have no 
objection to the amendments 'being con
sidered en bloc, nor do I have any ob
jection to their being agreed to. 

I think the real issue involved in these 
amendments is, Shall the milk for chil
dren in nonprofit high schools and in 
the other places mentioned in the 
amendment be paid for by section 32 
funds, as the House provided or shall 
it be paid for from the genera{revenue? 
The House has opted for section 32 funds. 
The Senate, it will be noted from the 
amendment on page 19, lines 8 through 
12, has opted, for the most part, for gen
eral revenues. 

It is a fact that the Senate amend
ment is a little less liberal in terms of 
money. 

The House provided $120 million, all 
chargeable to section 32. 

It is my feeling, of course, that what
ever develops in conference will repre
sent a struggle. I know that the House 
will insist on its position, and the Senate 
on its pOsition, and that a compromise 
will be effected. That is why I was willing 

to forgo action here, but I want to ask 
the Senator this question: 

I do not know what the intention of 
the committee was, and I think it would 
be useful to find out for the administra
tors. It will be noted that there was no 
qualification of the word "children" in 
lines 18 to 20, inclusive. The language 
refers to "milk for children in nonprofit 
institutions devoted to the care and 
training of children." 

Have we the right to assume, without 
its necessarily being locked into the 
amendment, that the Committee on Ap
propriations contemplated that the is
sue of need should be a factor; in other 
words we were really talking about 
needy children? 

Mr. HOLLAND. The answer is "Yes." 
Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. HOLLAND. In addition, to an-

swer the earlier question of the Senator, 
the provision in the Senate bill of $20 
million for needy children in day-care 
camps, and the like, is to come from sec
tion 32 funds. I want the Senator from 
New York to recognize that the Senator 
from Florida is not always ungenerous 
when it comes to the use of section 32 
funds. 

Mr. JAVITS. I know the Committee 
on Appropriations had in mind the needy 
children. I thought it would be useful to 
have this explanation in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the two commit
tee amendments en bloc. 
. The amendments were agreed to en 
bloc. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I un
derstand that completes the discussion 
of all committee amendments and that 
the bill is now open to amendments from 
the floor. 

I move that the Senate reconsider the 
votes by which the last two commit1-ee 
amendments on pages 19, 20, and 21 were 
agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 60 

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment No. 60 and ask that 
it be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. '.rbe 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

On page 23, line 14, after the colon, insert 
the following: "Provided further, That---

"(1) None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act of any funds available to the Com
modity Credit Corporation shall be used to 
make price support payments or acreage 
diversion payments which wm result in a 
total of such payments to any producer in 
excess of $10,000 for each of the 1970 crops 
of upland cotton, extra long staple cotton, 
wheat, and feed grains. 

"(2) If the foregoing payment limitation 
reduces the payments which otherwise would 
be made to a producer of feed grains (which 
for the purposes hereof shall be considered 
as a single commodity) and wheat on any 
farm, · the minimum acreage diversion re
quirements for such commodity on the farm 
or farms shall be reduced by the same per
centage as the payment to the producer of 
such commodity on the f-arm are reduced by 
the ltmi"baltion. The term "payment". in
cludes payments-in-kind, wheat marketing 

certificates and export marketing certificates, 
but does not include loans or purchases. 

"(3) If the foregoing payment limitation 
reduces by 20 percent or more the payments 
which otherwise would be made to a producer 
of either upland or extra long staple cotton 
on any farm, such producer, without affect
ing his status as a cooperator and without 
being subject to marketing quota penalties, 
may be permitted by the Secretary of Agri
culture to exceed the applicable cotton acre
age allotment for the farm by not more than 
30 percent. 

"(4) The Secretary may not permit the 
owner and operator of any farm, for which 
the foregoing cotton payment limitation re
duces the payment that otherwise would be 
made, to sell or lease all or any part of the 
right to all or any part of such allotment, to 
any other owner or operator of a farm, un
less he finds the lease or sale is not for the 
purpose of evading the foregoing payment 
limitation. 

" ( 5) Acreage planted to the 1970 crop of 
cotton in excess of the acreage allotment for 
the farm established under section 344 of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 
amended, shall not be taken into account in 
establishing future state, county, and farm 
acreage allotments and shall not be con
sidered as part of any acreage allotment. 

"(6) Section 103(d) (12) of the Agricultural 
Act of 1949, as amended shall not be appli
cable to the 1970 crop of cotton. 

"(7) The Secretary of Agriculture shall 
provide such regulations as he determines 
necessary to effectuate the purposes of this 
section and to prevent evasion of the limita
tions contained in this section." 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New York yield? 

Mr. GOODELL. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. I shall, of course, have 

to raise a point of ord~r against this 
amendment at the proper time. I do not 
wish to do so in such a way as to pre
vent the Senator from explaining his 
amendment or making any other state
ment he wishes to make. I simply wish 
to give notice that since the amendment 
contains several items of legislation pure 
and simple, I shall be forced, under the 
rules of the Committee on Appropria
tions, to raise a point of order. 

Mr. GOODELL. I intend, as I gave 
notice on July 1, to move to suspend 
the rule and to allow the amendment 
to be offered. So if the Senator from 
Florida wishes to move to suspend the 
rule at this time, he may do so. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I am trying to be 
courteous and helpful to my distin
guished friend by reserving the point of 
order, and shall make it at a future time. 
However, I shall be glad to make it at 
this time, if he wishes me to do so. 

Mr. GOODELL. Since the motion is 
debatable, it does not make any differ
ence. I shall be glad to explain the 
amendment, and then the Senator can 
make his point of order. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I shall not make the 
point of order now. 

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, the 
amendment would accomplish a simple 
change in the Agriculture Act. It could 
be administered quite simply. 

This amendment in its entirety is ger
mane to the Agricultural Appropriation 
Act for 1970 as it provides for a reduction 
in annual Government expenditures of 
well over $200 million, without interfer
ing with the basic purposes of the farm 
programs financed by these appropria
tions. It is not long-term legislation. All 
provisions of this amendment apply only 
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to the price support and acreage diversion 
payments relative to the 1970 crops. 

This amendment limits the price sup
port and acreage diversion payments un
der each of the 1970 price support and 
adjustment programs of upland cotton, 
extra long staple cotton, wheat, and feed 
grains, to a single producer to $10,000. 

This amendment is to be distinguished 
from the so-called Conte-Findley amend
ment which provided for an overall limi
tation of $20,000 per producer. This 
amendment would limit each crop 
covered, each commodity, to $10,000 per 
producer. 

The Conte-Findley amendment ap
proved May 27 by the House limited 
total payments for all price supported 
crops planted in fiscal year 1970 to 
$20,000 on any farm. I have been advised 
that farm program administrators con
clude that a lower limitation on the pay
ments taking each major price support 
program separately would accomplish 
similar overall savings and would greatly 
simplify the administration of such a 
limitation. For this reason I am offering 
an amendment which limits the pay
ments under each major crop program. 

Department of Agriculture statistics 
report that 15,097 cotton producers, 
5,428 feed grain producers and 4,861 
wheat producers received payments in 
1968 in excess of $10,000. These 25,386 
producers received payments totaling 
$515,196,000. Had a $10,000 limitation 
been in effect their payments would have 
been reduced by well over $200 million. 

According to the Department of Agri
culture, a payment limitation at this 
level would affect only 3.4 percent of the 
cotton producers, 0.4 percent of the feed 
grain producers and 0.6 percent of the 
wheat producers, yet would reduce pay
ments to those producers by over $200 
million. 

In his June 4 testimony before the 
Appropriations Committee, Secretary 
Hardin estimated that 65 percent of 
the cotton payments, 49 percent of the 
wheat payment and 11 percent of the 
feed grain payments in 1968 were simply 
income supplements rather than pay
ments for acreage diversion. These :fig
ures would change somewhat from year 
to year. In other words, a large part of 
these large payments are a net addi
tion to the large producers' substantial 
incomes from farm products marketed 
rather than payment for leaving land 
out of production to balance supplies 
with market outlets available. 

Paragraphs (2) and (3) of the amend
ment are germane to the Agriculture Ap
propriation Act for 1970 in that they pro
vide for changes in 1970 only in the 
production or acreage diversion require
ments of producers who have their pay
ments limited in order to achieve equity 
for them and provide the same incentives 
for them to cooperate in the voluntary 
wheat and feed grain programs as they 
have had in the absence of payment lim
itations. 

Paragraph (2) provides that any wheat 
or feed grain producer who has his 1970 
Government payment limited by the 
$10,000 Umitation would have his mini
mum acreage diversion requirements re
duced by the same percentage as his 
payment is reduced. As an example, a 

feed grain producer whose payments are 
reduced by one-third by the $10,000 lim
itation would have his feed grain base 
acreage diversion requirements reduced 
by one-third. 

Paragraph (3), which is a modification 
of the earlier Schnittker amendment, 
provides that any cotton producer who 
has his 1970 cotton program payments 
reduced by the $10,000 limitation by 20 
percent or more, may, at the discretion 
of the Secretary, be permitted to plant 
up to 30 percent additional cotton acre
age without being subject to marketing 
quota penalties. This is to provide a meas
ure of equity of treatment under the 
program to the large producer whose 
payment is limited. Under the export 
acreage section of existing legislation, 
producers who wish to forgo all price 
support payments and loans, and plant 
for export a larger acreage of cotton 
than their allotment, may do so. 

The provisions of paragraph (2) and 
(3) are germane to H.R. 11612 in that 
they make it possible to reduce Govern
ment fiscal year 1970 expenditures over 
$200 million, yet continue equitable pro
visions for large producers and achieve 
the goals of the programs financed by 
these appropriations. 

Admittedly, paragraphs (2) and (3) 
would permit large-scale producers of 
wheat and feed grains to cooperate in 
the voluntary programs for these crops 
although diverting less land and receiv
ing smaller payments than in the absence 
of a payment limitation. The differen
tial in diverted acreage would be so small, 
however, that small adjustments in the 
program could easily offset the smaller 
acreage diversion on the large farms. 

It is my understanding that permit
ting the large cotton producers affected 
by payment limitations to increase their 
acreages of cotton would not create a 
serious problem in balancing cotton sup
plies with market outlets. At prevailing 
world prices most cotton producers 
would not increase their cotton acreage 
even though given the opportunity. Al
though the announced national cotton 
acreage allotment for 1969 was approxi
mately 16,000,000 acres, fewer than 12,-
000,000 acres were planted. Except for 
Provisions in the cotton program regula
tions relative to cotton acreage planting 
requirements in order to be eligible to 
collect the Government subsidy of 14.7 
cents a pound, even fewer acres of cot
ton would have been planted in 1969. 

In the Mississippi Delta and in the ir
rigated areas of Texas and of States 
farther west, cotton returns far more 
per acre than competing crops. Some 
would increase their acreage of cotton if 
their payments were limited and their 
cotton allotments were increased. Pro
ducers in other sections, however, would 
reduce their acreage of cotton if cotton 
program regulations were changed some
what. 

Paragraphs (4) and (7) of the pro
posed amendment are germane to H.R. 
11612 in that they authorize the Secre
tary to provide regulations as he deter
mines necessary to prevent the evasion 
of the limitation specified in paragraph 
(1). 

Paragraph (5) is self-explanatory. 
An~ excess acreage planted to cotton 1n 

1970 as a result of these provisions shall 
not be taken into account in establish
ing future cotton allotments. 

Paragraph (6) is a vital provision and 
it is germane in that it repeals the so
called snap-back provisions in the 1965 
act insofar as they would apply to the 
1970 crop year. As Secretary Hardin 
clearly pointed out in his Senate testi
mony, unless section 103(d) (12) is 
amended eliminating its application to 
the 1970 crop of cotton, the savings 
achieved by the application of paragraph 
(1) (a)-$10,000 limitation on payments 
under specified farm commodity price 
support programs--could be dissipated 
under the program provisions author
ized by the present section 103 (d) (12) of 
the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended. 

I refer to the major argument raised 
by those who earlier supported the com
mittee amendment, and those who 
wanted to raise the $20,000 limitation on 
farm payments. That problem would be 
eliminated by my amendment in that the 
snap-back provisions in the present law 
would be repealed and the cotton pro
ducers would be taken care of in the flex
ibility provided for in my amendment. 

In summary, this amendment in its en
tirety is germane to H.R. 11612, Agricul
tural Appropriation Act for 1970, in that 
it is limited to the crop year 1970 and 
restricts the expenditures of funds ap
propriated for 1970 in an equitable man
ner, providing potential Government sav
ings in excess of $200 million. Yet it does 
not interfere with the attainment of the 
real goals of the programs financed by 
these appropriations. 

At a time when important rural devel
opment, educational, health, housing, 
and nutritional programs, to mention 
only a few, are being limited because of 
our inability to adequately finance them, 
it does not make sense to make farm 
program subsidy payments in excess of 
$10,000 to some 25,000 large farmers who, 
by any reasonable standards, already 
have high incomes and substantial equi
ties in property. 

In the absence of this amendment, in 
1970 some 2,000 giant farms, many of 
them corporations, will collect $150 mil
lion in subsidies. Five to 10 large corpora
tions may each receive subsidies of $1 
million or more. One large corporation 
received over $4 million in farm subsidies 
in 1967 and over $3 million in 1968. 

It is therefore imperative that a limita
tion affecting the 1970 crop be enacted. 
We cannot afford to wait any longer to 
eliminate the inequities which this pro
gram represents. This is an effective in
terim measure while broader revision in 
the farm program is being worked out. 

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

Mr. GOODELL. I will yield to the Sen
ator in just a moment. First, I wish to 
make several other points. 

The amendment I offer is based on a 
study made under the direction of former 
Under Secretary of Agriculture, John A. 
Schnittker. 

It was completed in the Department of 
Agriculture last November. It did not 
come to our attention until this spring. 
In that study I think that Mr. Schnittker 
effectively answered the arguments 
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which have been raised against a pay
ments limitation here today. He stated: 

Payments to producers under existing 
price support and acreage control programs 
for feed grains, wheat, cotton, wool, and 
sugar, could be limited to around $20,000 
per farm for all payments, or to $10,000 per 
program without serious adverse effects on 
production or on the effectiveness of produc
tion adjustment programs. 

The Schnittker report also points out 
that the savings would be from $200 mil
lion to nearly $300 million. It concluded 
that the various arguments against this 
proposal and the difficulty of adminis
tration are not decisive, and are not good 
reasons for opposing a payments limita
tion. I would make it clear that the De
partment of Agriculture opposes all 
amendments to the basic legislation at 
this time. This is said without prejudice 
to what programs they may present in 
the future as a part of the general farm 
program. I am advised that the Depart
ment of Agriculture prefers my amend
ment to a straight $20,000 limitation. 
They prefer it in the sense that it would 
be far simpler to administer. I believe it 
is a simpler provision to administer be
cause it would save over $200 million and 
would do equity to the farm program in 
the interim period, before we are able 
to deal with overall farm legislation at a 
later time. 

Now I am happy to yield to my col
league from New York. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I feel that 
this is a most constructive way in which 
to put the matter before us. Let me say 
that the Senator from Delaware <Mr. 
WILLIAMS) has been a longstanding 
champion in this field and I, generally 
speaking, have supported him. I think 
that my colleague from New York has 
rendered a signal service in the refine
ment which he has introduced in his 
amendment, especially in the informed 
backing given by an official who has had 
long experience with the program. One 
thing it should do is to awaken us to the 
realities. 

I should like to address a question to 
my colleague: Does he not agree that 
the basic philosophy of his amendment 
is that the whole concept which 
dictates these payments, unless a limita
tion is imposed such as he has de
scribed, has become obsolescent? The 
program is not necessary to encourage 
production because, as he himself has 
pointed out, there would be even less pro
duction than there is now and more con
formable, probably, to the demand if 
there had not been a program. Whether 
justified or not, this program has hung 
on, and hung on, and hung on, because, 
somehow or other, we still feel in 
America that rural America represents 
the backbone of the country and whether 
it needs it or wants it, it is still subsi
dized without any regard for the reali
ties which have long since overtaken 
them, and us, and everyone else. 

Mr. GOODELL. I agree with my col
league. I think that rural America has 
contributed vitally to this country's 
backbone, but I do not think this kind of 
program strengthens the farmers of this 
country as presently constituted. I would 
point out, in this respect, that my 
amendment on income supplement goes 
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largely to the very big producers who do 
not need it and who can conform under 
flexible provisions that I have provided 
on the basis of Mr. Schnittker's current 
study, and still not reap the $200 million 
bonanza from the taxpayers each year. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from New York yield? 
Mr. GOODELL. I yield. 
Mr. DOLE-. I cannot speak with any 

great authority with reference to cotton 
but, coming from the greatest wheat~ 
producing State in America, I can touch 
on that commodity. 

With reference to the percent of pro
ducers, the six-tenths of 1 percent re
ferred to, how much wheat production 
is :eprese.nted in this figure? This, in my 
op1ruon, 1s the key to the entire argu
ment; that is, wheat production, not 
numbers of wheat farmers. As one who 
opposed the original mandatory pro
grams when they were advocated by 
former Secretary of Agriculture Orville 
Freeman as well as Under Secretary 
Schnittker, I feel farmers might be bet
ter off if programs moved in some oth
er directions. Presently, as is illustrated 
here today, farmers are at the mercy of 
Congress. 

This is an appropriation bill and your 
amendment is perhaps subject to a point 
of order. The point is, however, that we 
have a program and it is a mistake to 
say or even suggest that certain farmers 
receive $10,000 or $20,000 because of our 
gratitude, because he happens to par
ticipate in a farm program. The key 
questions are, How much land does a 
man own, how much does it produce, and 
how many acres will be diverted if he 
goes into the program? 

I have no quarrel with the general 
intent and believe the amendment of the 
Senator from New York is far superior 
to the so-called Findley amendment. 

We may need new farm legislation but 
it is late in the day now· to impose cer
tain restrictions on farmers who partici
pate in a program. Does the Senator 
have information as to the amount of 
wheat produced by the farmers the Sen
ator referred to earlier? 

Mr. GOODELL. I would want to be 
completely accurate to answer the Sen
ator's question. I will get the exact fig
ures on that. In any event, under the 
provisions of my amendment, changes 
in production or in acreage diversion re
quirements on farms which have their 
payments limited would go a long way 
toward achieving equity and we would 
not have to reduce production any more 
than the reduction in the payments. 

Mr. DOLE. It is the superior part of the 
amendment because it would not force 
them completely out of the program. 
Living in a farm State, I know payment 
limitation may sound good in the press, 
but many who wlll report these proceed
ings do not know a Jersey cow from the 
Washington Monument. They know lit
tle about the limitation of payments, and 
less about farm programs but I would 
guess the large producers would benefit 
more by being outside the program, and 
not accepting any payments. They could 
produce all they wished and still be pro
tected by the price umbrella. The result 

would be more surpluses and more costly 
programs to dispose of surpluses. 

If the program is bad, let us change 
the basic program. Let us not change it 
by trying to impose restrictions on the 
farmer just because of his size. 

Mr. GOODElL. The Senator from 
Kansas is aware of the reason I en
forced suspending the rule. I am fol
lowing exactly this procedure so as not 
to put on a straight limitation without 
changing the program, whether chang
ing it in a minor way, or if it would need 
adjustment so that the big producers 
who are substantially affected would be 
able to operate effectively and would 
be dealt with on an equitable basis. There 
is a maximum flexibility here placed at 
the discretion of the Secretary of Agri
culture to deal with this situation. If 
we do not act now, as the Senator is 
well aware, we wlll have no opportunity 
to put a payment limitation on this year's 
farm program. This amendment would 
give ample notice to the producers for 
the next plantings and we can save over 
$200 million in the interim. 

Mr. DOLE. While I doubt whether it 
would save anything-it would probably 
cost more money-the amendment has 
some merit. I would hope the committee 
would this year consider changing the 
basic agriculture act. That would be a 
good and proper time to offer the amend
ment but not on an appropriation bill. 
Perhaps the American public and the 
farmers have about reached the end, so 
far as subsidies are concerned but this 
can better be determined when consider
ing basic farm legislation. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
. ident, I am glad the Senator from New 
York has offered the amendment. I shall 
certainly support it. It is a realistic ap
proach to the problem of controlling 
these large payments. One argument used 
on the previous amendment was that it 
did not repeal at the same time the so
called snapback provisions. 

The Senator has included that in his 
amendment. I certainly hope his amend
ment can be approved because it is the 
very least we can do at this time when 
we are having a major job trying to raise 
enough money to support the essential 
programs of our country. 

Mr. GOODElL. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Delaware for his suo
port. The repeal of the. "snapback" provi
sion which was placed in the law of 1965 
would really take us back to obsolete 
price supports, by which the Commodity 
Credit Corporation would acquire most of 
the cotton and sell it on the market. That 
would disrupt the cotton market and 
would avoid the intent of the Congress. 

That was the argument which was 
made on the $20,000 limitation. Because 
of the rules which exist, in order to avoid 
having a two-thirds vote on suspending 
the rules, we were unable to repeal the 
"snapback" language. My amendment 
would do that. It is a clean, compact 
amendment, and I think it would be easy 
to administer. 

Mr. President, in answer to the ques
tion raised earlier by the Senator from 
Kansas <Mr. DoLE), less than 10 percent 
of the wheat produced in this country is 
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produced by the wheat farmers affected 
by my amendment. 

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

Mr. GOODELL. I yield to the Senato.r 
from Colorado. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I think we all realize we 
need some reform in our farm legislation. 
As long as 5 years ago, I advocated a 
reassessment of our subsidy program on 
a definite term basis, 5 or 6 years, in
cluded in one act, to see if we could not 
get our whole farm program back on a 
more practical basis. 

On page 1 of his statement the Sena-
tor says: · 

These figures would change somewhat 
from year to year. In other words, a large 
part of these large payments are a net addi
tion to the large producers' substantial in
comes from farm products marketed ratheT 
than payment for leaving land out of pro
duction to balance supplies with market out
lets available. 

That is confusing to me. It is not in 
conformity with what I understand the 
law to be. With all due deference to my 
friend from Kansas, we raise a few 
bushels of wheat in Colorado, too. 

The Senator certainly is not implying, 
is he, that those who raise wheat, for ex
ample, or feed grains, do not have to take 
land out of production in order to get 
these payments? · 

Mr. GOODELL. No. The point I 
make--

Mr. ALLOTT. Perhaps the phrasing of 
the sentence is a little unfortunate, but 
I think that is the implication of this 
particular sentence. I think it ought to 
be made perfectly clear that if a man 
draws payments of more than $20,000 a 
year, for example, he still has to take· 
land out of production in order to get 
those subsidy payments. 

Mr. GOODELL. Yes. Technically, 49 
percent of the wheat payments are sim
ply income supplements rather than 
payments for acreage diversion. Sixty
five percent of the cotton payments are 
income supplements rather than pay
ments for acreage diversion. Eleven per
cent of feed grain payments are income 
supplements rather than payments for 
acreage diversion. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I do not know where the 
Senator gets his figures. 

Mr. GOODELL. These are figures giv
en on June 4 by Secretary Hardin. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Unless he reports them 
some other way, I do not think they are 
necessarily true even if the Secretary of 
Agriculture gives them. If a man takes 
land out of production, no matter 
whether he is farming 640 acres or 10,000 
acres, he still has to take some land out 
of production in order to get the subsidy 
payments. In the case of a wheat allot
ment, for example, which, again, is not 
the way I have ever thought it should 
be--I have always thought if there is any 
subsidy, it should be on a unit basis such 
as a bushel, rather than acres; they have 
taken the unit measurement, reduced it 
to production, and then converted it to 
acres--the farmer still has to take acre
age out of production. That is the point 
that should be made, because the infer
ence can be read into the statement that 
it is .not done that way. I hope the Sena
tor understands. 

Mr. GOODELL. I understand. 
Mr. COOK. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. GOODELL. I yield. 
Mr. COOK. With regard to the re

marks I made earlier on the motion of 
the Senator from Delaware, my main 
objection was that we were voting on a 
limitation without consideration of the 
repeal of the snapback provision. I 
merely would like to say I shall be de
lighted to support the Senator from New 
York in voting to suspend the rules in 
regard to the amendment that he has 
presently before the Senate. 

Mr. GOODELL. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, after 

a few remarks. I shall raise a point of 
order. 

I want to call to the attention of Sen
ators that the proposed amendment 
amounts to general legislation on an an
nual appropriation bill in three different 
fields. 

The first is in regard to feed grains 
and wheat, which are conveniently in
corporated in paragraph 2 of the pro
posed amendment. which reads: 

If the foregoing payment limitrution re
duces the payments which otherwise would 
be made to a producer of teed grains . . . 
and wheat on any farm, the minimum acl'e
age diversion requirements for such com
modity on the farm or farms shall be reduced 
by the same percentage as the payment to 
the producer of such commodity on the farm 
are reduced by t4e limitation. 

In other words, here is a provision 
which, if it went into effect as to the 
so-called voluntary programs--which are 
not too voluntary, because they have 
both a carrot and a stick-would imme
diately encourage or require the return 
to production of substantial acreage of 
both wheat and feed grains; and there 
is no way to avoid that interPretation. 
This is obviously general legislation. 

Paragraph (3) of · the amendment 
reads: 

If the foregoing payment limitation re
duces by 20 percent or more the payments 
which otherwise would be made to a pro
ducer of either upland or extra long staple 
cotton on any farm, such producer, without 
affecting his status as a cooperator and with
out being subject to marketing quota penal
ties, may be permitted by the Secretary of 
Agriculture to exceed the applicable cotton 
acreage allotment for the farm by not more 
than 30 percent. 

In other words, there would imme
diately return into production 30 percent 
more acreage of cotton, if that provision 
went into effect. 

The fourth paragraph of the amend
ment reads: 

The Secretary may not permit--

And Mr. President I certainly do not 
know by whwt authority-
the owner and operator of any farm, for 
which the foregoing cotton payment limita
tion reduces the payment that otherwise 
would be made, to sell or lease all or any 
part of the right to all or any part of such 
allotment, to any other owner or operator of 
a farm, unless he finds the lease or sale is 
not for the purpose of evading the foregoing 
payment limitation. 

In other words, with respect to cotton, 
it is proposed to give to the Secretary 
authority to refuse the right to an owner 

of cotton producing acreage to sell or 
lease any part of his acreage for the 
production of cotton. 

Paragraph (5) of the amendment 
reads: 

Acreage planted to the 1970 crop of cotton 
in excess of the acreage allotment for the 
farm established under section 344 of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 
amended, shall not be taken into account 
in establishing future State, county and 
farm acreage allotments and shall not be 
considered as part of any acreage allotment. 

This paragraph acknowledges that they 
are going to have to produce more cot
ton, but it says it shall not be taken into 
account in giving him his future allot
ments. 

Paragraph (6) is, of course, the one 
we have been talking about all during the 
earlier debate. That would repeal the 
snapback provision of the law, which 
would require, as I think all Senators 
now know, going back to the old law. 
Under that law, the price support for 
cotton would go from about 21 cents, as 
of now, to about 31 cents under the 65-
percent price-support program, which is 
the lowest price-support program under 
the old law. 

We all know that the snapback pro
vision not only would prevent any sav
ing, but would require that about $160 
million more be paid out to the pro
ducers of cotton. 

The seventh section simply gives the 
Secretary the right to provide any regu
lation necessary to enforce these new 
laws in the fields of wheat production, 
seed grain production, and cotton pro
duction. 

Mr. President, I do not see how a fuller 
change of legislation could possibly be 
suggested in any proposed amendment to 
this bill. I therefore make the point of 
order now that this amendment proposes 
to add general legislation on an annual 
appropriation bill, and is therefore out 
of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MA
THIAS in the chair) . The Chair sustains 
the point of order made by the Senator 
from Florida, on the ground that the 
amendment would constitute legislation 
on an appropriation bill. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, pur

suant to the notice I filed on July 1, I 
now move to suspend the rules and per
mit my amendment (No. 60) to be voted 
upon, and I ask for. a rollcall vote. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion is on agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from New York to suspend the 
rules. On this question, the yeas and 
nays have been ordered. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it. 

Mr. HOLLAND. To sustain this mo
tion would require a two-thirds vote of 
the Senate, would it not? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Presiding 
omcer. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 
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The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the 

Senator from Washington <Mr. MAGNu
soN) and the Senator from Wisconsin 
<Mr. NELSON) are absent on official busi
ness. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
New Mexico (Mr. ANDERSON), the Sena
tor from Nevada <Mr. CANNON), the Sen
ator from Alaska <Mr. GRAVEL), the Sen
ator from Louisiana <Mr. LONG), and 
the Senator from Connecticut <Mr. 
RIBICOFF), are necessarily absent. 

On this vote, the Senator from Con
necticut <Mr. RmicOFF) is paired with 
the Senator from Alaska <Mr. GRAVEL). 
If present and voting, the Senator 
from Connecticut would vote "yea'' and 
the Senator from Alaska would vote 
"nay." 

On this vote, the Senator from Wis
consin <Mr. NELSON) is paired with the 
Senator from Washington <Mr. MAGNU
soN). If present and voting, the Senator 
from Wisconsin would vote "yea" and 
the Senator from Washington would vote 
"nay." 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Nevada <Mr. 
CANNON) would vote "nay." 

Mr. SCOT!'. I announce that the Sen
ator from Michigan (Mr. GRIFFIN) is ab
sent on official business. 

The Senator from Vermont (Mr. 
PROUTY) is necessarily absent, and, if 
present and voting, would vote "nay." 

The yeas and nays resulted-yeas 26, 
nays 65, as follows: 

Bayh 
Boggs 
Brooke 
Case 
Cook 
C'ooper 
Goodell 
Gore 
Hart 

Aiken 
Allen 
All ott 
Baker 
Bellm on 
Bennett 
Bible 
Burdick 
Byrd, Va. 
Byrd, W.Va. 
Church 
Cotton 
Cranston 
Curtis 
Dirksen 
Dodd 
Dole 
Dominick 
Eagleton 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ervin 

Anderson 
Cannon 
Gravel 

[No. 54 Leg.) 
YEAS-26 

Hartke 
Hatfield 
Javits 
Kennedy 
Mathias 
Miller 
Packwood 
Pastore 
Pell 

NAY&--65 
Fannin 
Fong 
Fulbright 
Goldwater 
Gurney 
Hansen 
Harris 
Holland 
Hollings 
Hruska 
Hughes 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Jordan, N.C. 
Jordan, Idaho 
Mansfield 
McCarthy 
McClellan 
McGee 
McGovern 
Mcintyre 
Metcalf 

Percy 
Proxmire 
Sax be 
Schweiker 
Scott 
W1lliams, N.J. 
W1lliams, Del. 
Young, Ohio 

Mondale 
Montoya 
Moss 
Mundt 
Murphy 
Muskie 
Pearson 
Randolph 
Russell 
Smith 
Sparkman 
Spong 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tydings 
Yarborough 
Young, N.Dak. 

NOT VOTING-9 
Grlffi.n 
Long 
Magnuson 

Nelson 
Prouty 
Ribicoff 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fewer 
than two-thirds of the Senators present 
and voting having voted in the affirma
tive, the motion is rejected. 

The bill is open to further amend
ment. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I move 
that we reconsider the vote by which the 
motion was defeated. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further amendment to be proposed, 
the question is on the third reading of 
the bill. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk an amendment and ask that 
it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. The Senator 
from Iowa <Mr. MILLER) proposes an 
amendment: 

On page 20, line 16, after the word "loca
tion" add a semicolon and the word "re
sources". 

Mr. MTI.,LER. Mr. President, this is a 
very simple amendment. It merely adds 
the word "resources" to the factors to be 
taken into account in connection with 
the low-income families. 

On page 20 of . the bill, line 16, are 
certain factors that are to be taken into 
consideration in determining what are 
low-income families. These factors in
clude location and in the case of a minor, 
income of parents. My amendment would 
merely add the word ''resources," so that 
that part of line 16 would read "loca
tion, resources, and income." 

The reason for the amendment is sim
ply that income by itself may cause the 
Secretary to make a determination, in 
the case of someone who may not, in a 
particular year, have very much income 
but may have a great amount of per
sonal resources and property. or who may 
have a large sum of money in the bank 
or may have a large inventory of grain 
or other agricultural products. I believe 
this factor ought to be tStken into ac
count. 

I have discussed the amendment in
formally with the Senator from Florida 
<Mr. HoLLAND), the manager of the bill, 
and I hope he will agree to take the 
amendment to conference. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Provided my distin
guished friend from Nebraska, the rank
ing minority member of the subcommit
tee, has no unwillingness to take it to 
conference, I am willing to take the 
amendment. 

I am perfectly aware that resources 
sometimes can make the difference be
tween poverty and affluence. Sometimes 
it will not. I think. we ought to empha
size the fact that it is poverty and an 
inability to take care of oneself that is 
the real issue. A person can own a home 
and still be without income or resources. 

With that explanation, I am willing 
to take the amendment of the Senator 
from Iowa. 

Mr. HRUSKA. I would have no objec
tion to the amendment and am willing 
to accept it on the basis that the chair
man of the subcOmmittee has outlined. 

Mr. MILLER. I thank the Senator 
from Nebraska. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the 
committee will accept the amendment. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. I do so for this 
reason. This is a totally new matter, and 
I would like to have a few minutes to 
discuss it and understand its purpose. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, on the 
passage of the bill, I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
. Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, I have no 
desire to raise a capricious question, but 
with respect to this amendment, it seems 
on its face to be innocuous. It does puz
zle me, and I would like to hear the an
swer of the author of the amendment 
and the answers of the people who will 
manage the measure in conference, the 
Senator from Florida <Mr. HOLLAND), 
and the Senator from Nebraska <Mr. 
HRUSKA), with respect to this matter, as 
I read it, and interpret its meaning. 

If the Senators will address themselves 
to the language on page 20, lines 6 
through 17, inclusive, they will find that 
this language deals with certain moneys 
which are authorized, not for individuals, 
but for an area in which individuals 
live. In other words, it ·is money for an 
area, in which individuals live, which in
cludes "needy children and low income 
persons whom the Secretary determines 
to be suffering, through no fault of their 
own, from general and continued hunger 
resulting from insufficient food.'' 

The Secretary can dip into this $100 
million which is provided for at the top 
of that page for additional direct dis
tribution or other programs in such area, 
whether or not it is under the food stamp 
program or direct food distribution. So 
he is determining whether that area de
serves an additional distribution pro
gram. This is strictly a relief-of-hunger 
proposition. 

Then, in reading further, he is to de
cide that in that area-l would assume 
although it does not say s~there are 
enough needy children and low-income 
persons who, through no fault of their 
own, suffer from general and continued 
hunger resulting from insufficient food, 
and whether he should put in a program 
directly, moving over the heads of local 
and city officials, and so forth. Then, in 
making such determination, whether he 
is in that kind of area, he is determining 
the nature of the area as to certain con
ditions with respect to needy children 
and low-income people in that area; and 
in making that determination he must 
decide questions such as the age, income, 
location and income of parents, if a 
minor. That is rather indefinite language 
but I assume he must look at the income 
of the parents as well in order to deter
mine if this is a suitable area for him 
to go into. 

The Senator from Iowa would add "re-
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sources" to the income of the parents. By 
that addition I am sure he means furni
ture, fixtures, money in the bank, and so 
forth. I would assume that if they have 
a few iron bedsteads that would not dis
qualify the area. However, that is not 
what concerns me. I am worried about 
this situation. If it is an area determina
tion how can the Secretary arrive at the 
resources? He can determine age, income, 
and location figures. Income would in
clude the income of the parents because 
that is a census figure. However, with 
respect to a figure for resources, I do not 
know where that would exist. 

By including "resources" will we strip 
the Secretary from making any determi
nation to put in an additional program 
because we are giving him a standard he 
could not possibly meet? 

I am not raising this question because 
I am trying to defeat the Senator's 
amendment, but I would like to know 
what the Senator has in mind and how 
to meet the questions I raised. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, respond
ing to the questions raised by the Sena
tor from New York, I think it is fortunate 
that he is troubled by this language be
cause now that he has raised the matter 
we can make legislative history on the 
floor of the Senate. 

As I understand the language it would 
not require any area determination at 
all. It would require merely a determina
tion by the Secretary as to whether there 
are any of these needy children and low
income persons. If he determines that 
there are, then he has the authority for 
this additional direct distribution and 
for other programs which the bill pro
vides for. I do not see anything here 
that would require any area determina-
tion on his part. . 

I suggest the way the language reads 
to me is that if he finds one person who 
is needy in any area that is not covered 
by a food distribution program or a food 
stamp program, then he has the author
ity to see that that one needy person can 
be helped. The word "resources" de
scribes the condition of the parents if 
there is a minor needy child. 

All we are trying to do by this amend
ment is to make clear that we are not 
going to have. abuses of the program 
which have caused such a great amount 
of agitation in some areas. The Senator 
from North Dakota pointed out during 
the course of the food stamp hearings 
that there are some cases where farmers 
may have no income during the course 
of a year but have considerable farmland, 
a large livestock inventory, and crops. 

If these people are entitled to some in
dividual assistance it should go to 
genuine needy families. It is a matter of 
some concern on the part of the people 
paying the bill. That is all the amend
ment is designed to do, Mr. President, 
and I suggest to my colleague from New 
York that there is no area of determina
tion involved; although I am happy now 
to yield to the Senator from Nebraska 
<Mr. HRUSKA) or to the Senator from 
Florida (Mr. HoLLAND), who are on the 
committee and have considered the 
whole language in the bill and can ex
plain it further. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I do not 
believe that the construction contended 

for by the Senator from New York ap
plied at all. The word "determinations" 
applies in the next preceding reference 
to determination. If, however, there 
would be any doubt about it, may I sug
gest to the Senator from Iowa that there 
be inserted after the word "determina
tions" in line 15 these few words, which 
will nail it down: 

As to such children and such persons--

So that the sentence will read: 
In making such determinations as to such 

children and such persons, the Secretary 
shall take into consideration • • • 

Then we have no question about it, 
and instead of legislative history we have 
legislative language. 

Mr. JAVITS. Does the Senator from 
Iowa accept that? 

Mr. MILLER. I think that clarifies 
what we are talking about beyond ques
tion and I hope that if this would sat
isfy the Senator from New York, I would 
be more than happy to modify my 
amendment. I ask the Senator from New 
York, does that satisfy him? 

Mr. JAVITS. When the Senator says, 
does it satisfy me, I am not satisfied at 
all with the need for evaluating resources 
in a welfare situation, but I believe that 
if we have income anyhow, and we do 
confine it to the individual and make it 
a test of whether a single individual shall 
have the benefit of the program that the 
Secretary of Agriculture puts into an 
area, I have no objection. 

Therefore, if the Senator will modify 
his amendment, I have nothing further 
to say against it. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that my amendment 
may be modified as suggested by the Sen
ator from Nebraska. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I cer
tainly have no objec.tion to the amend
ment as modified, but I want to repeat 
what I said a while ago, that I do not 
believe resources can always be a test, 
beerause I know of cases of very poor 
people who have a home to live in, a roof 
over their head~. but who, nevertheless, 
are oompletely without any viable means 
of existence. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will state the amendment as modified. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
On page 20, line 16, insert after the word 

"location" the following: "; resources". 
On line 15, Sifter "determinations" insert 

"as to such children and such persons". 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, with 
that understanding, I am very glad to 
accept the amendment. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague from Florida. Let me say 
that I am sure the Department of Agri
culture will interpret such a term reason
ably. I think it would. be most unfortu
nate, if it did otherwise. I cannot conceive 
of an interpretation in such a strict man
ner. Thus, I do not think the Senator 
from Florida would have to worry about 
how the Department wm administer this 
one provision. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I am not worried about 
it because we have put it in the legisla
tive history that we are not expecting 
people who are really poor and without 
means of sustenance to be deprived 

simply because they have shelter over 
their heads. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Iowa yield for a question on 
the amendment? 

Mr. MILLER. I yield. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I have 

tried to follow the debate as it has related 
to the amendment proposed by the Sen
ator from Iowa and the modification that 
was made to it. 

May I make sure I understand that by 
inserting the word "resources" we are 
really talking about a test of assets for 
eligibility? 

Mr. HOLLAND. That is the under
standing of the Senator from Florida plus 
the additional fact that if the word "re
sources" consists of mere shelter, or a 
mere place to be sheltered from the 
weather, but without really any means of 
living or any means of acquiring food in 
the house, and so forth, the possession of 
that mere resource would not be con
sidered as disqualifying. 

Mr. BAKER. We have had a situation 
in my State of Tennessee that is some
what similar, I am afraid, to the dilemma 
we are heading for by including the word 
"resources." That is the rather sad situa
tion of finding, as an example, an elderly 
couple who own their own home and its 
furnishings but that is the only resource 
and assets they have. They have no 
income, but they would be deprived of 
any aid, because of a change in our 
statute, because they owned a home un
encumbered and they refused to sell it. 
But even if they did, they would be 
out on the street in 3 or 4 years, or 
however long it might take to dissipate 
the funds derived from the sale of their 
house. I do not think that the legislative 
history we have made today is sufiicient 
to assure me that mere shelter is all we 
are referring to. 

When we say "resources," resources 
mean generally the assets of the recipi
ent. I intend to oppose this amendment 
and do so not because I think it is bad, 
but rather because I think in the present 
state of affairs it is so imprecise that we 
cannot tell what the consequences of it 
will be. 

Mr. MILLER. Perhaps the Senator did 
not hear the explanation of the amend
ment, but I pointed out as an example 
of what we are trying to get at here a 
situation where there could be a great 
amount of farmland owned by a parent, 
or a large amount of livestock inventory 
on hand, or a large amount of crops in 
the bins which have not been sold, or a 
considerable amount of money in the 
bank. That is all I am suggesting we are 
trying to get at here; and certainly I 
think, as the Senator from Florida 
pbinted out, we are not trying to get into 
the situation that the Senator from Ten
nessee describes. 

We have to leave it up to the adminis
tration, to the sound and reasonable dis
cretion on the part of the Department of 
Agriculture. I cannot imagine any ad
ministrator worthy of his narrie reduc
ing the meaning of th1s amendment to 
exclude a person such as the Senator 
from Tennessee has described. I would 
certainly think they would read the re
marks in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD dur
ing discussion of this amendment and 
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understand, loud and clear that they are 
not to get into that kind of area. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I said 
earlier-and, by the way, I have listened 
to the explanation given by the Senator 
from Iowa-that I proposed to vote 
against this amendment because of its 
imprecision. If we can put some other 
specific directive into the amendment to 
eliminate that imprecision, I might see 
it in a different light, but it does not do 
that. It simply says "if there are re
sources," then the Secretary and the ad
ministrator at their discretion could 
deny the benefits of this act. If some 
perfecting amendment could be drafted 
to that effect, I would have no objection, 
but, Mr. President, I, for one, am not 
willing to leave that imprecision to the 
executive branch at this time. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, there is 
no limitation. The Secretary is enjoined 
to take into consideration the income of 
those persons. It does not say whether it 
is an income of $50,000, nor does it say 
whether it is $500. We are assuming that 
the administrator of the program is a 
man of good faith and intelligence, will 
decide if it is income, and if it is too 
small to make an impact, then there will 
be no denial of the benefits. If it is large 
enough to encompass a situation where 
we have to spell all these things out, let 
us enlarge the lines in the bill and put 
in some regulations in the form of law 
to be used, and adopt them administra
tively. 

Mr. BAKER. I am not speaking of in
come. I am speaking of the proposed 
inclusion of the words "assets and 
resources." Then, after we have defined 
that, I think I could withdraw my objec
tion, but as it stands now, there is abso
lutely no question that there is total dis
cretion on the part of the administrator. 
We are leaving too much unsaid. It 
should be changed, or the amendment 
should be defeated. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I think 
we are becoming involved in a web of 
words that mean nothing. If it is within 
the discretion of the Secretary of Agri
culture to feed people-who are suffering 
through no fault of their own-who are 
suffering from continued hunger, then 
why do we need a proviso at all? Why do 
we have to find out what the age is? Why 
do we have to determine if they are 
minors? If they are suffering from pro
longed hunger, through no fault of their 
own, and the Secretary of Agriculture 
feels, in his discretion, that an affluent 
society should feed them, why do we have 
to have all these provisos? 

Mr. BAKER. Let me say to the Senator 
from Rhode Island, that is precisely my 
point. I do not want to see the oppor
tunity to feed hungry people abrogated 
or prohibited merely because they have 
some resources. 

I think the committee version of this 
matter is far superior to what it would be 
with the amendment. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I think, 
as a member of the committee, I ought 
to share with the Senate some informa
tion which I happen to have. The con
ference considered this last year, at great 

length, and the words which are pres
ently in the bill were proposed by the 
distinguished chairman of the House 
conferees, Mr. WHITTEN, of Mississippi. 
We found no particular fault with them. 
We saw no particular use in them, but 
we agreed with them. They have not im
posed any hardship on anybody that I 
have heard of. I do not believe the addi
tion of the word "resources," with the 
explanation we have had on the floor, 
would itself produce any additional dif
ficulty. 

So far as the Senator from Florida is 
concerned, he is not sold upon the pro
viso at all in any irredeemable way, and 
if the Senate wishes to strike the entire 
proviso, we would still have it in con
ference. But as I stated, that is the origin 
of this proviso, which was agreed to after 
considerable argument in conference, 
extending several hours. All of you who 
have been in conference on a feeding 
item for poor people know it is not a 
simple matter to reach an agreement. 

I hope we will not strike the formula, 
because it was agreed upon and has not 
proved to be hurtful in any way that I 
know of. Nobody has complained to me 
about that formula, and I do :..1ot believe 
anybody would complain of it, even with 
the word "resources" added, with the 
explanation that has been made on the 
floar; but as to that, the Senate will 
have to be the judge. 

I just wanted to share this informa
tion with the Senate, because in sub
mitting the budget this year, the Bureau 
of the Budget included the exact formula 
agreed upon in conference last year, and 
which was advanced, as the Senator 
from Nebraska will recall, by the dis
tinguished Congressman from Missis
sippi who is the chairman of the House 
Appropriations Subcommittee for Agri
culture. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield so I may make a parlia
mentary inquiry? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 

Senator from Tennessee insist on his re
quest for the yeas and nays? 

Mr. BAKER. I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the Miller amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, a parlia

mentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Rhode Island will state his 
parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. PASTORE. Is the pending amend
ment open to further amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is open 
to amendment in one degree. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk a further amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will state the amendment to the amend
ment. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator withhold his request? I have a 

few words, if the Senator from Montana 
is present. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I with
hold my request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Rhode Island yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Rhode Island makes a unani
mous-consent request to suspend the sug
gestion of the absence of a quorum. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, as I un
derstood it, the Senator from Rhode 
Island wanted a little time. 

I thought the Senator from Montana 
was on the floor. He has been waiting 
here to make an announcement about 
the probable calendar for tomorrow. I 
would not attempt, of course, to speak for 
him. I~ other Senators wish the floor, I 
shall y1eld to them. 

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I 

would like to speak in the same vein as 
the Senator from Rhode Island and the 
Senator from Tennessee with respect to 
the Miller amendment to add the word 
"resources." We have a situation in rural 
poverty areas in California, which I 
suspect prevails in other States, although 
I do not know that, where owners of 
homes that are ramshackle and do not 
meet the building codes transfer the 
ownership of those homes to impover
ished people, with no downpayments, get 
out from under the obligation of either 
having to tear them down or repair 
them, and during the time the ownership 
is transferred, briefly, elsewhere, they 
escape that liability. This presents the 
actually impoverished person with prop
erty that may be determined to be of 
some value and affects his eligibility un
der this provision. During the time he is 
working on a farm there, or in a com
munity, he loses title and it goes back 
to the former owner; but that situation 
has not been taken into account in the 
suggested amendment and, to me, is an 
adequate reason to reject the word "re
sources" as a test of qualification here. 

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield to the Senator 
from Iowa. 

Mr. MILLER. I must reply to the Sen
ator from California and repeat what I 
said to the Senator from Tennessee just 
a few moments ago. I cannot imagine any 
administrator worthy of the name inter
preting this language so restrictively. I 
think we have made plenty of history on 
the floor of the Senate so that anybody 
WhO looks at the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
would not dream of interpreting it so 
that he would be going contrary to the 
intention of the author of the amend
ment or the manager of the bill. I think 
it ought to be made very clear that that 
interpretation could not be made in any 
such situation. 

Mr. BAKER. In reply, Mr. President, I 
cannot visualize it, either, except I saw 
it happen to one extent or another in my 
home State of Tennessee. I saw the piti
fully sad situation in which elderly peo
ple were declared to be ineligible for 
benefits because they owned homes. A 
home was their only resource. The wei-
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fare people frankly told them, "Sell your 
home or you will not receive benefits." I 
am afraid that the word "resources" in 
that language would give rise to the pos
sibility of misinterpretation. If it is to 
be in that language, we might have a 
different situation if the words were "re
sources in excess of X" or "resources in 
addition to homestead." 

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

Mr. BAKER. I am willing to yield the 
floor. 

Mr. MILLER. I am not sure who denied 
the relief under the conditions the Sen
ator from Tennessee has described, but 
I would interpret it to be a matter for 
local welfare authorities rather than the 
Department of Agriculture. I think all 
of us come from States where in some 
cases some local welfare officials may 
have been unduly arbitrary or restrictive. 
We are talking about the Agriculture 
Department now, not some local agencies 
where personalities may be involved. 

As the Senator from Nebraska pointed 
out, the same argument the Senator 
from Tennessee is making could be ap
plied with reference to the standard of 
income. Let us be fair-if we are con
cerned about lack of information on re
sources, why are we not concerned about 
standards of income? The same stand
ards would apply, except I think the De
partment is going to be reasonable and 
not go off the deep end that the Sen
ator from Tennessee described, especial
ly in view of what has been said on the 
floor of the Senate. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, do I cor
rectly understand that whether or not 
this amendment carries, I can then move 
for my amendment to delete the whole 
proviso clause? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. PASTORE. I shall do that in due 
time. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, may I 
have the attention of the Senator from 
Rhode Island? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New York is recognized. 

Mr. JAVITS. I hope that the Senator 
will not let it go at that now, because we 
are very much in the argument, there is 
good attendance, and I hope very much 
that he will elucidate his point. I think 
it extremely valid and well taken. 

I had not intended to say anything 
further about the matter, but with a new 
amendment coming up, I think it is vital 
that we understand exactly what this 
paragraph means. 

As I understood it, it would allow the 
Secretary of Agriculture to put a pro
gram into an area. When I objected to the 
amendment of the Senator from Iowa, 
it seemed to me that, if the qualification 
for putting this program into an area 
was to be an appraisal by the Secretary 
of resources of certain children or their 
parents, there was no way to obtain 
such information, and therefore no 
means by which the Secretary could 
make the determination. 

As a practical matter, all the proviso 
really does is to provide an opportunity, 
either to the Secretary of Agriculture or 
to municipal officials or other local au
thorities, if the Secretary chooses to 
delegate that authority to them, perhaps 

to deny the benefits of a direct distribu
tion program which he puts into effect, 
based upon a determination as to a gen
eral situation in that area, to certain 
individuals because they do not qualify 
under this proviso. 

Otherwise, it has no meaning at all. 
I believe it is completely impractica

ble for the Secretary of Agriculture to 
deal with this matter from Washington 
on an individual child or individual fam
ily basis. I do not think the Miller 
amendment, as clarified, applies in per
sonam, or is particularly meaningful or 
adds anything special by way of a solu
tion. 

But I heartily agree with the Senator 
from Rhode Island that this evaluation 
really has no place where you give the 
Secretary of Agriculture the power to 
move into an area, which is the only 
power he could practically carry out. 
Therefore, the right way to pursue this 
issue and present it to the Senate is 
by striking the whole proviso. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, may I 
have the attention of the Senator from 
New York? Is he suggesting now that 
he disagrees with the removal of the 
proviso clause? 

Mr. JAVITS. No, I am suggesting that 
I agree with it. 

Mr. PASTORE. The point I make is 
very simple. We all agree here that the 
Secretary of Agriculture, in this criti
cal time, is being given certain discre
tionary power to step in, in certain sit
uations, where they do not have these 
programs already organized, to make 
sure that no American goes hungry 
through no fault of his own. That is 
how I understand the matter. 

I do no·t think any determination as 
to age is needed. What difference does 
it make whether you are 2 years old or 
80 years old, if you are suffering con
tinued hunger through no fault of your 
own, and cannot help yourself? What is 
wrong with this a1Huent society feeding 
such an individual? 

That is all this is intended to do. So it 
does not make any difference. Naturally, 
if you are well off and have resources 
and money in . the bank, then, of course, 
if you are hungry it is through a fault 
of your own. 

This says specifically "through no fault 
of your own." That is the criterion, and 
that is the only criterion. 

All I am saying is that it is nonsense 
here to attempt to establish a formula 
which to me means nothing at all, and 
naturally subjects the Secretary to a de
termination that he may never be able 
to make. 

When a person is hungry through no 
fault of his own, whether he is young, 
old, middle-aged, or whatever the case 
may be, that person ought to be fed, and 
the Secretary has the dlscretion to do it. 
As practically every Senator here has 
said, we hope we have a Secretary who 
knows what he is doing. The whole issue 
is about that simple. 

'!'he PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I un
derstand that the Senator from Iowa is 
willing to accept my amendment as a 

substitute for his amendment. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. MILLE~. Mr. President, I could 
not more thoroughly agree with what 
the Senator from Rhode Island has said; 
and if he wishes to amend my amend
ments so that it will take care of the 
point he is making, I shall be more than 
happy to accept that. 

Mr. PASTORE. All the Senator from 
Iowa has to do is withdraw his amend
ment, and I will put mine in. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair advises the Senator from Iowa 
that he would have to ask unanimous 
consent to withdraw his amendment, 
and then, at that time, the Senator from 
Rhode Island could press for his. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to withdraw my 
amendment, that the order for the yeas 
and nays be rescinded, and that the Sen
ate proceed to the consideration of the 
amendment of the Senator from Rhode 
Island. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the order for the yeas and nays 
is rescinded and the amendment of the 
Senator from Iowa is withdrawn. 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 

Senator from Rhode Island send his 
amendment to the desk? 

Mr. PASTORE. I did not take it back, 
Mr. President. I left it at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. The Senator 
from Rhode Island (Mr. PASTORE) pro
poses an amendment as follows: 

On page 20 line 14 strike the proviso down 
to and including the word "employability'' 
in line 17. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Rhode Island. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. JAVITS. I move to reconsider the 

vote by which the amendment was agreed 
to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, in behalf of 
myself and the Senator from Wisconsin 
<Mr. NELSON) I send to the desk &n 
amendment, and ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The Legislative .clerk proceeded to 
read the amendment. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that further reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

Mr. HART's amendment is as follows: 
On page 5, line 10, change the semicolon 

to a colon and add the following: "provided 
further, That no appropriation contained in 
this Act shall be used for the purchase or ap
plication of chemical pesticides, except for 
small quantities for testing purposes, within 
or substantially affecting States in circum
stances in Which the purchase or application 
of such pesticides would be prohibited by 
State law or regulation, for any citizen or 
instrumentality of State or local govern
ment;". 
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Mr. HART. Mr. President, first of all, 

I apologize to the Senate, and most par
ticularly to the Senator from Florida 
(Mr. HoLLAND), for raising this proposed 
amendment so late. I hope that I can, 
nonetheless, persuade the Senate that it 
is sound and prudent to add it to the bill. 

There is contained in this bill an au
thorization for the Department of Agri
culture to purchase certlain chemical 
pesticides to be used in pest control. Very 
late in the day, we are awakening to the 
fact that there are oome very damaging 
side effects, particularly in the cumula
tive results, from the use of certain of 
these hard pesticides. . 

At least one State, Michigan, and I am 
advised a second State, Arizona, have 
sought by regulation to prohibit the use 
of certain pesticides. My amendment 
would make clear that no moneys au
thorized to be appropriated hereunder 
shall be used for the application of pesti
cides in any State which by regulation 
or law would prevent the use of suoh 
pesticide within its borders by any citi
zen or instrumentality of that State. 

My first reaction, when the matter was 
brought to my attention, was that surely 
the Federal Government is not going to 
use a pesticide in Michigan or anywhere 
else if State regulation or law should pre
vent its use there. 

On further study, however, I find that 
while the probability is great that no Sec
retary would use such a pesticide, the 
possibility of his doing so nonetheless 
remains. 

There are two general types of pest 
control programs which the Department 
engages in within various States. The 
first is one where there is very little like
lihood that any of these moneys would be 
used in derogation of a State's wishes. 
These are the cooperative programs to 
control specific types of pests within the 
State. In these cases, the determination 
of which pesticides should be used is 
normally arrived at by consensus. 

It may well be, however, that as more 
and more States oome to regard the use 
of pesticides as being a threat, even in 
these cooperative programs a true con
sensus will be difficult to achieve. 

The greater hazard, however, attaches 
to the second type of program conducted 
by the Agriculture Department. These are 
the programs in which protection of Fed
eral lands, partlcula.rly national forests, 
is involved. Again, I am told that the 
Department normally consults with the 
State authorities before l·aunching a pest 
control program on Federal lands located 
within a particular State. However, the 
State has no veto over the type of chemi
cal which the Department ultimately de
cides to use. 

Except where the Federal Government 
has prohibited ce•rtain uses of a pesticide, 
I think the State should be the ultima.te 
arbiter of the type of chemical com
pounds whioh are actually applied within 
its borders for the purposes of pest con
trol, for the State authorities are most 
attuned to their specific environmental 
problems. This is the purpose of the 
amendment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD an article entitled, "Obituary for 
DDT-in Michigan," written by Hal 
Higdon, and published in the New York 

Times magazine section of July 6, 1969, 
and an article entitled, "AF to Ban Pesti
cide Dieldrin," published in the Wash
ington Post of July 4, 1969. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the New York Times Magazine, 
July 6, 1969) 

0BITUARY · FOR DDT-IN MICHIGAN 
(By Hal Higdon) 

Died. DDT, age 95, a persistent pesticide 
and onetime humanitarian. Considered to be 
one of World War II's greatest heroes, DDT 
saw its reputation fade after it was charged 
with murder by author Rachel Carson. Death 
came on June 27 in Michigan after a linger
ing illness. Survived by dieldrin, aldrin, 
endrin, chlordane, heptachlor, lindane and 
toxaphene. Please omit flowers. 

LANSING, MICH.-In early spring, 1968, the 
coho salmon began their gradual migration 
up the eastern shore of Lake Michigan, feed
ing as they went, growing as they fed. Along 
with them came the army of sport fishermen, 
casting from piers and trolling from boats, 
pulling the fighting silver fish out of the 
water by the thousands. Yet thousands still 
survived until September, when the coho 
reached the mouths of the Manistee and 
Platte Rivers and Bear Creek in the north 
and started upstream to spawn. 

Awaiting them was Marvin Black port of 
Grand Rapids, Mich. Earlier in the year his 
Blackport Packing Company had outbid 25 
others for the right to harvest salmon from 
the spawning streams. As the coho moved 
upstream state fishery workers trapped them 
in weirs. They stripped some of the fish of 
their eggs for use in nearby hatcheries; then 
as fast as the fish were caught they were 
trucked to Grand Rapids for dressing, can
ning or storage in a freezer. The operation 
continued well into December, when two mil
lion pounds of fish (for which the state 
would be paid 15.6 cents a pound) had been 
pulled from the rivers. 

The first hint of trouble came in February, 
when the Michigan Department of Agri
culture examined some cans of salmon and 
discov~red a relatively high level of dieldrin, 
like DDT a member of the chlorinated hydro
carbon family of chemicals. (It is more toxic 
than DDT, but because it is much less fre
quently used poses a less serious threat.) 
Then the U.S. Food and Drug Administra
tion examined several interstate shipments 
of coho salmon, found high levels of DDT 
and seized 28,000 pounds of fish. Eventually 
the state agriculture department embargoed 
500,000 pounds of salmon that had been 
canned or was awaiting processing. Marvin 
Blackport, who had contracted for the fish 
with one government department only to 
see them confiscated by another, had cause 
to feel perturbed. If he was upset, he 
wouldn't admit it: "I'm not planning any 
lawsuits. There's DDT in everything we eat. 
Nobody's ever died of it. We're going to wait 
this thing out. In fact, I'm going fishing to
morrow and I plan to eat anything I catch." 

While Blackport was probably correct in 
saying that nobody had died from an excess 
of DDT in food, the pesticide itself was in 
the throes of a fatal illness, partly because 
of the controversy arising from its discovery 
in the coho salmon. At no time since the 
publication in 1962 of the late Rachel Car
son's best-selling book "Silent Spring" had 
DDT, the miracle chemical of World War II, 
faced such a concentrated attack. Sweden 
declared a two-year moratorium on its use 
(including a complete ban on home use of 
DDT and all uses of aldrin, lindane and diel
drin, its close relatives). After another DDT 
relative, endosulfan, was blamed for the 
deaths of millions of fish in the Rhine River 
late last month, French conservationists de
manded that pollution by chlorinated hy
drocarbons be ended. The pesticide boards 

of Maine and Massachusetts have banned 
DDT as a weapon to control Dutch elm 
disease. Arizona has halted agricultural use 
of the chemical for a year to prevent con
tamination of dairy products. 'In Wisconsin, 
DDT is on trial before the state Department 
of Natural Resources, charged with being a 
water pollutant. The California Agriculture 
Director has issued an order that will ulti
mately prohibit the use of DDT in households 
and home gardens and restrict its use on 
farms. At least a half dozen states have anti
DDT legislation pending; Senator Philip A. 
Hart of Michigan has begun subcommittee 
hearings in Washington on DDT (he plans 
further sessions in his home state this week); 
Senator Gaylord Nelson of Wisconsin has in
troduced a bill that would restrict the pesti
cide, and the National Audubon Society has 
announced a campaign to ban its use in the 
United Shtes. 

Parke Brinkley, president of the National 
Agricultural Chemical Association, says the 
DDT market in the United States has 
dropped by a third. In 1968 the five Ameri
can manufacturers of DDT produced more 
than 125 million pounds of the pesticide, 
valued at more than $20-million,t but 90 
million pounds went to overseas markets. 

To protect this PrOfitable business, the five 
American DDT manufacturer (Montrose 
Chemical Oorporation, Olin Mathieson Chem
ical Corporation, Allied Chemioal Oorpora
tion, Diamond Shamrock Oorporation and 
Lebanon Ohemical Corporation) have orga
nized a task force to defend their products 
against what they c.all "emotional" attacks. 
The DDT task force provided a number of 
witnesses at the hearings in Wisconsdn. They 
testified that DDT does not harm humans 
and warned that its complete elimination 
would leave the strute vulnerable to out
breaks of such diseases as encephalitis. In 
Michigan, meanwhile, the state Department 
of Agriculture moved to cancel licenses for 
the sale of the pesticide. Those interested in 
preserving DDT were given 60 days to present 
their case; the deadline was June 27. 

DDT ( dichloro-diphenyl-trichloroethane) 
was originally synthesized in a laboratory by 
Othmar Zeidlar, a German chemistry student 
working on a doctoral thesis, in 1874. It was 
a lesson in pure chemistry, he had no idea 
what this new compound would do. The 
chemical is one of a number of so-called 
chlorinated hydrocarbons, many of which 
have been used as insecticides. The insecti
cidal properties of DDT didn't become ap
parent until 1939. A Swiss chemist, Paul 
Mueller, while searching for a plant-contact 
insecticide--one that need not be ingested 
by the insect-discovered that DDT when it 
contacted an insect's nerve endings caused 
muscle spasms and, eventually, death. For his 
work, Mueller received the Nobel Prize in 
1948. 

In 1942, the U.S. Army began testing the 
insecticid·e, and when the tests proved suc
cessful DDT played a significant part in 
World War II, particularly in malaria-con
trol programs in the Sourth Pacific. Largely 
beoause of DDT, it was the first war in his
tory in whioh fewer soldie:m died of typhus 
than of bullet wounds. 

DDT was used to reduce the incidence of 
27 diseases, saving perhaps 10 million lives 
and eliminating an estimated 200 million ill
nesses in the human population. DD'r was 
cheap. It was persistent; the chlorinated hy
drocarbons are very stable compounds with 
half-lives as long as 15 years. This persistence 
contributed to DDT's low cost as well as its 
efficiency: a single 51Praylng frequently pro
duced lasting effects. It was the same charac-

1 DDT now sells for 17 cents a pound, 
compared with $1.19 a pound shortly after 
its disoovery. A spokesman for the National 
Agricultural Chemical Association says the 
profit margin is reLatively small because of 
competition and declining markets. 
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teristic, however, that was to cause most of 
DDT's problems. 

After its military baptism the pesticide 
became available for civilian use, and Michi
gan, with its large number of fruit farms, 
was one of the first states to utilize it. One 
early u.se was to control files on Mackinac 
Island, at the juncture of Lakes Michigan 
and Huron. 

The first hint that DDT might prove a 
mixed blessing came around 1949. Traces of 
the chemical began to appear in milk. DDT 
sprayed on crop-producing lands drifted onto 
neighborlng alfalfa fields where cows grazea 
and the chemical was also u.sed in dairy 
barns. Nobody then-or now-could prove 
that DDT harms humans, but reckless and 
excessive spraying seemed unwise. As early 
as May 16, 1950, the Michigan State Univer
sity Agricultural Experiment station recom
mended in a newsletter: "DDT should be 
used in moderation on crops, only in amounts 
sufficient to get the job done.'' Since most 
Michigan farmers plant their crops, spray for 
insects and probably even shave in tune with 
the Agriculture Experiment Station, this 
recommendation reduced DDT usage. "There 
was concern over DDT contamination 20 
years ago," says Dr. Gordon Guyer, director 
of M.S.U.'s pesticide-research center. "We 
haven't changed our philosophy at all. Re
search on this problem has been going on 
constantly. We have attempted to phase out 
DDT wherever substitute materials become 
available.'' 

But the blame for polluting the environ
ment, and particularly the Great Lakes, can
not be hung entirely on farmers. DDT is 
virtually insoluble in water; it will move 
downstream only if it is clinging to some
thing else-most often a soil particle. And 
farmers are careful about their soil; they 
ordinarily take pains to guard against ero
sion. Many cities in !Michigan-and even 
conservationists-are partly responsible for 
pollution. DDT seemed the perfect means for 
eliminating pesky mosquitoes. Conservation
ists sprayed it in the state parks (many of 
which, in Michigan, are near water), home
owners sprayed it in their back yards and 
municipalities used it along streets, where it 
often found its way into sewers, then rivers 
and eventually the Great Lakes. Slowly, the 
DDT residues built up in the Lakes, and 
Gordon Guyer admits, "We are all involved.'' 

In the nineteen-fifties Dutch elm disease 
threatened some of the lofty trees that lined 
the streets of many Midwest towns. In 1954, 
Michigan State University, which has a large 
number of elms on its East Lansing campus, 
began DDT spraying to kill elm bark beetles, 
which spread the disease. The beetles began 
dying, but so did large numbers of robins. 
Within a few years robins virtually disap
peared from the campus. Soon zoologists dis
covered why. Leaves covered with DDT fell 
to the ground to become food matter for 
earthworms; the worms in turn were eaten 
by the robins. When the robins had eaten 
a sufficient number of earthworms their DDT 
levels rose to a point where they died of 
nerve poisoning. 

Michigan State's experience is a demon
stration of the phenomenon known as bio
logical magnification. Although the DDT 
concentration in one area may be micro
scopically low, it can multiply through the 
food chain. Thus in the Green Bay area of 
Lake Michigan, the bottom muds contained 
0.014 parts per million of DDT. Tiny amphi
pods living in the mud absorbed the chemi
cal, concentrating it to 0.41 parts per million. 
Fish fed on the amphipods and, because of 
the volume of food they ate, soon had con
centrations of 3 to 6 parts per million. Her
ring gulls ate large numbers of fish and their 
DDT level reached 99 parts per million. This 
won't kill the gulls (except under stress or 
starvation conditions), but it will impair 
their ab111ty to reproduce, thus diminishing 
their numbers. 

Several bird species along the Great Lakes, 
including the American eagle, are threatened 
with extinction because of DDT, which 
causes the liver to produce enzymes that at
tack the hormones governing calcium pro
duction. When the eagle's system produces 
less calcium, the egg shells become thinner 
and thinner, causing more frequent break
age and fewer baby eagles. (Sergei Postupal
sky of the University of Wisconsin has re
ported having found an eagle egg without 
any shell on the shores of Lake Superior in 
northern Michigan. The embryo was enclosed 
only by a membrane, which had broken, al
lowing the contents to ooze through the 
bottom of the nest.) The osprey, peregrine 
falcon and mallard duck have problems simi
lar to those of the eagle. And the Mink 
Ranchers' Association believes that DDT may 
be affecting mink reproduction. 

Birds suffer the most because they cannot 
excrete liquids as rapidly as mammals can. 
When the DDT is not excreted it builds up 
in the birds' bodies. Humans, on the other 
hand, seem to eliminate DDT once it reaches 
a level of 10 or 12 parts per million. (Most 
Americans apparently have that level in their 
bodies.) Experiments in feeding prisoners 
massive DDT doses have uncovered no meas
urable dangers, and workers in DDT plants 
survive in apparent normal health. No hu
man has died from DDT-yet. But there are 
hints that DDT may be more injurious to 
human health than current evidence indi
cates. Researchers at the University of Miami 
have discovered that people with several 
diseases, including leukemia, have high resi
dues of pesticides. The National Cancer In
stitute has found a greater tendency for 
tumors in DDT-fed experimental mice. No 
reputable scientist will yet condemn DDT 
as poisonous to humans, but the pesticide 
has been in use less than three decades. 
Measurable effects could appear in two or 
three generations. 

The publication of "Silent Spring" in 1962 
brought to public attention the dangers of 
environmental poisoning by DDT. "You could 
see people standing around in the garden 
stores reading labels," says Paul Flink of the 
Michlgan Department of Natural Resources. 
"They · were aware there was a problem. 
That's the first step to cleaning things up: 
get people aware." According to Gordon 
Guyer of M.S.U., "Some of the things Rachel 
Carson said lacked perspective, but hers was 
an important book. It made people look at 
the issues." Robert Reinert of the Michigan 
Bureau of Commercial Fisheries adds: "Sci
entific progress and public pressure seem to 
go hand in hand.'' 

Scientific progress appeared in the form of 
the gas chromatograph, which enabled 
scientists to measure minute levels of DDT 
in the environment. Some of the problems 
cau.sed by DDT in the Great Lakes, for ex
ample, come from concentrations as low as 
two parts per trillion. One part per mil
lion is the contents of a single one-ounce 
shot glass in that of a small railroad tank 
car; one part per trillion is the contents of 
a single one-ounce shot glass in that of a 
million tank cars. Yet such concentrations, 
through the process of biological magnifica
tion, have far-reaching effects. 

The mounting evidence of DDT's hazards 
led to an increased threat of regulation. In 
addition. many insects began to develop re
sistance to DDT. This prodded the chemical 
companies to find substitute pesticides. 
Many of the substitutes are organophos
phates and carbamates, which also attack 
insect nervous systems but have shorter lives 
than the chlorinated hydrocarbons-often a 
matter of days or weeks instead of years. Be
cause the substitutes are less persistent, they 
must be used more frequently than DDT 
and are therefore more expensive. 

As other insecticides became available, the 
Michigan State University Agricultural Ex
periment Station gradually eliminated DDT 
from its recommendations for insect control. 

It suggested the other chlorinated hydro
carbons only in cases in which no adequate 
substitute was available. Between 1962 and 
1967, DDT was dropped from half the recom
mendations for control of vegetable insects. 
Where it was still recommended, prescribed 
dosages were reduced. In 1967, M.S.U. sug
gested that methoxychlor, a chlorinated 
hydrocarbon but a much less persistent 
chemical, be substituted for DDT in Dutch 
elm disease control programs. At about the 
same time, the Environmental Defense Fund, 
a New York gr:oup, took 56 Michigan cities 
into Federal court in an effort to halt their 
use of DDT in fighting Dutch elm disease. 
Detroit rebelled at first but eventually 
capitula1ted. The following year, M.S.U. re
moved DDT from its mosquito-spray recom
mendations and the Michigan Department 
of Agriculture moved to guarantee that the 
recommendations would be followed. 

Under Michigan law, the agriculture de
partment can, upon the recommendation of 
the M.S.U. Agricultural Experiment Station, 
cancel the license under which a pesticide is 
sold in the s·ta·te. The department can't pro
hibit the use of a pesticide, but the cancel
lation of its license has the same effect. When 
the department moved against DDT in April, 
those involved in its sale appealed to the 
state agriculture commission. The commis
sion has agreed to only three minor excep
tions to the ban: it said DDT powder could 
be used against bats or mice in buildings, 
against body lice or in "emergency" condi
tions (an encephalitis epidemic, for in
stance) . The sale of DDT for all other uses 
was forbidden, and the order became final 
on June 27. Michigan conservationists ex
pected, however, that the chemical compa
nies would ultimately test the prohibition in 
the courts. 

As DDT wAS taking its toll in Michigan and 
the other Great Lakes states, the area was 
suffering another----end totally unrelated
ecological disaster. Since the glacial era, sea 
lamprey~ucker-mouthed eels that feed on 
fish-had lived in Lake Ontario. Until the 
opening of Welland Canal in 1833, the lam
prey and another ocean resident, the herring
like alewife, had been unable to bypass 
Niagara Falls and enter the upper Great 
Lakes. The lampreys didn't reach Lakes 
Huron and Michigan until the nineteen
thirties, but within a decade they and over
fishing had virtually eliminated the lakes' 
large commercial and sport fish. In the proc
ess, the lampreys killed off the predators 
that would have controlled the alewives, 
which multiplied rapidly. When the alewives 
died (from the stresses of overpopulation, not 
from DDT, as some have suggested), their 
bodies washed up by the millions on beaches. 
The problem reached its peak in 1967. 

Meanwhile, aquatic biologists at the Uni
versity of Michigan discovered that they 
could control the lamprey by pouring the 
pesticide TFM (which is not related to DDT 
and does not, if properly used, harm other 
fish) into its spawning streams. With the 
lamprey threat eliminated, biologists sought 
to restock Lake Michigan with sport fish: 
coho salmon, Chinook salmon and lake trout. 
The quickly maturing coho salmon, released 
as fingerlings in the spring of 1966, found a 
ready source of food in the alewives, all part 
of the plan. By the following spring the coho 
had grown to a size of two to four pounds. 
When the ice broke in 1967 they were con
gregated, along with the alewives, in the 
warmer southern waters of Lake Michigan. 
Through the summer they moved gradually 
north toward their spawning streams. They 
grew rapidly, and that fall fishermen pulled 
in 15-pound and 20-pound fish. The word 
spread fast. By 1968 most of the fishermen 
in the Midwest had been transformed into 
coho maniacs. 

The result was a bonanza for the Great 
Lakes states, particularly Michigan. Fisher
men descended by the thousands on Michi
gan lake villages, buying bait, tackle and 
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gasoline, renting boats and motel rooms. One 
survey by the Michigan Department of Natu
ral Resources indicated that expenses for the 
average angler amounted to . $19.50 a day. 
The department estimated that by 1972 the 
sport would bring close to $100-million into 
the state, largely because of the coho salmon. 
The coho would also control the alewife pop
ulation, which would no longer wash . up on 
the beaches. 

But that optimistic prediction failed to 
take into account the factor of biological 
magnification. The coho fed on the alewives, 
which fed on the micro-organisms that lived 
in the mud that came from the house that 
DDT built. In the spring coho salmon con
tain relatively low concentrations of DDT
around 1 or 2 parts per million-burt the fat 
cohos of the fall may have DDT levels as high 
as 20 parts per million. (The Food and Drug 
Administration had not then set up maxi
mum allowable levels for DDT in salmon, 
but the established level for the fat of beef 
and pork was 7 parts per million.) And while 
large coho don't die of DDT poisoning, in 
early 1968 11 per cent of the salmon fry in 
Michigan hatcheries (or 700,000 young fish) 
did die at a time when the mortality was 
expected to be low. The "most probable 
cause•': DDT. Of the three fish newly intro
duced to Lake Michigan, the coho had 
spawned first. Marine biologists theorized 
that the lake trout and Chinook salmon, 
which have longer lives, would eventually 
absorb sufflcient quantities of DDT to pre
vent a natural reproduction cycle. 

A few dead robins or eagle eggs without 
shells are one thing, but $100-million worth 
of tourist trade is another, and that's what 
seemed to be at stake when state and Federal 
officials seized the fish that Marvin Bla.ckport 
harvested last September under contract with 
the state. 

Seven months later, on April 20, when the 
Governors of Minnesota, Wisconsin, lllinois, 
Indiana and Michigan met in a motel near 
O'Hare International Airport outside Chi
cago, visions of cranberries danced in their 
heads--the cranberries that, having been 
sprayed with a cancer-inducing chemical, 
caused the bottom to drop out of the cran
berry market for Thanksgiving, 1959. Each 
governor drank a glass of water reportedly 
drawn from Lake Michigan to prove he had 
no fear of high DDT levels. What the Gov
ernors did fear was a diminishing of the coho 
mania. They requested that the Food and 
Drug Administration not establish maximum 
levels for DDT in coho salmon until it had 
received "all available scientific informa
tion." They also asked the Secretary of 
Health, Education and Welfare, Robert H. 
Finch, to meet with them at the Republican 
Governors' Oonference in Lexington, Ky., on 
May 1. Finch chose to ignore their request. 

When the Governors met, they had no one 
to . complain to but poor old Spiro Agnew. 
Harsh words were said to have filled the air 
at a closed meeting with the Vice President, 
Governor Harold · LeVander of Minnesota 
pounded the table; Governor Richard Ogilvie 
of Illinois said he'd been made to look like 
an ass before his constituents. An aide to an
other Governor grumbled: "This is one of 
the first breakdowns between the states and 
the Nixon Administration." All the Governors 
could get was a commitment from Under 
Secretary John Veneman of the Department 
of Health, Education and Welfare that they 
would be consulted before permanent toler
ance levels were set. 

On May 23 the F.D.A. established 5 parts 
per million as a temporary "action" level; 
until a permanent level can be established, 
in about six months, no fish containing more 
than 5 parts per million of DDT can be trans
ported across state lines. Should the tempo
rary level become fixed, and should DDT 
levels in _the lake remain constant, it coUld 
eliminate about 80 per cent of the commer
cial catch in Lake Michigan. 

In February, three months before the Gov
ernors besieged the Vice President, the staff 
at M.S.U.'s Agricultural Experiment Station 
agreed that DDT should be eliminated from 
agricultural recommendations. Gordon Guyer 
expected to complete the phasing out of 
DDT gradually over a period of six months. 
As the station's publdcations were reprinted, 
DDT would simply disappear from the recom
mendations; and as Michigan farmers fol
lowed the recommendations, DDT would dis
appear. It had already disappeared as a Dutch 
elm disease control and mosquito spray. In 
time the compound might even decompose 
and disappear from the lake. Purity would 
reign. Burt when Guyer notified the Michigan 
Department of Agriculture of this plan, its 
director, Dale Ball, assumed the initiative· 
his department announced the cancellatio~ 
of all DDT licenses. Except for the three 
minor exclusions agreed upon later, DDT 
is dead in Michigan. 

According to Dr. C. T. Black of the Michi
gan Department of Natural Resources: "If we 
knew as much about DDT in 1945 as we know 
now, i-t probably would not have been reg
istered by the U.S. Department of Agricul
ture. But it was the miracle chemical of 
the war. It was in use and people were not 
dropping dead. We had to learn slowly." 
Dan Reed of the Michigan Farm Bureau says 
farmers will not mourn the passing of DDT· 
"It was an important pes•ticide for a long 
time, but we now have other means of con
trol." And Governor William G. Milliken 
says: "Certainly pesticides have been a boon 
to civilization as well as a potential threat: 
Our problem is to understand that threat 
and to deal with it in a responsible way. 
There can be a danger of overreaction, but 
up to this time I think we have tended to 
underestimate the threat rather than over
estimate it." 

The concern of the five American manu
facturers of DDT is not merely over a loss 
of business in one state. DDT sales in Michi
gan have been declining severely for the las·t 
few years. The question is whether the elim
ination of DDT in Michigan will have a 
domino effect. Wisconsin seems on the verge 
of declaring the pesticide a pollutant. The 
other Great Lakes states will almost have to 
follow their lead. This could ultimately mean 
a national ban on DDT for most uses, and 
other countries may have second thoughts 
about purchasing it. Moreover, if DDT falls, 
can the other chlorinated hydrocarbons be 
far behind?" 

The other members of the group (among 
them are lindane, toxaphene, dieldrin, aldrin, 
chlordane, heptachlor and endrin) vary in 
toxicity and persistence. Dieldrin and endrin 
for instance, are markedly more toxic tha~ 
DDT and probably as persistent, while hepta
chlor and chlordane are both less toxic and 
less persistent. Even the worst offenders, how
ever, present a lesser threat than DDT be
cause they are specialized and more expen
sive compounds and are therefore much less 
widely used. 

One example of the specialized pesticide is 
endosulfan, the chlorinated hydrocarbon de
tected in the Rhine after millions of dead 
fish floated to the surface. Unlike DDT, en
dosulfan breaks down quickly when it is 
applied properly. It is used by growers of 
fruit, vegetables and other specialty crops to 
combat aphids and peach tree borers, among 
other things. Dr. Black of the Michigan De
partment Of Natural Resources calls it "a Dr. 
Jekyll and Mr. Hyde chemical." On the one 
hand, he says it is possible in some cases to 
market the produce a few days after endo
sulfan has been applied. But workers are ad
vised to use protective clothing for 24 hours 
in a field where the pesticide has been used. 
"It's hazardous if it get out of hand," Black 

_ says, "and it's terrifically toxic to fish." 
Outside the chlorinated hydrocarbon fam

ily, there are highly toxic pesticides-some 
of them more hazardous than DDT's rela
tives to the person using them-but, in Dr. 

Black's words, "they don't have this devll1sh 
persistence. They do their Job and get out." 
Offensive pesticides are still used, Black says, 
where adequate substitutes have not been 
found. Termites and such soil insects as 
white grubs can at this stage be controlled 
only by persistent chemicals, according to the 
experts, and dieldrin and chlordane are the 
answers. 

"I can see DDT out of the picture within 
a decade," says Black, "and we should be able 
to get most of the others reduced sharply 
by then. We're preparing to move on dieldrin 
shortly-we're gathering evidence to present 
to the responsible officials." 

The critical factor, says another expert, is 
the avallab111ty of substitute compounds: 
"I'd rather die of DDT poisoning at 70 than 
of malaria or encephalitis-or even starva
tion, which is possible if you ban the effec
tive pesticides-at 35. We can't ban chlordane 
until we find another way to control the 
white grub." Like everything else, Black ex
plains, it becomes a question of economics: 
"The cost of developing and bringing out a 
substitute is now up in the millions of dol
lars. Only massive public pressure wm drive 
the chemical industry to produce a new pesti
cide, and unfortunately industry is not yet 
convinced that it will come to that. Busi
nessmen may feel that they can't afford to 
develop costly substitutes, but we feel that 
society can't afford the incalculable costs of 
the havoc produced in our environment by 
persistent pesticides." 

Gordon Guyer believes that we will be 
using twice as many pesticides in 1975 as 
we are now, although generally they will be 
different groups. "We're not banning DDT," 
he emphasizes. "We're just putting it on the 
shelf. There -may very well be situations 
down the road where we need it for specific 
pest-control problems. I feel we should 
avoid any legislation which would tend to 
categorically prohibit DDT." 

Despite such reservations, if Rachel Car
son is looking down from an unpolluted 
heaven, she is probably smiling. 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, July 4, 
1969] 

AIR FORCE To BAN PESTICIDE DIELDRIN 

The Air Force has agreed to suspend all 
further use of the pesticide dieldrin to con
trol insects at major Air Force bases, pending 
further study, Senate Interior Committee 
Chairman Henry M. Jackson (D-Wash.) an
nounced yesterday. 

Jackson, who said dieldrin is "five to fifty 
times as toxic as DDT," asserted that an 
earlier recommendation by a regional oftlce 
of the Department of Agriculture called for 
dieldrin applications at Kelly Air Force Base, 
Texas, in highly dangerous amounts. 

"Previous applications of this chemical 
in substantially the same dosages recom
mended for use at Kelly AFB have been 
shown to have devastating effects upon fish, 
wildlife, poultry and livestock," said Jack
son. 

In another suspension action, the Agricul
ture has cautioned that insect strips like 
Shell's No-Pest Strip Insecticide should not 
be hung where infants or 111 or aged peo
ple are confined. 

Shell has been notified to include on all 
future strips a cautionary statement to this 
effect, and to stop distributing any already
manufactured strips that do not carry such 
a statement. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I have 
consulted with the Senator from Ne
braska and we are willing to take the 
amendment to conference except that we 
want an understanding of the words in 
the fourth line of the Senator's amend
ment, "or substantially affected." 

If we understand the Senator wants 
this to apply to the use of these pro-
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hibited pesticides within States, that is 
all right. However, what does he mean by 
the words, "or substantially affected." 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, that lan
guage is intended to respond to the prob
lem-and let me localize it to Michi
gan-where if there were a national for
est immediately adjoining the State of 
Michigan in Ohio, and there was no pro
hibition in Ohio against DDT, for ex
ample, and the application of DDT that 
close to our border would substantially 
affect the fish and wildlife in Michigan, 
then Michigan would be able to object to 
its use and persuade the Department to 
seek an alternative. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I doubt 
if we could go that far in conference. 
However, I am willing to take the whole 
amendment to conference, having voiced 
my doubts about the words, "or substan
tially affected." 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I thank the 
Senator very much. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I know 
the amendment comes at a late hour, but 
I do not object to its being accepted with 
the understanding that we might refine 
it further if necessary. 

Mr. HART. I am very grateful. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion is on agreeing to the amendment. 
The .amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I send to 

the desk an amendment and ask that it 
be stated. . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 34, 
line 15, strike out "$2,000,000" and in
sert "$3,000,000." 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I have dis
cussed the amendment with the distin
guished chairman of the subcommittee 
and the ranking Republican member, 
both of whom have agreed to its merit 
and I think they are willing to accept it. 

In the 1970 budget the administration 
recommended an appropriation of $3 
million to enlarge the importaht new 
phase of the rural housing program, the 
so-called mutual self-help hous1ng pro
gram for low income rural people. 

The House reduced that amount to 
$1,250,000. In our committee it was in
creased to $2 million. My amendment 
brings the amount to the $3 million rec-

. ommended by the budget. 
I point out that this is a new program 

and that about 3,000 additional low-in
come families ean be helped if we pro
vide the $3 million. 

In this housing, a lot of "sweat equity" 
is involved because farmers for low in
come land people not only take the as
sistance that is made available to them, 
but they also put into the housing a lot 
of their own effort, collectively and in
dividually. I think that in terms of pride 
and dignity it is a very small investment 
in responsible citizenship. I heartily 
recommend that we increase the amount 
to the $3 million recommended by the 
budget. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Nebraska and I are willing 
to accept the amendment and take it to 
conference. 

I recently had a communication from 
the county agent of Collier County, Fla., 
in which Immokalee is located. The 

county agent tells me that the principal 
help in the way of housing for the mi
grant workers there in the last year has 
been from this particular program. He 
gave me the number of new homes cre
ated through this self-help machinery. 
Perhaps it has real meaning in places 
that are not big enough to have housing 
authorities. 

I am glad to take the amendment to 
conference. I understand that my dis
tinguished friend, the Senator from 
Nebraska, joins me. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I am glad 
to join the distinguished Senator from 
Florida in accepting the amendment. I 
believe the matter should be given fur
ther consideration. 

Mr. MUNDT. I thank the Senators. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair advises the Senator that the 
amendment would not be in order at this 
time. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the former ac
tion of the Senate in agreeing to the 
committee amendment be reconsidered 
so that the Mundt amendment may be 
considered at this time. 

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

The question is now on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from South 
Dakota to the committee amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The committee amendment, as 

amended, was agreed to. 
TEXAS LEGISLATURE ASKS $220 MILLION FOR 

AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION PROGRAM 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
the a~ricultural conservation program is 
one of the most worthwhile programs I 
know, and I have supported it fully from 
the time I first came to the Senate in 
1957. It reaches over a million farms 
eaoh year and results in the application 
of the greatest amount of conservation 
measures to the land at the lowest cost 
per acre of any similar program. 

I pointed out on July 2 in my state
ment before the Se111ate on the agricul
tural appropriations bill for fiscal year 
1970 that the $185 million recommended 
by the Senate Committee on Appropria
tions was too low and that at least $220 
million should have been recommended. 
However, I also pointed out that the 
committee's recommendation was $185 
million over the administra.tion's request, 
but lower than the House allowance. 

along with the names of its signers at 
this point in the REcoRp. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

SENP. TE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 116 
Whereas, President Nixon's 1970 fiscal year 

Budge~ proposes complete elimination of 
funds for the National Agricultural Conser
vation Program; and 

Whereas, The Texas Legislature, through 
their appropriation and law making proc
esses have always recognized the absolute 
necessity for state and national conservation 
programs; and 

Whereas, The National ACP is the only 
conservation program available to all farms 
and ranches of the nation with its cost-share 
provisions designed to get widespread con
servation participation from a maximum 
number of farmers and ranchers; and 

Whereas, Spiraling population growth em
phasizes the urgency for our land uses to be 
in accordance with the very best conserva
tion measures; and 

Whereas, This program more specifically 
affects approximately 300,000 Texas Farms 
and Ranches, consisting of approximately 
150,000,000 acres of land; now, therefore, be 
it 

Resolved, By the Senate of the 61SJt Legis
lature, the House of Representatives con
curring, that the Agricultural Conservation 
Program of the United States be reinstated 
at its former allocation level of $220,000,000 
for the year 1970, that funds for this pro
gram be updated annually to meet the in
creasing costs of carrying out conservation 
measures, and that emphasis be placed on 
the need for these funds to reach as many 
farmers as possible in order to assure that 
the conservation message is fully reflected 
to the entire nation; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this Resolution 
be sent to the President of the United States, 
the Secretary of Agriculture, Members of 
the House and Senate Agricultural Commit
tees and to the entire Texas Congressional 
Delegation. 

BEN BARNES, 
Lieutenant Governor. 

----' ' Speaker of the House. 
I hereby certify that S.C.R. No. 116 was 

adopted by the Senate on May 30, 1969. 
CHARLES SCHNABEL, · 

Secretary of the Senate. 
I hereby certify that S.C.R. No. 116 was 

adopted by the House on May 31, 1969. 
DOROTHY HALLMAN, 

Chief Clerk of the House. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. If there 
be no further amendment to be pro
posed, the question is on the engross
ment of the amendments and the third 
reading of the bill. · 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a 
third time. 

The bill <H.R. 11612) was read the 
third time. 

I have a duly authenticated copy of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 116 from 
the State of Texas which was passed and 
properly certified by both the senate and 
the house of the Texas Legislature. This 
resolution shows the value of this pro
gram to Te~as and the NaJtion. It also 
questions the wisdom of the attempted 
elimination of this program by the pres- THE MILITARY AUTHORIZATION 
ent administration and asks thaJt the BILL 
agricultural conservaltion program be Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I shall 
reinstated at its former allocwtion level not delay the Senate. However, for the 
of $220 million for fiscal year 1970. I information of Senators present, the rna
agree wi-th this resolution from the Texas jority leader, the Senator from Montana, 
Legislature, and think the $220 million as I understand, if the pending bill is 
should have been allowed for the agri- completed today, will be ready to make 
cultural consennation program. an announcement that the military au-

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- . thorization bill, with one slight excep
sent that Senate Concurrent Re·solut~on tion, will be the next order of business. 
116 as passed and certified by the Tex·as I would rather he make the announce
Legislature be printed in its entirety ment. 
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I shall have a few remarks to make 

about the debate on that bill. I hope that 
the Senators will stay after the rollcall. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
APPROVAL OF JOINT RESOLU
TION 
Messages in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States were com
municated to the Senate by Mr. Leonard, 
one of his secretaries, and he announced 
that on July 1, 1969, the President had 
approved and signed the joint resolution 
(S.J. Res. 123) to extend the time for the 
making of a final report by the Commis
sion To Study Mortgage Interest Rates. 

REPORT ON THE IMPLEMENTA
TION OF THE AUTOMOTIVE PROD
UCTS TRADE ACT OF 1965-MES
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
The VIGE PRESIDENT laid before 

the Senate the followiilg message from 
the President of the United States, 
which, with the accompanying report, 
was referred to the Committee on 
Finance: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
I hereby transmit the third annual re

port on the implementation of the Auto
motive Products Trade Act of 1965. The 
report contains information with respect 
to the United States-Canada Automo
tive Products Agreement, including auto
motive trade, production, prices and em
ployment in 1968. Also included is 
other information relating to activities 
under the Act. 

RICHARD NIXON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, July 7, 1969. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO
PRIATIONS, 1970 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <H.R. 11612) making appro
priations for the Department of Agri
culture and related agencies for the fis
cal year ending June 30, 1970, and for 
other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall the bill pass? On this 
question the yeas and nays have been 
or:dered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I annonnce that the 
Senator from Washington <Mr. MAGNU
soN), and the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. NELSON) are absent on official 
business. 

I also announce that the Senra;tor from 
New Mexico (Mr. ANDERSON), the Sena
tor from Nevada <Mr. CANNON), the Sen
ator from Hawaii <Mr. INOUYE), the Sen
ator from Connecticut (Mr. RIBICOFF), 
and the Senator from ALaska <Mr. 
GRAVEL) are necessarily absent. 

On this vote, the Senator from Alaska 
(Mr. GRAVEL) is paired with the Sena.toro 
from Connecticut (Mr. RIBICOFF). If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Alaska would vote "yea," and the Sena
tor from Connecticut would vote "nay." 

I further &nnounce that, if present and 
roting, the Senaror from Hawaii <Mr. 

INOUYE), the Senator from Washington 
(Mr. MAGNUSON), the Senator from Wis
consin (Mr. NELSON), and the Senator 
from Nevada <Mr. CANNON) would each 
~ote "yea." 

Mr. SCOTT. I announce thrat the Sen
ator from Michigan (Mr. GRIFFIN) is 
a;bsent on official business. 

The Senato.r from Verm.ont (Mr. 
PROUTY) is necessarily absent, and if 
present and voting, would vote "yea." 

The Seruvtor from Delaware <Mr. WIL
LIAMS) is detained on omcia.J business. 

The result was announced-yeas 88, 
nays 2, as follows: 

Aiken 
Allen 
All ott 
Baker 
Bayh 
Bellm on 
Bennett 
Bible 
Boggs 
Brooke 
Burdick 
Byrd, Va. 
Byrd, W.Va.. 
Case 
Church 
Cook 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Cranston 
Curtis 
Dirksen 
Dodd 
Dole 
Dominick 
Eagleton 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Fannin 
Fong 

Goodell 

Anderson 
Cannon 
Gravel 
Griffin 

[No. 55 Leg.] 
YEA8-88 

Fulbright 
Goldwater 
Gore 
Gurney 
Hansen 
Harris 
Hart 
Hartke 
Hatfield 
Holland 
Hollings 
Hruska 
Hughes 
Jackson 
Javits 
Jordan, N.C. 
Jordan, Idaho 
Kennedy 
Long 
Mansfield 
Mathias 
McCarthy 
McC'lella.n 
McGee 
McGovern 
Mcintyre 
Metcalf 
Miller 
Mondale 
Montoya 

NAY8-2 

Sax be 

Moss 
Mundt 
Murphy 
Muskle 
Packwood 
Pastore 
Pearson 
Pell 
Percy 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Russell 
Schweiker 
Scott 
Smith 
Sparkman 
Spong 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tydings 
Williams, N.J. 
Yarborough 
Young, N. Oak. 
Young, Ohio 

NOT VOTING-10 

Inouye 
Magnuson 
Nelson 
Prouty 

Rlbicoff 
Wllliams, Del. 

So the bill <H.R. 11612) was passed. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote by which the bill 
was passed. 

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

The motion · to lay on the table wa.s 
agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate insist upon its amend
ments and request a conference with the 
House of Representatives thereon, and 
that the Chair be authorized to appoint 
the conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. HOLLAND, 
Mr. RUSSELL, Mr. STENNIS, Mr. ELLENDER, 
Mr. HRUSKA, Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota, 
and Mr. MUNDT oonferees on the part of 
the Senate. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it has 
been a great pleasure to witness again the 
handling of a measure by the distin
guished senior Sena·tor from Florida <Mr. 
HoLLAND). As the ohairman of the Agri
culture Subcommittee of the Committee 
on Appropriations, he has exhibited once 
more his superior managerial skill and 
ability. 

This funding measure is designed to 
maintain our present f-arm program. May 
I say that as extensive and broad as that 
program is, every one of its many facets 
and features are thoroughly known and 

well understood by Senator HOLLAND. His 
outstanding advoca;cy, his great legisla
tive skill and ability, his strong persuasive 
capacities were exhibited on this meas
ure as they have been on all proposals 
that gain his endOTsement. The Senate is 
grateful once again to Senator HoLLAND. 
The Senate's overwhelming approval of 
this funding bill adds another outstand
ing achievement to his already abundant 
record of public service. 

Of course the swift and efficient dis
position of this measure was aided im
mensely by the senior Senlator from Ne
braska <Mr. HRUSKA). His strong ad~o
cacy and his splendid ooopera tion were 
essential to this great suocess. 

Others, too, should be singled out for 
their participation. The Senator from 
Delaware (Mr. WILLIAMS) is .to be com
mended especially for his contribution in 
offering and urging his amendment. That 
may al'So be said for the distinguished 
Senators from New York <Mr. GooDELL 
and Mr. JAVITS), the Senator from Iowa 
<Mr. MILLER), and the Senator from 
Michigan <Mr. HART). These and other 
Senators joined to assure expeditious and 
efficient action today on this measure. 
The Senate is deeply grateful. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA
TIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1970 FOR 
MILITARY PROCUREMENT, RE
SEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT, AND 
FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF 
MISSILE TEST FACILITIES AT 
KWAJALEIN MISSILE RANGE, AND 
RESERVE COMPONENT STRENGTH 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate turn to the con
sideration of Calendar No. 281, S. 2546. 

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

The ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A 
bill (S. 2546) to authorize appropria
tions during the fiscal year 1970 for pro
curement of aircraft, missiles, naval ves
sels, and tracked combat vehicles, and 
research, development, test, and evalua
tion for the Armed Forces, and to au
thorize the construction of test facilities 
at Kwajalein Missile Range, and to pre
scribe the authorized personnel strength 
of the Selected Reserve of each Reserve 
component of the Armed Forces, and for 
other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from Montana. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield to the Sena
tor from Mississippi. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I wish 
to make a brief statement about what 
the committee has done in connection 
with this bill. 

I think we are going to have a good 
solid d~bate about the bill on the floor, 
but I merely wish to point out now that 
it is a most important bill not only be
cause it involves $20 billion or more but 
also because it will necessarily greatly 
affect, perhaps to a large extent, the 
level of our national security in years to 
come. 
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During several months the Committee 
on Armed Services held hearings on the 
bill and then for several days, over a 
period of 2 weeks, the committee care
fully considered the entire testimony, all 
of the items in the bill of any substance 
were passed on separately, and the com
mittee has reJ;X>rted the bill to the Senate. 
The full test of the hearings, the index, 
together with the report and the bill in 
final form have been passed by the com
mittee. This is a Senate bill which was 
delivered this morning at 10 o'clock or 
at 10:30 to the office of each Senator. 

I shall present this matter tomorrow, 
and in a reasonable time, but going some
what into detail as to the high points. I 
shall present the entire matter to the 
Senate. 

We heard a great deal of testimony 
that was classified. That is true with re
spect to any bill that has important items 
in it such as this bill, which pertain to 
our security and conditions all over the 
world. There was a great deal of classi
fied testimony of necessity about what 
may be the trend and success or failure 
of weapons developments by our potential 
adversaries or those that might be ag
gressors against us. The committee went 
into those matters more fully than usual. 
We received classified docwnents. Much 
of the testimony and debate had within 
the committee could be of the greatest 
benefit to any potential enemy. 

It is apparent from press reports that 
there will be attacks on certain provisions 
of the bill. There are provisions in the 
bill which some Senators oppose, and 
there are provisions which some Senators 
favor. Other Senators oppose generally 
the military amounts, the general total 
amount; and they have expressed an in
tention to move to reduce that military 
authorization. 

I wish to emphasize that I believe in 
the right of every Senator to oppose any 
bill in its entirety or any part of any bill. 
There is nothing finer than to have a real 
and genuine debate. Each Senator is en
titled to all relevant facts. Each Senator 
is not only entitled to know the relevant 
and pertinent facts to reach a dectsion 
on how to vote, but each Senator has a 
duty to become informed of the facts. 
Likewise, I have a duty as the so-called 
floor manager of the bill to inform Sena
tors of anything I know to help them 
fully understand the reasons, circwn
stances, and justification of the authori
zation request. 

What I am leading up to is this. Un
fortunately, it is not possible to present 
all of those matters in open session. We 
cannot present fully the testimony we 
acted on in making these recommenda
tions, and I say that for the same rea
son I have stated heretofore: This ma
terial would be of great benefit to our ad
versaries and compromise security to the 
extent that our military forces might 
now or in the future be placed in 
jeopardy. 

It is for that reason that after I make 
my best efforts to bring out the whole is
sue and place it on the table, so to speak, 
I will make a motion under rule XXXV 
for a closed session. I have no doubt that 
a closed session will expedite the debate 
greatly, so that we may get all the 
facts before the Senate. As far as I am 
concerned, a closed session would not 

have to be extended, but the duration 
would be determined by Members of the 
Senate. 

To refresh the recollection of Senators, 
rule XXXV merely provides: 

On a motion made and seconded to close 
the doors of the Senate, on the discussion 
of any business which may, in the opinion of 
a Senator, require secrecy, the Presiding Of
ficer shall direct the galleries to be cleared; 
and during the discussion of such motion 
the doors shall remain closed. 

Mr. President, it will be with some re
luctance that I shall make that motion. 
I have never done so before, but the com
prehensive facts that have been devel
oped and the far-reaching questions that 
are involved, the development of far
reaching weapons, the air and sea mis
siles all involve extremely sensitive testi
mony. For that reason I will make that 
motion at the proper time. I thought I 
should bring that to the attention of 
Senators today. 

I have one other point that will involve 
a matter of security. The general rule, as 
Senators will recall, is that only those 
persons can be present in the Chamber 
who meet security requirements and 
have approval. Of course, that includes 
all Senators. Some of this information 
will be of the highest classification. 
Therefore, I give that notice now. 

I thank the Senator from Montana for 
his consideration in yielding. 

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

Mr. STENNIS. I shall yield to the Sen
ator in a moment. 

I thank the Senator from Montana for 
yielding so that this matter may be 
placed before the Senate. I am not go
ing to try to rush it but I hope we can 
have attendance that is better than aver
age. I hope we can have nearly full at
tendance. I believe if we really get the 
facts we can pass on them in view of the 
enlightenment we have. I believe sound 
decisions will prevail. The committee 
membership is familiar with this matter 
and they will help present the bill. We 
have subcommittees that conducted 
hearings and they will be called on. 

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I am 

delighted that the chairman of the com
mittee in charge of the bill which has 
just been laid before the Senate has in
dicated that he intends to move for an 
executive session. It will be my pleasure 
to second that motion because I think 
it is almost mandatory that there be a 
motion to that effect in view of develop
ments which have occurred over the past 
several years, and not just this year. 

I am pleased also to note· that on this 
day 91 Senators are present. I would 
hope, health permitting, we would have 
attendance of nearly 100 Senators until 
the bill is disposed of one way or the 
other, because this will be the most im
portant bill which will come before Con
gress this session. It therefore behooves 
all Senators, regardless of their feelings, 
to be here and if they feel like it to par
ticipate in the debate which will be un
dertaken. 

The bill will not be disposed of this 
week. I doubt that it will tie disposed of 

next week. I hope it will be disposed of 
before the end of the month. 

Thus, I join the distinguished Senator 
from Mississippi in what he had to say 
in urging that all Senators be here, be
cause this is a most important and worth
while bill and certainly merits the at
tention of every Senator. 

I thank the gracious Senator from 
Mississippi for making the announce
ment he did today so that the Senate is 
now on notice as to what to expect in the 
days and perhaps the weeks ahead. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the distin
guished Senator from Montana. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, may 
I ask the distinguished Senator from 
Mississippi if he plans to give his posi
tion on the bill and, before there is fur
ther discussion, to ask for a closed ses
sion. I ask that because if there is to be 
a closed session, those of us who are ap
prehensive about certain aspects of the 
bill might like to present charts which 
could not be presented in an open ses
sion. Of course, it will take a little time to 
prepare those charts. 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. I was going to 
make a motion as the final part of my 
presentation of the bill on the major 
items in the bill that we would go on into 
a closed session.· 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Then would the 
able Senator yield for this further ques
tion: After he has presented the bill and 
had the closed session, would he have 
any objection if we had another closed 
session based on the testimony taken up 
to that time? 

Mr. STENNIS. Well, does the Senator 
mean an additional closed session? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Yes. 
Mr. STENNIS. I could not object to 

that. I would have no basis on which to 
object, even if I wanted to, but I would 
not object to that at all. I want a closed 
session for the reasons I have already 
given. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I appreciate the 
sentiments of the Senator from Missis
sippi. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I have one 

brief question. I also commend the dis
tinguished Senator from Mississippi for 
the procedure he has adopted. It will be 
extremely helpful. 

My question is: We have staff mem
bers with classified clearance who could 
be of great help to us. In previous execu
tive sessions, the Chamber has been 
cleared of all staff members. Would it 
be the intention of the chairman of the 
Committee on Armed Services to have 
staff members present if they have been 
cleared for classified material, and if so, 
whether classified, secret, top secret, 
whatever it may be? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
would have to object, much as I would 
dislike doing so. If anyone aside from 
those under the rules of the Senate were 
to be in attenance, I would wish to put 
him on notice now that I will object to 
any such consideration. I hate to do that, 
but I think there is no choice. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, first I 
wish to express thanks to the distin
guished Senator from Mississippi for 
clearing today so that we could dispose 
of the agriculture bill. My question is: 
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How long a notice does the Senator think 
we will have about a closed session? I ask 
this question because a week from 
Wednesday of this week is the beginning 
of the Apollo 11 voyage to the moon. I 
happen to know that many Senators 
have already indicated-and this would 
include the Senator from Florida-that 
they want to be there. Hence, we would 
like to have a couple of days notice ahead 
of time, because it would aid us materi
ally in making our plans. 

The Senator from Mississippi knows 
that I am not one to be away from the 
Senate, but I would certainly want to be 
on hand for that particular occasion so 
that I could plan with reference to the 
time limit ahead of the actual closed ses
sion. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, with all 
deference to the Apollo 11 mission's 
going to the moon, I do not wish to offer 
a way we can stop some time next week. 
That is a matter to be worked out by the 
Senate. I think, I do not contemplate any 
secret session that will last later on into 
next week. My time will be fairly limited; 
but as to the other 99 Senators, of course, 
that would have to be determined by the 
Senate. 

Mr. HOLLAND. All I am suggesting i.s 
that a couple of days' leeway or notice 
would be very helpful to me and to other 
Senators. If I have to be here, I shall be 
here. The Senator knows that. But a 
couple of days' notice would enable us to 
make our plans. We have all been asked. 
We have all been requested. Each Sena
tor has been allowed to bring one mem
ber of his family if he cares to do so. I 
wish to bring my oldest son, who hap
pens to be a marine veteran, subject to 
possible clearances, of course. But I 
would want to know if I could have a 
couple of days' notice ahead of time, be
cause it would be very helpful to me and 
I know to other Senators. 

Mr. STENNIS. That does not come un
til the middle of next week, does it? 

Mr. HOLLAND. A. week from Wednes
day. 

Mr. STENNIS. I think that is a matter 
solely for the Senate to determine, as to 
whether we recess for that day or what 
the Senate will do. I know that the secret 
session to which I refer will not last that 
long. At least I think it will not. I do not 
think there is any likelihood of it. 

Mr. HOLLAND. All I am suggesting is 
that we have a day or two notice. It would 
be very helpful to me. I hope that the 
Senator will make some advance notice 
available to us. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I yield the fioor. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. If the Senator from 

Mississippi will yield for just one more 
question, I was impressed with the sug
gestion made by the distinguished Sena
tor from Illinois <Mr. PERCY), because 
this is a complicated matter. The books 
which are roughly comparable to the 
books now on Senator's desks today on 
the subject of the agriculture bill present 
in considerable detail the pros and cons 
of all the weapons systems. Those Sena
tors who have the good fortune-as do 
I-to have listened to the hearings, and 
to have had the opportunity to study 
these weapons systems, and the pros and 
cons inr,ident thereto, are in a fortunate 
position. But those Senators and their 

staffs who may not have been interested 
in it are in a less fortunate position. 
Therefore, if there is a closed session 
prior to discussion of the bill, it would ap
pear to me that some Senators would not 
have the same advantage as others do 
in considering this very important bill. 

Therefore, although I ftJll entirely will
ing to accede, of course, to the position 
taken by the majority leader, I am in 
full agreement with the logic of the sug
gestion made by the Senator from 
Dlinois. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. May I say to the dis
tinguished Senator from Missouri that 
the matter which he raised will, of 
course, be given consideration. I am fear
ful, however, that if we break the rule 
for one, we must break the rule for all. 
Hence, I am sure the Senator will under
stand, because of the peculiar situation 
in which a Member of the Senate finds 
himself in a closed session. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. My position is not 
one of disagreement, but one of distress, 
because as we move to consideration of 
the bill on the fioor, many Members are 
not as cognizant of the bill as members 
of the committee are. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. With Senators like 
the Senator from Missouri, our experts 
will be available. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I would hope that 
staff people could be considered. Never
theless, I accept the position of the Sena
tor from Montana. My position was one 
of sympathy for the Senator from 
Illinois. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I understand. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, with 

the permission of the distinguished mi
nority leader, concerning the request 
that the Senate come in tomorrow at 
11 : 30 a.m., because both parties will 
have policy luncheons, I think it is better 
to ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
adjourn until 12 o'clock noon tomorrow. 

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

S. 1647-AUTHORIZATION FOR RE
LEASE OF 100,000 SHORT TONS 
OF LEAD FROM THE NATIONAL 
STOCKPILE AND THE SUPPLE
MENTARY STOCKPILE 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that after the prayer 
and the reading of the Journal tomor
row, the Senate proceed to the consid
eration of House amendment to S. 1647, 
a bill having to do with the release of 
100,000 tons of lead from the national 
stockpile and the supplementary stock
pile. The bill passed this body but was 
amended in the House. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

I ask unanimous consent that consid
eration of this amendment take place for 
not to exceed one-half hour, the time 
to be equally divided between the distin
guished Senator from Missouri <Mr. 
SYMINGTON) and the distinguished Sen
ator from Delaware <Mr. WILLIAMS). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair would ask the Senator from Mon-

tana, does that include any amendments 
thereto? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. For the informa
tion of the Senate, there is a possibility 
that there may be a rollcall vote on the 
House amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair would inquire of the Senator from 
Montana if it is a 1-hour limitation. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. It is a one-half hour 
limitation, with 15 minutes to a side. 
There is only one amendment. That will 
be it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re
quest of the Senator from Montana? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The unanimous-consent agreement re
duced to writing is as follows: 

Ordered, That during the consideration 
of the House amendment to S. 1647, an Act 
to authorize the release of 100,000 short tons 
of lead from the national stockpile and the 
supplemental stockpile, on Tuesday, July 8, 
1969, after the prayer and approval of the 
Journal, debate on that amendment and all 
amendments thereto shall be llmited. to one
half hour to be equally d1V'lded. and controlled 
by the Senator from Missouri (Mr. SYMING
TON) and the Senator from Delaware (Mr. 
WILLIAMS). 

LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS DUR
ING TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE 
MORNING BUSINESS ON TOMOR
ROW 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that after disposal 
of the House amendment to S. 1647, there 
be a period for the transaction of routine 
morning business, with statements in 
relation thereto to be limited to 3 
minutes. 

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

"WHY ABM?"-A FORTHCOMING 
BOOK BY HUDSON INSTITUTE 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, later 

this month, on July 17, Pergamon Press 
plans to publish a book entitled "Why 
ABM?" The book is authored largely by 
members of the Hudson Institute of 
Croton-on-Hudson, New York. 

All of us involved in the debate on the 
Safeguard ABM welcome additions to 
the already extensive literature on ABM. 
This literature includes numerous state
ments by the Department of Defense be
fore the appropriate congressional com
mittees; a detailed series of questions
and-answers releases by the White 
House omce; an extensive nongovern
ment analysis organized by Dr. Jerome 
Wiesner and Prof. Abram Chayes; con
tinued reports by the Council for a Liv
able World; a pamphlet by the American 
Security Council; and numerous others. 

We are best served at this point in the 
debate over ABM, I think, by credible, 
independent analyses seeking to answer 
the troublesome questions raised over 
the past 5 months. These include the 
ABM's workability; its arms race impli
cations; its necessity; and other matters. 
Unfortunately, however, the Hudson 
Institute book does not ·appear to be an 
independent analysis. Rather, it ap
pears to be one financed in part by the 
Department of Defense. 
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On March 27, 1969, the Hudson In
stitute signed a contract with the Penta
gon's Safeguard Systems Command for 
a study effort entitled ''Strategic Impli
cations of BMD Response." The letters 
"BMD" stand for ballistic missile de
fense; the ABM, of course, is the princi
pal me•asure proposed as a defense 
against ballistic missiles. The price of 
this study was set at $34,973. Three 
months later, on June 20, 1969, this same 
contract was extended for an additional 
4 months period, at a further cost of 
$35,280. Thus, the Pentagon has con
tracted with the Hudson Institute for 
some $70,253 for a short-range study of 
the strategic implications of responses 
to ballistic missile defenses. In other 
words, the Hudson Institute is examin
ing, in part, what steps our adversaries 
might take in response to our ABM, and 
then what steps we would be forced to 
take in response to their steps, etcetera. 
Actually, the scope of work under this 
contract is classified sem-et-.and thus 
not subject to public discussion. 

This raises a number of serlous ques
tions. 

Mr. Donald Brennan of the Hudson 
Institute testified in favor of the ABM 
before the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee on March 28, 1969, ostensibly 
as an independent expert. Yet at that 
time the institute was under contract to 
the Pentagon for studies relating to the 
ABM. 

The Hudson Institute, while under a 
Pentagon contract for this study, has 
apparently sponsored a book in favor of 
ABM deployment. Yet nowhere in the 
press reports is there an indication that 
Hudson Institute prepared this book 
while under Pentagon contract. 

Only a few years ago there were rev
elations that the Government had, 
through contracts of this sort, arranged 
for the publication of books favorable to 
its positions without indicating the fa.ct 
of Government support. The Congress 
acted at that time with an intent to fore
stall similar abuses in the future. 

I do not think that the efficacy of the 
ABM debate is raised by this activity. We 
do not need more imformation from 
vested interests; rather, we need inde
pendent, objective, and skilled judg
ments. The Hudson ABM book does not 
appear to reflect this need. 

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

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. When I read in this 

morning's paper that a book on behalf 
of the ABM was being published by the 
Hudson Institute, I recalled that, for at 
least a decade, and very likely more, this 
institute has been under contract for 
research projects. with the Pentagon. I 
have asked for some figures as to just 
how much the Hudson Institute has re
ceived as remuneration. Let me make it 
clear that I have no fault to find with 
the institute's publishing this book. But, 
at the same time, I think the special con
nection involved ought t9 be made very 
clear also. In going back only 3 years, 
including this year, the figures show that 
in 1967, this organization received from 
the Department of Defense $713,000. In 
1968 i·t received $444,000, under a Demo
cratic administration, I might say. So far 

in 1969, under both a Democratic and 
Republican administration, I would as
sume, it received $873,000. That comes 
to about $2 million covering 3 years, and 
the third year has not been completed. 

I am wondering how much the Hudson 
Institute has received over the past dec
ade or more, and I wonder how much it 
has produced in return. Aside from books 
and monographs such as this, I wonder 
what it has given to the Government for 
the money expended. I wonder how 
much of the· research money, which 
comes to $8 billion last year for the De
partment of Defense alone, has been 
siphoned to the Hudson Institute, the 
Rand Corp., colleges and universities, 
and other institutes in this country. I 
think that would make a most interest
ing study. And I would like to know the 
results, not to mention the subjects 
covered. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, in brief 
response, I think the figures that were 
placed in the RECORD by the majority 
leader are extremely important and sig
nificant. What troubled me in this re
gard, and what led me to comment on 
this matter, was the fact that Mr. Donald 
Brennan, of the Hudson Institute, testi
fied on the question of the ABM before 
the Senate Foreign Relations Commit
tee, ostensibly as an independent expert. 
I am sure some very serious questions 
are raised in the minds of all of us with 
respect to the relationship between the 
studies of the institute on the strategic 
implications of the ABM response for the 
Pentagon, which services were contracted 
for, and then the States given the later 
testimony of Mr. Brennan as an inde
pendent expert when he testified in sup
port of the ABM. Now we have the an
nouncement that the institute is going 
to publish this book. 

As we begin what the majority leader 
has described as perhaps the most sig
nificant and important matter that will 
come before the Senate this year, we 
must come to grips with the problem of 
evaluation of evidence. It is timely that 
those questions be raised in order to eval
uate the weight we ought to give various 
documents, statistics, and data as they 
are presented to us. 

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

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. In regard to the 

comments of both the Senator from Mas
sachusetts and the Senator from Mon
tana, I am sure they do not imply that 
we cannot trust the Hudson Institute. If 
we take that approach during the course 
of the debate, the Senate is going to be 
rather shocked at the tremendous 
amount of money that, under the guise of 
research and development, has been 
pumped into institutions in this country. 
From what I know about it, we might 
even talk about a 30-percent cut across 
the board without being hurt at all. 

For example, Dr. Wiesner, of the Mas
sachusetts Institute of Technology, is one 
of the receivers of Government money, 
but I do not for one moment regard Dr. 
Wiesner as having his judgment affected 
by the fact that he is one of the biggest 
contractors under the research and de
velopment funds. 

I would feel very remiss in my concern 

about this whole question if I allowed 
the influence to stand that the Hudson 
Institute had done something under the 
table or something bad. Dr. Wiesner has 
testified in opposition to the ABM, I 
know Herman Kahn is for it and has 
testified in that manner. 

It would be very difficult, in fact, at this 
stage of the game, to find some academic 
type who has not been on reoord publicly 
either for or against the ABM. 

I am glad that the majority leader 
mentioned this matter. I hope I shall be 
able to present a complete inventory of 
these funds. I doubt that I shall be able 
to, because I can assure the Senator it is 
a tremendous outlay. But I think it is 
subject to some of the biggest cuts we 
can make in the military outlay. 

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

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I agree with the 
distinguished Senator from Arizona. I 
hope that he will not gather the im
pression that what was said by the dis
tinguished assistant majority leader and 
the Senator from Montana carried any 
imputation or implication along the lines 
which the Senator thought he detected. 

I was one of those who tried last year, 
and tried mightily, to bring about a 25-
percent reduction in overhead cost for 
all of such research activity carried on 
by corporations and by universities and 
colleges. I had sweeping success in the 
Appropriations Committee, and resound
ing success on the Senate floor; but when 
the bill came back from conference, it 
was just another amendment which had 
lost its way. 

The Massachusetts Institute of Tech
nology is, I think, the recipient of the 
largest overall grant total for research 
from the Department of Defense; but I 
daresay that it is a rare university in 
this country which has not participated 
to some extent, which may or may not be 
a good thing. I should be happy to join 
the Senator this year in an effort to bring 
about a sizable reduction in cost of the 
research and development aspect of the 
Defense Department's activities, aside 
from missile projects and the like, and 
I would be hopeful that what the Com
mittee on Armed Services has already 
accomplished-that is, to cut research by 
approximately $1 billion-could be 
doubled on the floor this week or next. 

I think the Senator understands the 
situation clearly. It is not a matter of im
putation or implication; it is a matter of 
interest in how these funds are being 
spent, and what is achieved as a result 
of the spending. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I might say for the 
information of the Senate, and this will 
be brought out if it has not already 
been, that the full Senate Committee on 
Armed Services is divided into a number 
of subcommittees this year for the first 
time; and the Subcommittee on Research 
and Development, under the able leader
ship of the Senator from New Hamp
shire (Mr. MciNTYRE), has turned in 
what in my opinion has been an out
standing job; but there is so much to 
uncover and to cover that it could not 
be done, in my opinion, in the time we 
have spent on it, which is about 5 months. 
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Will the Senator 
yield further at that point? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I have boxes of doc

uments this high, this long, and this 
wide [indicating]. I think it costs the 
Pentagon something on the order of 
$100,000 to collect this information. May 
I say that when the Appropriations 
Committee became interested last year 
in the subject it did not know at the time 
what was being done in the middle and 
lower echelons as far as research was 
concerned. That was how widespread the 
problem was. It is very difficult to look 
into, because we can only make a start. 
There are as the Senator has pointed 
out, a terrific number of research proj
ects which, in years gone by, the Penta
gon has undertaken. 

I do not blame the Pentagon. The 
blame must rest with us, here in the 
Congress, because all that had to be done, 
up until this year, was to ask, and the 
Pentagon received. 

I am delighted that the subcommittee 
of which the distinguished Senator from 
Arizona is ·a member, and the full Armed 
Services Committee, were able to cut ap
proximately $1 billion from the research 
funds this year. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
I should like to make a slight correction. 
I am not a member of that subcommittee. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator should 
be. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. But I am very 
much intrigued by it, because I had no 
idea of the extent of it. During my self
imposed sabbatical for 4 years, my former 
colleagues seemingly went rather wild on 
this subject of academic research and 
development. I do not mean research and 
development on such matters as bending 
iron or aluminum, or building things, but 
the kind of research and development for 
which I can find no relationship to the 
needs of the Defense Department. I 
hope-and this suggestion has been made 
to the chairman of the committee, who 
has shown great willingness to cooper
ate-that this subcommittee will be 
made permanent, with an adequate staff 
to go into these things, not just every 
year, but on a day-by-day basis. 

I do not want the Senator from Mas
sachusetts or the Senator from Montana 
to think I was reading into their com
ments anything that might imply dis
honesty on the part of the Hudson In
stitute, but this can become a very emo
tional issue. I hope and pray it will not. 

I think this is probably the most im
portant issue this body will vote upon 
in many years. I believe the whole future 
of our country, nationally and interna
tionally, rests upon what we can wisely 
do here, without permitting emotion to 
get into it. 

I recall just the other day a citizen of 
our country, at his own expense, ran a 
full page advertisement in the newspa
pers, and was bitterly attacked on the 
floor of the Senate, even being called a 
liar. I hope we can discuss this matter in 
a gentle and scholarly way. It will have 
to be discussed, and I know it will be. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will the 
Sen a tor yield? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield. 

Mr. KENNEDY. In regard to the ear
lier reference to Mr. Weisner and MIT, 
the RECORD should reflect, that if there 
is a conflict of interest, Mr. Weisner's po
sition on this subject would be likely 
to be against his own professional inter
ests and those of MIT. In regard to Mr. 
Brennan and Mr. Kahn on the other 
hand, the record indicates that they 
decided matters consistent with the po
sition and interests of the institution 
they represent. 

I should also like to make just a fur
ther brief comment about MIT. Just last 
week, as a matter of fact, President John
son and Dr. Killian came down to see 
me about the results of a rather exten
sive report that had been prepared by 
members of the student body, the faculty 
and certain select members of the alumni 
relative to the institute's position to the 
Lincoln Laboratories. The Lincoln Lab
oratories, as a matter of record, receives 
extensive funding from the Defense De
partment. The study indicates. great in
terest in trying to find new directions to 
move in, away from the heavy depend
ence upon the Defense Department for 
funding of its activities. Many other 
great universities have similar connec
tions with institutions which depend in 
significant measure upon Defense De
partment Research and · Development 
funds and it is a source of concern to 
students, faculty and alumni. 

Another example of this conflict is 
Stanford University and the Stanford 
Research Institute, with the latter re
ceiving approximately half its operating 
budget of $64 million from the Depart
ment of Defense. 

I think it was to the credit of MIT, the 
faculty, and student body as well as the 
alumni, that they have really taken the 
bit in their teeth in seeking to deter
mine what can be done to solve this 
dilemma. I think the position they have 
taken is a wise one, and the universities 
should be assured that we who are 
in Congress are going to have to try to 
find ways that we can help assist those 
institutions which have developed this 
dependency, to move out into other 
fields. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
am glad that the Senator has that atti
tude. I know that MIT has it; and I 
know that Stanford and many of our 
top universities engaged in nuclear re
search, physical research, and so forth, 
will want to take another look at the 
problem. 

But I think we also have to keep in 
mind that a lot of weapons are being 
dreamed up in the laboratories of these 
institutions. Though rarely do weapons 
systems come flowering full blown off the 
drawing boards of astronomical or aero
nautical researchers, I think the future 
of our country will depend more and 
more upon the academic sectoli. I think 
our job is to help them determine what 
their guidelines should be as to their 
participation and what they should do, 
and get along further with handling the 
buck which, to paraphase an old friend, 
stops here. 

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

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield to the Sen
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. DOMINICK. I wish to add one 
thing to what the Senator from Arizona 
has said, and that is that, while I can 
understand why we should oversee care
fully the work carried on by the academic 
community under Defense Department 
auspices, I think it well to remember that 
until ·we can achieve a world in which 
everyone lays down his arms, we will 
have to continue doing research and 
development work. 

If we do not have the academic com
munity for assistance, it means we will 
have to do it in haste which, once again, 
means that the cost and the imagination 
and the ability to get this done as eco
nomically and feasibly as possible would 
be lost. 

I would hate to see us do that. I have 
heard it said on the floor that we ought 
to get the ROTC out of the colleges. Yet 
young people whom I h:a ve talked to say 
they do not want the military, because 
they do not think the people are educated 
enough. I say, "If you want that, why do 
you not let the ROTC go through the col
leges and get them into the military?" 

It makes no sense to me to throw them 
out when we need educated officers. 

We have to be careful in our analysis 
and not let emotion run away with us 
and say that we do not want a war and 
so we are going to get out of the whole 
situation. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, in connec
tion with what portion of the Hudson 
Institute funds comes from the Depart
ment of Defense, I happened to ask Dr. 
Donald Brennan of the Hudson Insti
tute that very question when he ap
peared before us in open session. 

Dr. Brennan's reply quoted on page · 
383 of the hearings before the Subcom
mittee on International Organizational 
Disarmament Affairs for March 28, 1969, 
was: 

The proportion would be perhaps three
fourths. 

That would mean that only one-fourth 
of the funds of the Hudson Institute 
come from any sources anywhere, private 
or govemmeilltal, in the United States 
other than from the Defense Depart-
naent. · 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, the more 
Senators know about the ABM question, 
the naore Senators in my opinion will 
oppose the deployment of an ABM weap
onsystem. 

When the question was before Con
gress heretofore, my subcommittee held 
extensive secret hearings. So far as I 
know, no secrets were withheld from the 
committee. But much information essen
tial for a public judgment upon the issue 
was withheld from the public and from 
the Senate generally, except that any 
Senator, of course, could go to the com
mittee rooms and obtain from the vaults 
the secret testimony and there read it. 

This year, upon my recommendation, 
the subcommittee concluded to have pub
lic hearings. We felt that it was essential 
to involve the American people in this 
very important, very basic decision. 

The hearings, as Senators know, have 
been extended·. Members of the intelli
gence community and the universities, 



18494 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE July 7, 1969 

scientists, engineers, and authorities 
made themselves available by the hun
dreds to testify. 

It has been, I believe, truly an educa
tional experience. At the beginning of 
that hearing the opposition to the de
ployment of ABM was very much in the 
minority. As information accumulated, 
so did opposition. 

So far as I know, no secret informa
tion has now been withheld from my 
committee. Therefore, we are fully pre
pared to debate it in secret session. I 
shall bring to the :floor of the Senate 
numerous secret documents, including 
the testimony of the CIA. Nothing will 
be withheld from the Chamber. The more 
Senators kr.ow about the ABM, the more 
Senators will be opposed to it. I intend 
to afford them the opportunity to know 
the full story. 

I know what the secrets are. What are 
they? They involve intelligence, intelli
gence estimates, sources of intelligence. 
They involve the yield of weapons, the 
geometry of weapons, trajectory, time 
elements, detalls of computers, radar, 
and so forth. 

The secret information is largely tech
nical. 

Mr. President, there is ample infor
mation available not only to the Senate 
but also to the American people with 
which to reach a decision upon the cen-
tral issue involved. . 

What is the central issue? It is wheth
er or not it is necessary to deploy an 
antiballistic defensive weapon system, the 
ABM, in order to preserve the integrity 
of the U.S. deterrence against a nuclear 
war. 

This is the principal basis upon which 
this deployment is advanced. In the 

· words of both the President and the Sec
retary of Defense, ABM deployment is 
necessary, "to preserve the integrity of 
our deterrence." 

Is it? Is it? That is the central issue, 
and on that we have Joined issue. It is 
neither necessary nor advisable. 

Why is it not necessary? It is not 
necessary because our country has mas
sive power of retaliation in a variety of 
categories--Minutemen, the ICBM's in 
our Minute silos, intercontinental air
plane bombers, oul' nuclear submarine 
:fleet, missiles on foreign bases, planes 
on foreign bases, tactical weapons under 
our command in the NATO forces, nu
clear missile launches aboard surface 
vessels 

There are so many and so much that 
our country has the power to lay 48 
weapons--each one 50 times as power
ful as the one that destroyed Hiro
shimSr-On each of Russia's 50 largest 
cities. But Mr. Laird in public testi
mony on television before the American 
people, with millions of people listening 
and watching, said the Soviets are go
ing for a first strike capability. Then he 
added, "There is no question about that." 

Mr. President, there has been no in
telligence estimate of the National Board 
of Intelligence to support that conclu
sion. And that infonnation will be 
brought here in detail before the Senate. 

Throughout this fight, there has been 
an attempt to spread an aura around 
the ABM, an aura of secrecy and thus 

win by secrecy what cannot be won 
in public debate in the light for all to 
see. 

The Pentagon and the Pentagon proj
ects thrive on secrecy. But Senators shall 
know. 

I say the essential facts necessary to 
reach a judgment upon the central issue 
are publicly known, and I am proud to 
have had a part in-making them publicly 
known. 

Oh, yes. Mr. Laird says that deploy
ment of ABM is necessary to preserve the 
integrity of our deterrence; therefore, he 
says, we must deploy ABM. 

Is it necessary? The answer is "No," be
cause of the magnitude of this country's 
retaliatory capacity. Deterrence has two 
parts: First, the power to retaliate with 
devastation upon an enemy who should 
attack the United States; second, the 
will to use that power. There is no ques
tion that the United States has the 
power; and if this country should be 
attacked with nuclear weapons, I have 
no doubt' that it has the will to use that 
power. The important question is, What 
is the estimate of the Soviets of these two 
elements? What is their estimate of our 
power to retaliate if they should launch 
a nuclear war against us? I think they 
know what our power is. 

What is their estimate of our will? 
This I do not know. But I surely do not 
wish to plant any questions in their 
mind. They are not frightened with 
ABM's. ABM's are not a deterrent. 

Right in the beginning of this debate, 
let it be known that the senior Senator 
from Tennessee believes that we need to 
preserve the integrity of our deterrents. 
There wlll be no victory in a nuclear war. 
We would lose; they would lose; civili
zation would lose; everything would be 
lost in a nuclear exchange between Rus
sia and the United States. 

The way to win this battle is to pre
vent nuclear war; and to prevent it we 
need to have a deterrent--an unques
tioned deterrent--not only the power to 
retaliate, but the wlll to retaliate. The 
important place for that to be rested is 
in the mind of anyone thinking to at
tack the United States with nuclear 
weapons. This is the central question. 

Secretary Laird, in more recent testi
mony, has not again repeated his view 
that the Soviets were going for a first
strike capability. A first-strike capability, 
as the senior Senator from Missouri 
knows, is a word or term of art to the 
military. I placed in the RECORD an offi
cial interpretation of the term. It means, 
in laymen's language, the capability of 
striking a country a first blow with such 
devastation that that country will not 
have the power to retaliate with unac-
ceptable risk. · 

I ask the Senator from Missouri if that 
is a correct statement. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I would say that it 
is a correct interpretation. 

If the Senator from Tennessee will 
yield to me for a brief remark, I would 
hope that every Member of the Senate 
would realize that for many years the 
distinguished senior Senator from Ten
nessee has been a member of the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy. 

Mr. GORE. I thank the Senator from 

Missouri. I was a member of a small sub
committee that handled the appropria
tion for the Manhattan District when 
Oak Ridge, Tenn., was still a wilderness. 
I have been involved in nuclear energy 
since its very beginning. So far as I know, 
no secrets have ever been withheld from 
me. No secrets will be withheld from the 
Senate in this debate. 

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

Mr. GORE. I yield. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad that the 

able Senator brought up that fact, be
cause he was deeply interested in the 
atomic picture when he was a Member 
of the House of Representatives for 
many years prior to his coming to the 
Senate. Therefore, I say without fear of 
contradiction that his position in this 
matter is at least as experienced as that 
of any other Member of the Senate. 

Mr. GORE. I thank the Senator. 
I wanted to say at this time, right in 

the very beginning, that we need to keep 
our minds on the central question: Is the 
deployment of ABM necessary to pre
serve the integrity of our deterrence? I 
think the answer, unquestionably, is No. 
Then the question is, If unnecessary, or 
though unnecessary, is it advisable? This 
leads to the involvement of our will and 
the estimate of our will. But more impor
tant, perhaps, it leads to the third point, 
which is that our deployment of ABM 
wlll stimulate and accelerate another 
round in the nuclear armaments race, 
out of which will come not more but less 
security for our country; less opportu
nity, not more, to avoid a nuclear war. So 
let us start the debate on this level. 

I know there are questions as to 
whether it will work; questions about the 
computers; questions about the radar; 
questions about accidental detonations; 
many questions and doubts. These are 
mostly tangential and secondary issues. 

The fundamental issue, let me repeat, 
is this: Is the deployment of ABM neces
sary for the Soviets to know that we have 
the power to retaliate with devastation if 
they should level an atomic attack 
against us? And is it necessary or advisa
ble to deploy ABM to convince them of 
our will to do so if they start a war? Or 
would ABM deployment affect their esti
mate of our will to retaliate? 

We have no intention of starting nu
clear war. Our strategy has been postu
lated on the thesis that the way to pre
vent a nuclear war is to have the power 
to retaliate. This is the deterrence. This 
is what Winston Churchill called the 
balance of terror. 

So, Mr. President, let the Senate ex
amine these basic questions. We can 
argue all day and all week about the 
technicalities, about the computers, 
about the programing of computers, 
about the geometry of the weapons, the 
yield of weapons, projectile timing, and 
so forth. These things will have a bear
ing upon the issue. But the essential 
facts are already available, not only to 
the Senate, but, fortunately, to the 
American people, to reach a decision on 
the basic question. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, wlll the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. GORE. I yield. 
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Mr. HART. I merely wish to thank the 
Senator for opening the debate in the 
fashion he has-effective, restrained, 
thoughtful, and, I think, magnificent. I 
wish all Senators could have heard it. 

Mr. GORE. I thank the Senator from 
Michigan. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield? 

Mr. GORE. I yield. 
Mr. PELL. I wish to add my own word 

of .accord and to add that I wish all Sen
ators could read the thrust of the argu
ment of the Senator from Tennessee 
which, I think, is well digested from 
many hours of testimony. 

Mr. GORE. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I call attention to the 

fact that the secret hearing with Secre
tary Laird on the question of intelligence 
estimates, after the making of certain 
deletions, is going to the printer tonight. 

It will be available to the public on 
Wednesday or Thursday and then the 
Senate and, fortunately, the American 
people can determine for themselves 
whether the Secretary now maintains 
that the "Soviets are going for a first
strike capability." 

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

Mr. GORE. I yield. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I wish 

to join with Senators in commending the 
distinguished Senator from Tennessee 
on his most eloquent and well-reasoned 
presentation this evening. I think the 
Senator, not only this evening but also 
during the conduct of the hearings he 
held, with the quality of the witnesses 
and the thrust of his questions, per
formed an extremely important service 
to this body and to the people. 

I wish to join him and commend him 
this evening. I wish to say that I am 
certainly hopeful that his voice will be 
heard often during the course of dis
cussion and debate because there are few 
Members of the Senate who have his 
nnderstanding, background, and experi
ence in this subject. 

I thank the Senator for his comments. 
My only regret is that more Senators 
did not hear him. 

GREECE 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, Rowland 

Evans and Robert Novak have written 
three excellent colwnns that appeared 
in the Washington Post on the present 
situation in Greece. The first of these 
articles, entitled "Greece Facing Grim 
Alternatives: Salazar-Type Rule or 
Bloody Revolt," appeared in the Post on 
June 19. The second, entitled "U.S. Ac
tion Against Greek Junta Is Prevented 
by Military Needs," appeared on June 23. 
The third, entitled "Nature of Greek 
Junta Underscored by Arrest of Distin
guished General," appeared on June 26. 

I ask unanimous consent that these 
three articles be printed in the RECORD at 
the conclusion of my remarks. 

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

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, Mr. Evans 

and Mr. Novak make statements that 
deserve close attention. They note that 

if the colonels who seized power in 1967 
ever intended any partial return to rep
resentative government, that intention 
is dead. They quote the Deputy Premier 
as saying, when asked about popular 
elections, ''Nobody wants elections" and 
theorize that this attitude may be due 
to the fact that the military regime's 
popular base is so low that calling elec
tions "would be equivalent to surrender
ing power." They characterize Greece as 
a "huge political pressure cooker" which 
they say may explode into insurrection 
with Communists in leading roles. 
Messrs, Evans and Novak argue that the 
need for a tough U.S. stand against the 
military dictatorship "is being under
mined by the Pentagon's military re
quirements in the eastern Mediterra
nean." They report that the commander 
of the U.S. Military Advisory Group and 
his subordinate officers "have exercised 
little discretion in telling their Greek 
counterparts how they oppose the Em
bassy's fastidiousness about democracy." 
In their last colwnn, they point to the 
case of the imprisoned General Kou
manakos against whom no formal charge 
is pending, no trial is scheduled, and no 
limit of imprisonment has been placed. 
The implications of the sentiments 
aroused by the Kownanakos case, ac
cording to Messrs. Evans and Novak, in
clude the possibility that many Greeks 
who have viewed Communists as their 
blood enemies now see the colonels rul
ing Greece as their real foes. 

The three colwnns by Messrs. Evans 
and Novak do not paint a pretty picture 
but they do portray the political situa
tion in Greece today with its very real 
dangers for Greece tomorrow. 

This also brings to our minds the need 
that there be appointed to Athens a 
tough-minded, strong-willed, civilian
oriented ambassador who will express 
the wishes of the United States the best 
he can and will nudge Greece a little 
further along toward democracy. 

EXHIBIT 1 
GREECE FACING GRIM ALTERNATIVES: SALAZAR

TYPE RULE OR BLOODY REVOLT 
ATHENs.-The Greek m111tary dictatorship, 

after two years of bland assurances to Wash
ington about restoring democracy, intends 
to retain power indefinitely without free 
elections--posing immense danger to long
range stabiLity in the strategic eastern Med
iterranean. 

If the colonels who seized power April 21, 
1967, on the pretext of preventing com
munism here ever intended any partial re
turn to representative government, that in
tention is dead. Even the few politicians who 
have tried to cooperate with the colonels 
now concede that Col. George Papadopou
los, the Premier, envisions an institutional
ized tyranny modeled after Salazar's 37-year 
dictatorship in Portugal. 

Unlike our last visit there two years ago 
when the freshly installed junta pledged an 
early return to constitutional forms, the re
gime now regards itself as permanent. Brig. 
Gen. Stylianos Pattakos, Deputy Premier and 
the junta's No. 2 man, bristled when we 
asked about popular elections. "That is an 
internal matter that you cannot inquire 
about," he said. "Go ask the people on the 
street. Nobody wants elections." 

Indeed, all objective sources here agree 
that the m111tary regime would lose badly ln 
free elections. The colonels' "revolution," at
tempting by edict to transform the Greeks 

into work-oriented puritans, has depleted 
what popularity the regime enjoyed in 1967. 
Although past Greek governments have had 
excellent success in rigging elections, the 
military regime's popular base is so low
perhaps 10 per cent-that calling elections 
would be equivalent to surrendering power. 

Unwilling to surrender power, the colonels 
have turned Greece into a huge politioal 
pressure-cooker with the true feeling of the 
Greeks suppressed by the local gendarmerie's 
watchful eye. An election today probably 
would show a sharp leftward swing. More 
ominously, after two or three additional 
years, the pressure-cooker may explode into 
insurrection with Communis'ts in leading 
roles. 

These ominous prospects have their source 
in perhaps the tightest police state this side 
of Moscow. Violating the colonels' own new 
constituti(J(Il., non-Communist potentl.a.l foes 
of the regime--mainly army officers and in
tellectuals-are imprisoned without indict
ment or trials. Reports of torture are im
possible to verify in detail, but maltreatment 
and brutaldza.tion of law-level political 
prisoners continue. 

Former political leaders are watched con
stantly. They cannot speak their view, are 
denied passports to travel abroad, and have 
their mail and telephone calls monitored. 
One former Premier cannot move without a 
oar full of police _agents following him. All 
former cabinet members are tailed when they 
visit their old constituencies. 

The regime's iron vise is even tighter on 
the academic world. So many teachers have 
been purged that the educational system is 
crippled. Distinguished professors are sub
jeot to humiliating interrogation by Col. John 
Ladas, hard-l:i.ne secretary general of the In
terior Ministry. University students, solidly 
against the regime, are intimidated by police 
agents attending thedr very classes. A further 
deterrent is formed by severe prison sentences 
given six young teaching assistants (two of 
whom later were tortured) for distributing 
anti-junta propaganda. 

The first armed resistance against this 
tyranny has come from the right: clandes
tine supporters of exiled King Constantine. 
Infrequently reported in the controlled Greek 
press are daily bomblmg incidents in the 
heart of Athens (forcing the government 
court m.a.rtial to change buildings) : There 
have been unconfirmed reports that the roy
alist resistance was responsible for the recent 
deaths of three pro-junta officers. 

Thus, 16 retired officers arrested recently 
are all royalis~s with anti-Communist rec
ords (two of them with service in the Ko
rean war). The regime's contention that the 
arrested officers participated in a left-wing 
army plot is only a propaganda smokescreen. 

Harassing though it may be, however, the 
royalist resistance is incapable of overthrow
ing a regime so vigilant against potential 
opposition. Remembering the existence of 
the anti-Nazi resistance in World War II, 
Greeks fear that the Communists--better 
organized than ever-will dominate if and 
when the resistance assumes major propor
tions. 

That day remains relatively distant. Greek 
Communists, badly fragmented into rival 
segments, are passive. The Soviet Ambassa
dor here is circumspect, declining to discuss 
Greek Internal affairs during a recent two
hour luncheon with an anti-junta politician. 
The Communists know the time is not ripe 
for insurrection. 

But heavy government borrowing and stag
nant investment here the last two years are 
storm signals for the modest prosperity now 
enjoyed by Greece. If an economic recession 
and rising discontent with dictatorship in
tersect some years from now, the dismal al
ternatives may be these: an institutionalized 
police state along Salazar lines or a bloody 
insurrection with Red overtones. Before that 
happens, however, the colonels might yet be 
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turned out by a strong stand against them 
from Washington-a prospect, even though 
unlikely, worthy of discussion in a later 
column. 

U.S. ACTION AGAINST GREEK JUNTA Is 
PREVENTED BY MILITARY NEEDS 

ATHENS.-The growing need by U.S. for
eign policy for a tough stand against the 
Greek military dictatorship to avert ultimate 
political tragedy here is being undermined 
by the Pentagon's military requirements in 
the eastern Mediterranean. 

Indeed, Greece poses a critical dilemma 
in American foreign policy. A return to 
Greek democracy may well depend upon 
U.S. repudiation of the colonels and halting 
all military aid. But such action conceivably 
could deprive the U.S., in the short run at 
least, of naval bases and communications 
guidance for the 6th Fleet and Polaris sub
marines vital to the nuclear deterrent. 

Those military considerations prevent 
sharp U.S. action against the junta. But the 
long-run cost could be immense. At worst, 
perpetuated dictatorship here could trigger 
a popular insurrection led by the Commu
nists. At best, U.S. permissiveness toward 
the m111tary regime already is building in
tense anti-American sentiment which will 
surface in any regime that replaces the colo
nels without Washington's help. Thus, the 
long-range U.S. military position in the 
eastern Mediterranean is becoming depend
ent on permanent tyranny in Athens. 

Even though military needs inhibit Amer
ican diplomats, relations between the Greek 
government and the U.S. Embassy here--so 
intimate for 20 years-are icy. The junta 
deeply resents the absence of an American 
ambassador since January. U.S. diplomats do 
not hide their displeasure with the colonels' 
aim of institutionalized dictatorship. 

But whatever impact this official AmeriC':an 
frigidity might have is counteracted by the 
U.S. Military Advisory Group here whose 
commander, Maj . Gen. Samuel Eaton and his 
subordinate officers have exercised little dis
cretion in telling their Greek counterparts 
how they oppose the Embassy's fa.stidious
ness about democracy. 

Any psychological influence of the vacant 
Ambassador's chair is obliterated by con
stant shuttling in and out of Athens by 
U.S. officers assigned to NATO. Their photo
graphs in friendly poses with Col. George 
Papadopoulos, the Prime Minister, almost 
daily adorn the controlled Greek newspapers. 
Most notorious was the reply to a Papa
dopoulos toast by Gen. Lyman Lemnitzer, re
tiring NATO commander, in which Lemnit
zer conveniently omitted phrases about 
democracy and the rule of law while quoting 
from the NATO Treaty's preamble. 

The same impression was given by Presi
dent Nixon's shabby treatment of King Con
stantine, self-exiled in Rome since his 
bungled counter-coup in December, 1967. A 
tentative visit wf.th the King during Mr. 
Nixon's visit to Rome early this year was 
cancelled after pressure from the junta. Con
stantine was denied a meeting with the 
President while in Washington for the Eisen
hower funeral (although Brig. Gen. Styllanos 
Pattakos, the Deputy Prime Minister, had a 
few minutes with Mr. Nixon). 

Moreover, the Greek colonels are expert at 
disregarding signs of displeasure from Wash
ington. In an interview, Gen. Pattakos told 
us that the portion of military aid which 
has remained suspended since the coup of 
April 21 will be resumed soon. When we 
asked the basis for this forecast, Pattakos 
replied with a statement that simply is un
true: "President Nixon has promised lt." 

In fact, Pattakos's triumphant account of 
his Washington visit was so removed from 
reality that the State Department on April 
24 issued a sharp statement indicating Patta
kos had been urged to restore representa
tive government and civil liberties. When· we 

asked about that statement, Pattakos told 
us it did not represent the U.S. Government's 
position. Then who wrote it? "Some Com
munists," he snapped. 

Summoning up, a conservative Greek poll
tician says: "Everybody I know thinks the 
American Government participated in the 
coup." Old-line politicians such as former 
Prime Minister Panagiotis Canellopoulos 
argue with friends that Washington can
not be blamed. But among the younger gen
eration and particularly students, anti
American feeling is rising steadily in a land 
where once it was almost unknown. 

Nevertheless, the United States might yet 
put itself on the side of democracy. The 
three elements whose maneuvering degraded 
Greek political life before the coup--the 
King and the two major political parties
are belatedly cooperating and ready to form 
an interim unity government. 

Tentatively, King Constantine would re
turn as rallying point for all Greeks with the 
government headed by conservative Con
stantine Karamanlis, who provided stabil
ity during eight years as Prime Minister and 
is now exiled in Paris. But neither the King, 
nor, more important, Karamanlis will return 
to Athens without Washington's repudiation 
of the junta. 

Few realistic Greeks, however, believe the 
Nixon Administration will move decisively 
against the colonels. That accounts for skep
ticism among gloomy Greek democrats th:at 
the dictatorship can be terminated peace
fully. Worse yet, they feel preoccupation 
with naval bases is wedding the United 
States to the fate of the colonels, be it a 
generation of tyranny or their violent over
throw and the dangerous days that would 
lie beyond. 

NATURE OF GREEK JUNTA UNDERSCORED BY 
ARREST OF DISTINGUISHED GENERAL 

ATHENS.-The true nature of the Greek 
military dictatorship is revealed in the fate 
of Maj. Gen. George E. Koumanakos, who 
gained international renown fighting Com
munists on the field of battle and is now 
completing his 17th month of imprisonment 
by the colonels who claim they have saved 
Greece from communism. 

The Koumanakos case is another example, 
dismally frequent in this generation, of 
Kafka come to life. No formal charge is pend
ing, no trial is scheduled, no fixed limit has 
been put on his captivity. Underlining the 
Kafkaesque touch, Koumanakos had kept 
scrupulously free of political connections
unlike many fellow Greek officers. 

Why then is he imprisoned? For precau
tionary reasons. Koumanakos, a living legend 
in the Korean War as the fearless com
mander of the Hellenic Expeditionary Forces, 
is a patriot who some day conceivably might 
oppose the present tyrants. Thus, the junta 
took no chances with a potential rebel. 

Koumanakos is one of many. The distin
guished Adm. Athanasios Spanides, 66, is be
ginning his 14th consecutive month of de
tention in a Greek village. A brigadier, one of 
the army's most daring officers, is in poor 
health after suffering heac,I injuries (sup
posedly in a diving accident) while in cap
tivity. A highly respected retired major gen
eral who responded to his recent early morn
ing arrest by slapping the face of the arrest
ing oftlcer was beaten bloody by security 
troops. 

But the case of Koumanakos is perhaps 
closest to Kafka because of his valorous and 
wholly nonpolitical career. As a youth in 
World War II, Koumanakos won a battlefield 
commission and later escaped the Nazi occu
pation to join Free Greek bombing squad
rons. He was in combat against the Com
munists throughout the bloody Greek Civil 
War of 1947-49, winning special commenda
tion from Lt. Gen. James Van Fleet as the 
conqueror of Mount Cleftis. 

But Koumanakos's greatest fame as a sol-

dier came in the mountains of Korea in ex
ploits that inspired his U.S. comrades in an 
official report of March 25, 1953. Koumana
kos's American superior officer, Col. R. E. 
Akers, Jr., said: 

"The Greeks are truly fierce soldiers . . . 
Yet all their individual courage and resolu
tion is best symbolized in their commander, 
Lt. Col. Koumanakos. He has constructed for 
himself an outlook ... Whloh is higher and 
nearer the enemy than any other post of a 
senior commandeT in Korea. COL Koumana
kos is my eagle. He goes to his ba:ttle position 
high above his s·oldiers each evening . · . . 
Col. Koumanakos would welcome a Commu
nist attack." 

After winning the U.S. Silver Star and Le
gion of Merit, Koumanakos commanded the 
Greek military detachment on Cyprus in the 
1960 crisis, headed general staff operations in 
1964-65, and then retired. So .circumspect was 
he about keeping out of politics that he pur
posely went abroad in the spring of 1967 to 
avoid the national election campaign that 
was canceled by the colonels' ooup of Apri127, 
1967. 

Assuming that he had nothing to fear 
from anti-Communist fellow officers, Kou
manakos returned to Greece May 17. Seven 
days later he was arrested at his home with
out charge. The General was held for five 
months at the police station, then trans
ferred to a small, damp prison cell for com
mon criminals where he suffered a heart at
tack three days later. After a week in the 
prison hospital, Koumanakos was released in 
a Christmas amnesty. The charge, made five 
months after his arrest and never substan
tiated, was a misdemeanor: "calumnia;ting 
another officer in 1963." 

Koumanakos lived quietly after his release, 
still refraining from politics. Nevertheless, he 
was pulled from his bed last Aug. 13 and 
rearrested following the assa;ssination at
tempt against Col. George Papadopoulos, the 
Prime Minister. Charged only with being 
"dangerous for the country's security," Kou
manakos has spent nine months in closely
guarded exile in three villages. 

He is now at Deskati in northern Thessaly, 
sometimes confined for days to his room 1n a 
peasant house. He is forbidden to talk to offi
cers or foreigners and the local gend·armerie 
warns the villagers not to talk to the General. 
He is given a private soldier's pay of 17 
drachmae (about 60 cents) a day for food 
and shelter. 

Col. Nicholas Makarezos, a key member of 
the junta who served under Koumanakos 
against the Communist guerrillas, has pri
vately expressed shock at his imprisonment 
but has done nothing about it. When Kou
manakos's wife appealed to the U.S. Embassy, 
she was informed by a high-ranking. diplo
mat that this was not an American concern. 
Koumanakos has refused to write his old 
American comrades-in-arms because he does 
not want to criticize Greek officers to for
eigners. 

Those sentiments reveal an officer of the 
old school, which may be why the colonels 
have imprisoned him. But the precautionary 
detention is producing one side effect. Gen. 
Koumanakos's friends and family for a gen
eration have viewed the Communists as their 
blood enemies, but now see their real foes 
as the colonels reigning in Athens. The pro
found implications of that change in outlook 
are yet to be felt. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I move, 

1n accordance with the previous order, 
that the Senate stand in adjournment 
until 12 o'clock noon4omorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 
o'clock and 14 minutes p.m.) the Senate 
adjourned until tomorrow, Tuesday, 
July 8, 1969, at 12 o'clock noon. 
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