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know whether they counted me as a sup-
porter of the ABM or whether they
counted me as being opposed to the ABM.

But I am going to follow the same pro-
cedure that the Senator states he has
been following for 23 years. I am not go-
ing to answer any polls as to how I shall
vote on such a controversial issue as the
ABM. I think the time to cast one’s vote

is when the roll is called; and if I wish’

to indicate prior to that time what my
position is by way of a speech on the
floor of the Senate, by way of some an-
nouncement on the radio, or via tele-
vision, or by issuance of a news release
that is for me to determine. But I do not
intend to answer any polls. Perhaps at
some time in past years I may have re-
sponded to some polls on other issues,
I do not recall; but, if so, I do not intend
to do it again; and it has been my policy
for quite some time not to do so.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I thank
the Senator.

I think this can be a dangerous prac-
tice. Again, I do not question the good
intentions or the propriety of the mem-
bers of the press in conducting these
polls. If I were a reporter, I suppose I
would do the same as they are doing, but
it is our fault if we answer them. If we
answer one poll, then why do we not
answer this poll or the next poll?
In the Finance Committee we act on
proposed legislation which involves
major changes in tax rates that can
affect financial markets. I think it would
be very dangerous to adopt a practice in
which the members of that committee
could be polled in advance of the votes.

I have served on this committee with
the Senator from Virginia, Mr. Harry F.
Byrd, Sr., and before that I served with
the Senator from Georgia, Mr. George,
and with the Senator from Colorado, Mr.
Millikin, as chairmen. They emphasized
to all the new members of that commit-
tee the importance of not letiting the
committee be used by those who would
turn the information to their own ad-
vantage. I have tried to live up to that
standard.

One person called our office this week
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in a private poll—mot a member of the
press—and told the gentleman in my
office that it was very important. They
were checking the poll on the votes for
the ABM as it had been related in the
press to see whether or not it was ac-
curate. They were trying to get the posi-
tion I would take on the ABM as well as
the position of other Senators because
he said their clients wanted more factual
information as to what was going to
happen on this bill.

This illustrates the danger we could
get into if we, as Members of the Senate,
adopted a procedure whereby we could
be polled a week or two in advance as to
how we were going to vote. If 99 or 100
percent of the Members of the Senate
have actually made up their minds then
let us vote. [

That illustrates the ridiculousness of
this polling process, and I thought I
would make clear my reasons as to why I
think the problem of polling should be
checked.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank
the Senator.

So far as I am concerned, I think it is
my responsibility to take a position on
the issues that come before us for de-
cision, but I do not think that I have
a duty to respond to polls as to how I
intend to vote on any issue. I think it
is demeaning to the Senate to do so.
Naturally, if I take a position and make
that position known in a speech, that
vote can be counted as I so state. But
as to answering polls per se, I am not
going to do it; and I think it is wrong
for the impression to be given out that
100 Senators have been polled on this
issue or any other issue when, as a mat-
ter of fact, they have not been so polled.
I, too, do not question the good inten-
tions of any pollster. But 100 Senators
have not been polled on the ABM. As
far as I am aware, even the leadership
on this side of the aisle has made no
attempt to conduct a poll on this issue.

I can only speak for one Senator, but
mine is one of the votes out of 100. Per-
haps 99 other Senators were polled, and
perhaps it was not considered necessary
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to poll the junior Senator from West
Virginia. Nevertheless, I think it is wrong
to state that all Senators have been
polled when such is not the case. It
might conceivably cause some Senator
to change his position some day just for
the heck of it, to show that the polls are
not always right.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I thank
the Senator.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, if there be no further busi-
ness to come before the Senate, I move,
in accordance with the previous order,
that the Senate stand in adjournment
until 12 o’clock noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6
o'clock and 7 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned until tomorrow, Wednesday,
July 16, 1969, at 12 o'clock noon.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by

the Senate July 15, 1969:
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Bethel B. Larey, of Arkansas, to be U.8. at-
torney for the western district of Arkansas
for the term of 4 years.

U.8. Assay OFFICE AT NEw YORK, N.Y.

Nicholas Costanzo, of New York, to be
SBuperintendent of the TU.S. assay office at
New York, N.Y.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate July 15, 1969:
U.S. A1r FORCE ACADEMY

Col, William R. Jarrell, Jr., ESS88884, for
appointment as Registrar, U.8. Alr Force
Academy, under the provislons of section
9333(c), title 10, United States Code.

Richard H. White, cadet of the U.8. Alr
Force Academy, for appointment in the Reg-
ular Air Force, in the grade of second lieu-
tenant, effective upon his graduation, under
the provisions of section B8284, title 10,
United States Code. Date of rank to be de-
termined by the Secretary of the Air Force.
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The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Rev. James L, Powell, Jr., First Bap-
tist Church, Mount Airy, N.C., offered
the following prayer:

Lord, we pray for the Members of this
great body today, and all those who
share in its labors.

Teach them courageous leadership,
based on faith and not on fear.

Forgive them when they talk too much
and think too little; when they worry
so often and pray so seldom.

Take away the stubborn pride that
keeps them from apology and makes
them unwilling to open their hearts hon-
estly to their colleagues.

Deliver them from the blasphemy of
optimism that is mere wishful thinking,
but give them a courage to want to stand
for something, lest they fall for anything.

For conscience sake, for God’s sake;
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help us to give a good account of our-
selves in these days.
In our Lord's name, we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment bills of the House of the fol-
lowing titles:

H.R. 1828. An act to confer U.S. citizenship
posthumously upon James F. Wegener;

H.R. 1948, An act to confer U.S. citizenship
posthumously upon Pfc. Joseph Anthony
Snitko;

H.R.2224. An act for the rellef of Franklin
Jacinto Antonio;

H.R. 2536, An act for the rellef of Fran-
cesca Adriana Millonzi;
H.R. 2890. An act for the rellet of Rueben

Rosen;

H.R.3166. An act for the rellef of Alek-
sandar Zambell;

H.R. 3167. An act for the relief of Ryszard
Stanislaw Obacz;

H.R.3172. An act for the relief of Yolanda
Fulgenclo Hunter;

H.R. 3376, An act for the rellef of Maria
da Concelcao Evaristo;

H.R.7215. An act to provide for the strik-
ing of medals in commemoration of the 50th
anniversary of the U.S. Diplomatic Courler
Service; and

H.R. 10060. An act for the rellef of L. Cpl.
Peter M. Nee (2465662).

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills and a joint reso-
lution of the following titles, in which
the concurrence of the House is re-
quested:
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8.267. An act for the rellef of Lt. Col.
Samuel J. Cole, US. Army (retired);

8.571. An act for the rellef of Dr. Diego
Agullar Aranda;

S.1110. An act for the relief of Nickolas
George Polizos;

8.1526. An act for the rellef of Dr. Zellha
Bilsel;

8. 1527. An act for the rellef of Dr, Yilmaz
Bilsel;

5. 1645. An act for the relief of Andrew Chu
Yang;

8. 1798. An act for the relief of Dr. Yovuz
Aykent;

5. 1963. An act for the relief of Wu Hip;

8.2019. An act for the rellef of Dug Foo
Wong;

S.2462. An act to amend the joint resolu-
tlon establishing the American Revolution
Bicentennial Commission; and

5.J. Res. 85. Joint resolution to provide for
the designation of the period from August 26,
1969, through September 1, 1969, as “National
Archery Week."”

REQUEST FOR PERMISSION FOR
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COM-
MITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES TO
SIT DURING GENERAL DEBATE
TODAY

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Subcommittee on
the Investigation of the Pueblo of the
Committee on Armed Services be per-
mitted to sit this afternoon during gen-
eral debate.

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

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object, may I ask my distin-
guished colleague, the gentleman from
New York, if this request has been
cleared with the ranking minority mem-
ber of that committee?

Mr. PIKE. It has been cleared with
Mr. Bray, the ranking minority member.

Mr. HALL. Further reserving the right
to object, Mr. Speaker, may I ask if there
is some compelling reason why this com-
mittee should sit at this particular time
while we have important legislation un-
der debate on the floor of the House, for
which some of the members of that com-
mittee must be in attendance this after-
noon at a time certain?

Mr. PIKE. The most compelling rea-
son that I can find is the fact that be-
cause the full committee is meeting every
morning on a daily basis the subcom-
mittee does not have much other chance
to meet, and we would like to get the
report out.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I am anxious
to get the report out, also, and I think
I understand the other reasons, but I
am constrained to object to that com-
mittee meeting this afternoon during
debate on the extension of Appalachia.

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard.

TAX REFORM

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

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Speaker, as we
proceed to consider tax reform we may
undoubtedly expect considerable corre-
spondence on the subject. Some compa-
nies are already seeking to be helpful
and to stimulate congressional mail.
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The following statement is on a slip
enclosed with credit cards and credit
billings:

You Sxourp Ewnow Apour THIs Now

As part of its effort to draft a revised tax
program, Congress is considering reducing
the percentage depletion allowed producers
of oil. Any change in this provision will af-
fect the oil industry and its customers. The
provision basically is an incentive to moti-
vate people to Invest money in the high-risk
business of trying to find oil.

We need oll—because you need gaso-
line. If Congress so changes the depletion
provision—prices for oil and gasoline will,
we're convinced, go up significantly. We want
you to realize this before Congress acts. If
you agree, please take a minute to write your
Congressman and tell him that changing this
provision will not close a “tax loophole” but
will result in higher prices to the customer,

8SuN O Co.—DX DIvISION.

THE PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE ON
NARCOTICS AND DANGEROUS
DRUGS—WITH EMPHASIS ON FAC-
TUAL DATA

(Mr. BROWN of Ohio asked and was
given permission to address the House for
1 minute, to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, the
President of these United States, Richard
M. Nixon, serves his country well with
this sensitive and farsighted program
which he announced yesterday. It is a
credit to his entire administration that
they have offered a coordinated response
to the needs which this expanding social
and moral problem presents.

I am particularly impressed with cer-
tain points within the President’s pro-
gram. Research in every field from
genetics and neurosurgery to social
psychology needs be conducted or com-
piled and conclusions reached upon the
entire narcotics field. It will only be after
effective and thorough research of, at
least, the more popular items such as
marihuana and the amphetamines and
barbiturates that professionals within
and without government will know fully
and accurately the extent of the problem
we face. Equipped with conclusions from
valid research, the legislature will know
best how to cope with this situation
which threatens to spiral beyond our
control. Second, the curious and ex-
perimenting youth is more likely to be
convinced by the logic and data, demon-
strating the damage he risks, than he is
by an edict which tells him “no” but fails
to convince him why he should not “turn
on” or “trip out.”

The second feature of the program
which impresses me is that it proposes a
firm stand by all government, Federal,
State, and municipal, that there is no
promise of relaxation of the laws regu-
lating abuse of dangerous drugs. As an
author of the legislation passed in the
last session to control LSD, I feel strongly
that any doubt as to the destructive
power of any drug must be resolved in
favor of the welfare of the people. As long
as the possibility exists that a drug may
be addictive, may be corrosive to one's
physical health and of one’s psychologi-
cal balance, there should and must be
effective, strict, and complete regulation
of its transmission in commerce and of
its use.
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ELECTIONS IN SOUTH VIETNAM

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

Mr. TAFT. Mr. Speaker, I take this
time to associate myself with the remarks
of the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
Apair) regarding the recent offer of
elections by President Thieu, as endorsed
by President Nixon.

The steps that have been taken and
the offer that has been made are of
great significance. Just today, Mr. Max
Frankel, writing in the New York Times,
commented on evidence of “restlessness,
weariness, and dissent in North Viet-
nam.” In part, that article reads as
follows:

A distinct but still minority share of power
is what the Nixon Administration has so
far offered the Viet Cong.

As President Thieu has again pointed
out yesterday, this represents a maxi-
mum offer on the subject. Those who
deprecate the offer seem to want to
commit the administration indirectly to
the unconditional withdrawal which
none are willing to espouse directly.

Fairness and firmness represented by
the current approach seem far more
likely of bringing a meaningful response.

REQUEST FOR PERMISSION FOR
SUBCOMMITTEE ON LABOR, COM-
MITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LA-
BOR, TO SIT TODAY DURING
GENERAL DEBATE

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Daniels Sub-
committee on Labor of the Committee on
Education and Labor be permitted to sit
this afternoon during general debate in
order to hear one witness.

Mr. Speaker, the Daniels subcommit-
tee, if my information is correct, would
like to sit this afternoon to hear a witness
that they were unable to hear this morn-
ing in connection with the so-called
pneumoconiosis hearings—the black lung
hearings—and want to accommodate the
witness,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object, I would like to ask the
gentleman from EKentucky if this has
been cleared with the ranking minority
member of the subcommittee?

Mr. PERKINS. No, it has not, but I am
sure that there would be no objection on
the part of the ranking member of the
subcommittee.

Mr. GROSS. Well, will the gentleman
withhold his request until the ranking
member can be contacted?

Mr. PERKINS. I shall do so.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Kentucky withdraws his unanimous-
consent request.

LAUNCH OF APOLLO 11 ONE OF THE
GREAT EVENTS OF RECORDED
HISTORY

(Mr. FREY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)
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Mr, FREY. Mr. Speaker, the launch of
Apollo 11 tomorrow to the moon is one
of the great events of recorded history.
Mankind has talked about this not for
tens of years but for centuries. It is hard
to believe, but even more difficult when
one realizes that we did not take our first
step into space until 1958. This is a dan-
gerous venture, even with the many safe-
guards employed. There is no guarantee
of success.

The entire space team, ranging from
the technicians to the astronauts, are
putting their intelligence, dedication,
and courage on the line in order to prove
man’s ability to travel in space. Never
before has the American spirit been so
prominently on display for the whole
world to observe and admire. As with all
Americans, our prayers are with the as-
tronauts, Good luck, God speed.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF HEARINGS BY
THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON HOUS-
ING

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

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, the Sub-
committee on Housing of the Committee
on Banking and Currency will begin
hearings on Thursday, July 17, to con-
sider pending legislation including the
administration’s proposals which I un-
derstand will be introduced today. The
bills before us do not include major
innovative programs of the magnitude
of our bills in 1965, 1966, and 1968, but
they do include many important pro-
visions such as the extension of FHA
mortgage insuring authority and Farm-
ers Home Administration programs,
which in existing law have expiration
dates of October 1. It is regrettable that
we have been delayed this long in start-
ing our hearings but, of course, we could
not move until the administration had
time to prepare its own proposals. If is
our hope that we can proceed quickly
and enact legislation well before Octo-
ber 1.

EXTENDING THE CONGRATULA-
TIONS OF THE CONGRESS OF THE
UNITED STATES TO ORGANIZED
BASEBALL UPON THE OCCASION
OF ITS CENTENNIAL YEAR

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of House Concurrent Res-
olution 300.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the concurrent resolu-
tion, as follows:

H. Con. REs. 300
Concurrent resolution extending the con-
gratulations of the Congress of the United

States to organized baseball upon the oc-

caslon of its centennial year

Whereas, baseball is among the oldest out-
standing national games of the United
States, combining the zest of the amateur
with the skills of the professional and pro-
viding excitement, drama, Interest, and en-
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tertalnment both for particlpants and for
spectators; and

Whereas, although baseball was already be-
ing widely played, watched, and attended in
various forms on a largely amateur or recre-
atlonal basis, the development of the game
to its present status as a natiomal institu-
tion truly began with the organization of
America’s first professional baseball team in
1869; and

Whereas, the year 1969 marks the one-
hundredth anniversary of organized profes-
slonal baseball in the United States and Is
baseball’s centennial year; and

Whereas, the playing of the Fortleth All-
Star Baseball Game, on July 22, 1969, In
Washington, District of Columbia, together
with related activities and observances in
Washington and throughout the country, is
the occasion for the special celebration of
baseball’s centennial year; and

Whereas, it is fitting that appropriate rec-
ognition be given to the many contributions
which baseball has made to the American
way of life both as a sport and as an expres-
slon of the American spirit: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That, to commem-
orate the one-hundredth anniversary in 1969
of the birth of organized baseball, the Con-
gress of the United States officially recog-
nizes the year 1969 as baseball's centennial
year and extends its congratulations and best
wishes to the Commissioner of Baseball, the
Presldent of the National League, the Presi-
dent of the American League, the twelve
teams of the National League, and the
twelve teams of the American League, and
the several minor leagues and all other or-
ganizations and individuals participating in
or connected with organized baseball.

The concurrent resolution was agreed

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMITTEE
ON LABOR TO SIT DURING GEN-
ERAL DEBATE TODAY

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, again I
renew my unanimous-consent request
that the Daniels Subcommittee on La-
bor be permitted to sit this afternoon
during general debate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

There was no objection.

PRIVATE CALENDAR

The SPEAKER. This is Private Calen-
dar day. The Clerk will call the first in-
dividual bill on the Private Calendar.

JOHN VINCENT AMIRAULT

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 2552)
for the relief of John Vincent Amirault.

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

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.

REFERENCE OF CLAIM OF JESUS
J. RODRIGUEZ

The Clerk called the House Resolution
86, referring the bill (H.R. 1691) to the
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Chief Commissioner of the Court of
Claims.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this resolution
be passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.

MRS. BEATRICE JAFFE

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

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

The SPEAKER. Is ther objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.

AMALIA P. MONTERO

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 6375)
for the relief of Amalia P. Montero.

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

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.

MARTIN H. LOEFFLER

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 3165)
for the relief of Martin H. Loeffler.

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

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.

VISITACION ENRIQUEZ MAYPA

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 6389)
for the relief of Visitacion Enriquez
Maypa.

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

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

There was no objection.

ERNESTO ALUNDAY

The Clerk called the bill (S. 648) for
the relief of Ernesto Alunday.

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

S. 648

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, for the
purposes of sections 203(a) (1) and 204 of the
Immigration and Natlonality Act, Ernesto
Alunday shall be held and considered to be
the natural-born alien son of Teodoro A.
Alunday, a citizen of the United States:
Provided, That no natural parent or brothers
or sisters of the beneficlary, by virtue of such
relationship, shall be accorded any right,
privilege, or status under the Immigration
and Natlonality Act.
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The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and
passed, and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table.

YAU MING CHINN (GON MING LOO)

The Clerk called the bill (S. 1438) for
the relief of Yau Ming Chinn (Gon
Ming Loo).

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

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

There was no objection.

CAPT. MELVIN A. KAYE

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 1453)
for the relief of Capt. Melvin A. Kaye.

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

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.

ROBERT G. SMITH

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 3723)
for the relief of Robert G. Smith.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that this bill be passed
over without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

DR. EMIL BRUNO

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 4105)
for the relief of Dr. Emil Bruno.

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

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.

MRS. RUTH BRUNNER

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 9488)
for the relief of Mrs. Ruth Brunner.

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

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BOLAND, Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the further call of
the Private Calendar be dispensed with.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. This concludes the call
of the Private Calendar.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.
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The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

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

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the
following Members failed to answer to
their names:

[Roll No. 105]

Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Gallagher
Gray

Green, Oreg.
Halpern
Hamilton
Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Harsha
Hogan
Jarman
Karth
Kirwan
Carey Kleppe
Chappell Lipscomb
Clay Lioyd
Conyers Long, Md.
Cunningham McCarthy
Davis, Ga. McClure
Dawson Macdonald,
de 1a Garza Mass.
Delaney May
Downing Mize

Esch Morgan
Fisher Obey

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 359
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum,

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

Abbitt
Addabbo
Ashley
Aspinall
Berry

Betts

Boggs

Brock
Broomfield
Brown, Callf.
Buchanan
Burton, Utah
Cahill

Camp

O'Neill, Mass.
Ottinger
Patten
Pollock
Powell
Preyer, N.C.
Price, I11.
Pryor, Ark.
Reifel
Ronan
Sandman
Scheuer
Shipley
Stanton
Steiger, Ariz.
Stelger, Wis.
Teague, Tex.
Tunney
Watson
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.
Wolff
Wright

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
RULES TO FILE A PRIVILEGED
REPORT

Mr. ANDERSON of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the Committee on Rules may have until
midnight tonight to file a privileged re-
port.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection,

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
THE JUDICIARY TO SIT DURING
GENERAL DEBATE THURSDAY,
JULY 17, 1969

Mr. ANDERSON of Tennessee, Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the Committee on the Judiciary may be
permitted to sit during general debate on
Thursday, July 17.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

APPALACHIAN AND REGIONAL AC-
TION PLANNING COMMISSIONS

Mr. ANDERSON of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, by direction of the Committee
on Rules, I call up House Resolution 473
and ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. ReEs. 473

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be In order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the Union
for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 4018)
to provide for the renewal and extension of
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certain sections of the Appalachian Reglonal
Development Act of 1965, After general de-
bate, which shall be confined to the bill and
shall continue not to exceed two hours, to be
equally divided and controlled by the chalr-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Public Works, the bill shall
be read for amendment under the five-min-
ute rule. It shall be in order to conslder the
amendment in the mature of a substitute
recommended by the Committee on Public
Works now printed in the bill, and such sub=
stitute for the purpose of amendment shall
be considered under the five-minute rule
as an original bill. At the conclusion of such
consideration, the Committee shall rise and
report the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted,
and any Member may demand a separate
vote in the House on any amendment adopt-
ed in the Committee of the Whole to the bill
or committee amendment in the nature of a
substitute. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom=-
mit with or without instructions.

Mr. ANDERSON of Tennessee, Mr.
Speaker, I yield 30 minutes to my dis-
tinguished colleague, the gentleman
from Tennessee (Mr. QUILLEN), pending
which I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 473
provides an open rule with 2 hours of
general debate for consideration of HR.
4018 to provide for the renewal and ex-
tension of certain sections of the Appa-
lachian Regional Development Aect of
1965 and of title V of the Economic De-
velopment Act of 1965. The resolution
also provides that it shall be in order to
consider the committee substitute as an
original bill for the purpose of amend-
ment.

Title V of the Public Works and Eco-
nomic Development Act of 1965 author-
ized five regional development commis-
sions. These commissions, which were
designated in 1966, are the Ozarks, New
England, Upper Great Lakes, Four Cor-
ners, and Coastal Plains Regional Com-
missions—shown on page 21 of the re-
port.

Title I of H.R. 4018 amends title V
of that act.

To permit broader use of funds for
studies, technical assistance and dem-
onstration projects, and training pro-
grams, and to confirm that the Federal
Government will provide 50 percent of
the administrative expenses of the com-
missions, the bill expands the authoriza-
tion for technical and planning assist-
ance to and through the commissions. To
permit flexibility in administration, the
authorization presently in section 505(¢)
of title V is repealed in favor of a single
authorization in section 509 of the act,
which currently authorizes supplemen-
tal grant assistance,

The bill amends section 509 to author-
ize funds to be used to make all or any
portion of the basic Federal grant for a
program authorized by existing Federal
law. Currently, supplemental grants as-
sist financially inadequate local gov-
ernmments to meet matching require-
ments for Federal grants-in-aid. The
Commission’s authority would be ex-
panded to permit it to make the basic
Federal grant in the case of an other-
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wise authorized program where funds
are not available within the regions
from the national programs for that
purpose.

Title V is amended to authorize for the
2-fiscal-year period ending June 30, 1971,
not to exceed $225 million. Not less than
10 percent nor more than 30 percent of
the sums appropriated for any one fis-
cal year shall be made available to any
one regional commission.

A new section is added to title V which
requires the Secretary to coordinate his
activities in making grants and loans un-
der titles I and II with those of the Fed-
eral cochairmen of the regional commis-
sions. The Federal cochairmen are also
required to coordinate their activities in
making such grants with those of the
Secretary of Commerce.

Title IT of HR. 4018 amends the Ap-
palachian Regional Development Act.

The act is amended to authorize to the
Commission to be available until ex-
pended not to exceed $1,900,000 for the 2-
fiscal-year period ending June 30, 1971.
Not to exceed $475,000 of the authoriza-
tion shall be available for the expenses
of the Federal cochairman, his alternate,
and his staff.

The bill does not increase the amount
authorized by the 1967 amendments to
the act.

The act is amended to make clear the
intention of the Congress that contract
authority, as used in the Federal-aid
highway program, should apply to the
Appalachian development highway sys-
tem and lneal access roads.

Not to exceed $85 million is authorized
for demonstration health projects for the
2-fiscal-year period.

Not to exceed $15 million is authorized
for the 2-fiscal-year period for contracts
of up to 10 years for assistance to land-
owners, operators, or occupiers of land
in the Appalachian region. Such con-
tracts provide for land stabilization and
erosion and sediment control, and so
forth.

Not to exceed $15 million is authorized
to assist in the sealing and filling of voids
in abandoned coal mines, and related
purposes. Funds are authorized for mine
fire control programs to be made avail-
able on a grant-in-aid basis.

Not to exceed $2 million is authorized
for the 2-fiscal-year period for housing
projects.

Not to exceed $50 million is authorized
for vocational programs.

Not to exceed $75 million is authorized
for grant-in-aid programs.

Not to exceed $8 million is authorized
to make grants to the Commission for
administrative expenses including tech-
nical services of local development
districts.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
House Resolution 473 in order that H.R.
4018 may be considered.

Mr. Speaker, I failed to mention that
the resolution also provides that it shall
be in order to consider the committee
substitute as an original bill for the
purpose of amendment.

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

Mr. ANDERSON of Tennessee. I am
glad to yield to the gentleman from Iowa.
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Mr. GROSS. Has any way been found
to move the Appalachian Mountains
around so that the good things of life
could be spread to a wider area of the
country?

Mr. ANDERSON of Tennessee. As the
gentleman knows, the program has been
extended somewhat. In addition to the
Appalachian region, this bill covers four
additional commissions, some of which
are in the East and some in the West.

Mr. GROSS. I notice that for the pur-
pose of building so-called access roads,
the Appalachian region has been ex-
tended to Alabama, Mississippi, and
South Carolina. They are listed in what
is termed in the report “Appalachian
Highway Program Financing Needs,
State-by-State Summary.” Does the
gentleman have any suggestions as to
how more people could share in these
good things of life that are distributed
s0 freely from the Federal Government
under this Appalachian program that
now embraces an area from New York
down to Mississippi, Alabama, and
South Carolina?

Mr. ANDERSON of Tennessee. I ap-
preciate the gentleman’s question. Per-
haps we see more use of what some people
term “creeping federalism,” and perhaps
the Appalachian region can creep out
a little further.

Mr. GROSS. It has not been contem-
plated to extend the Appalachian region
down into Florida or perhaps out to
California.

Mr. ANDERSON of Tennessee. I do
not believe that there is any contempla-
tion to make any further substantial
increase in the area. I think it will re-
main essentially as it is.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Tennessee.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the bill, H.R. 4018, upon
the adoption of House Resolution 473,
will be presented under an open rule with
2 hours of general debate with the com-
mittee substitute made in order.

As the distinguished gentleman from
Tennessee (Mr. ANDERSON) has said, the
purpose of the bill is to authorize for 2
fiscal years—1970 and 1971—funds for
the continuation of the programs oper-
ated by the Appalachian Regional Devel-
opment Act and the companion Public
Works and Economic Development Act.

The Appalachian program was first
enacted in 1965. It created a regional
commission made up of Governors of
the affected States and a Federal co-
chairman. The Commission developed
programs and administered them after
implementation in a number of areas, all
aimed at improving the educational,
health, and industrial facilities in the
Appalachian area.

Later that same year, regional com-
missions were authorized under the Pub-
lic Works and Economic Development
Act. These commissions are now in oper-
ation in the Ozarks, New England, Upper
Great Lakes, Utah, Colorado, New Mex-
ico, Arizona, and the Carolinas, and
Georgia.

Title I of the bill deals with the re-
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gional planning commissions which have
as their chief purpose the development
of programs to stimulate economic
growth in their respective areas and of
making recommendations to the Con-
gress supporting programs they believe
will stimulate growth.

In the first several years of the Com-
mission’s existence, the technique was
developed to supply supplemental grants
and technical assistance to provide addi-
tional Federal funds in support of com-
prehensive area development programs.

This concept is expanded by this bill,
H.R. 4018, to permit broader use of such
funds and detailed studies, technical as-
sistance, and demonstration projects,
including construction where necessary
for such demonstration projects.

The existing act is amended to grant
each regional commission expanded au-
thority to permit it to utilize its own
funds to make the basic Federal grant in
cases where a federally authorized pro-
gram is not available to the region served
by the commission because of lack of
funds within that regional program.

This amendment will permit the use
of such programs as the Water Pollu-
tion Control Act, Watershed Protection
and Flood Prevention Act, and so forth,
by the use of the supplemental funds au-
thorized to the regional commissions.

Any regional commission using ex-
panded authority to make a basic Fed-
eral grant must work with the Federal
official administering the grant program.
Such official must certify that the proj-
ect for which the grant is proposed meets
all requirements of the Federal grant-in-
aid program and would be approved if
funds were available.

The bill authorizes, for fiscal 1970 and
1971, $225 million for the use of the re-
gional commissions. Not less than 10 per-
cent nor more than 30 percent of the
sums aporopriated in any one fiscal year
may be made available to one regional
commission.

Title II of the bill deals with Appa-
lachian regional development. The pro-
gram is extended for 2 years, fiscal 1970
and 1971. Funds authorized total $250
million for this period and are broken
down as follows:

For health demonstration projects, $85
million.

For land conservation and erosion con-
trol, $15 million;

For mining lands restoration, $15 mil-
lion;

For housing programs, $2 million;

For vocational education facilities and
programs, $50 million;

For supplemental grants, $75 million;
and

For administrative expenses of reglonal
development districts, $8 million.

The highway program which provides
for the construction of 2,700 miles of
development highways and 1,000 miles
of access roads is presently authorized
at $1 billion, $15 million through fiscal
1971.

The bill (HR. 4018) amends this to
extend this authorization through fiscal
1972. It does not increase the author-
ization amount. It is now estimated that
construction cannot be completed by
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the earlier date. In order to insure con-
struction as rapidly as feasible on a basis
of overall and comprehensive planning,
the committee believed the time period
required a 1-year extension.

Finally, the bill authorizes $1,900,000
for administrative expenses of the Ap-
palachian Regional Commission for 2
fiscal years, 1970 and 1972, and limits
the expenses of the Federal Cochairman
and his staff to $475,000 of that amount.

Mr. Speaker, the Appalachian regional
program has proved itself in the time
it has been in effect and I am anxious
to see it continue. In a relatively short
time, enormous progress has been made
to construct a development highway sys-
tem in the region, to develop health and
education facilities, to deal with erosion,
water resources, and other improve-
ments to unlock the enormous potential
of this proud area of our country. The
progress is substantial, but more time
is needed to complete the work that has
been so well begun.

What has been thus far accomplished
is a tribute to the close cooperation of
all levels of government and all types of
people in taking the limited assistance
authorized by the act and making it work
for the betterment of the people and the
Appalachian area.

The Appalachian Regional Commis-
sion is in itself a good example of the
work that can be accomplished when
State and Federal representatives can
‘meet and work out policies together
about what kind of aid is needed, where
and how much. Final decisions on ex-
penditures are made jointly, and I am in-
clined to believe this means they are
more applicable to the particular prob-
lems of the States involved.

I can best speak for the Appalachian
program by pointing out some of the
projects which have so greatly benefited
the First District of Tennessee, which I
represent. Every county in the distriet
has reaped benefits from the program.

The program's funds have been used
for construction on hospitals in Cocke
County and Greene County, for nursing
homes in Rogersville, Jefferson City,
Sevierville, Johnson City, and Kingsport.
With the help of the program’s funds,
access roads have been built in Hancock,
Hawkins, Johnson, and Unicol Counties.
Vocational schools in Carter, and Sulli-
van, and Washington Counties have
benefited. A supplemental grant went to
Elizabethton’s Blue Springs Utility Dis-
trict in Carter County, as well as to
sewer and water projects in Greene,
Hawkins, Sevier, Sullivan, and Wash-
ington Counties. Lastly, grants for edu-
cational equipment and facilities have
gone to schools and colleges throughout
the First District.

It is important, however, to point out
that the benefits of this program go not
just to the immediately affected areas
of the Appalachian region, but to the
country as a whole.

If we are to effectively deal with the
problems of the cities, problems we hear
more and more about through news-
paper reports of troubled areas, we must
find opportunities, jobs, adequate living
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and working areas, outside the great
metropolitan areas.

If we would judge the effectiveness
and need of the Appalachian program,
we have only to compare the continuing
cost to our Government of welfare, sup-
port and subsistence, and similar Federal
expenditures in the area to the imme-
diate cost of a remedial effort to do away
with much of the need for such pay-
ments.

The focus of the Appalachian pro-
gram is not on welfare or relief but op-
portunity. It attacks the fundamental
obstacles to economic growth in the Ap-
palachian area, the need for access, the
need for better education, for health fa-
cilities, for erosion control, for exploita-
tion of its water resources and for deal-
ing with the peculiar legacy of coal
mining,

Beyond these forms of assistance, the
focus is on organizing all levels of gov-
ernment to do a better job with other
Federal, State, and local programs and
funds.

The ultimate objective is to attract
private capital, productive enterprise
and jobs, which in the final analysis is
the solution to the Appalachian problem.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further requests
for time but I reserve the balance of my
time.
mer- Speaker, I urge adoption of the

e.

Mr. ANDERSON of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, I have no further requests for
time.

I move the previous question on the
resolution,

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

! E&l motion to reconsider was laid on the
able.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Speaker,
I move that the House resolve itself into
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the considera-
tion of the bill (H.R. 4018) to provide
for the renewal and extension of certain
sections of the Appalachian Regional
Development Act of 1965.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Alabama.

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the consid-
eration of the bill HR. 4018, with Mr.
SvLAck in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. JoNES)
will be recognized for 1 hour, and the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. CRAMER)
will be recognized for 1 hour.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Alabama.,

Mr. JONES of Alabama, Mr, Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Maryland,
the chairman of the Committee on Pub-
lic Works (Mr. FALLON).

Mr. FALLON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
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support of H.R. 4018, legislation which
will renew and extend title V of the
Public Works and Economic Develop-
ment Act of 1965 and the Appalachian
Regional Development Act of 1965.

I am especially grateful to the gentle-
man from Alabama (Mr. Jongs), who
s0 ably chaired the subcommittee during
the long and intensive deliberations on
this bill, also the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. CRAMER) .

I am proud of the work the committee
has done, because we feel that we have a
vested interest in this legislation. The
committee was and is now very much a
proud parent of the legislation and the
program which has translated so much
of its very great promise into reality.

Mr. Chairman, this legislation has the
full support of the members of the Com-
mittee on Public Works and the record
of the hearings held on the bill indicates
complete support from all areas of the
country which are affected by the legis-
lation.

This is a gratifying program because it
deals with the substance of people's lives.
It is designed to make life better and
easier for people who have had it so
hard for so long and the fact that it is
achieving its purpose is a very great
reward for us on the Committee on Pub-
lic Works. The committee has worked
hard on the bill before you. It heard from
25 witnesses during 8 days of hearings.
Almost without exception, the testimony
praised what the program has done
and urged its continuation. The Gover-
nors of 13 States, Members of this body,
local officials, and interested people were
unanimous in their affection for the
whole idea. To me there is no greater
monument to any program.

The Appalachian legislation is older
and more advanced than the regions set
up under title V of the Economic Devel-
opment Act of 1965. Its record of
achievement more than commands our
commitment. It demands that we finish
the job that has been well begun.

In the case of other regional commis-
sions, we are just now coming to the
threshold of achievement. It would be
unfair and improper to close the door
on them.

This legislation, if allowed to realize
its full potential, may set the pattern
for future encouragement and cultiva-
tion of economic growth. This may be
the key to the successful solution of the
Nation’s nagging economic problems with
the federal system working at its best.

No small element in the success of this
enterprise is the way in which the States
and Federal Government have been able
to work in concert toward a common
goal. We have the States' testimony on
how well that has worked. It is not that
commonplace to hear so much praise for
a Federal program from the State gov-
ernments.

This program initiated in 1965 in a
few short years has already given a much
needed boost to the economy and the
development of those regions of our Na-
tion which are covered by the Appala-
chian Range and which are known as the
Appalachia area.
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The success of the Appalachian pro-
gram has provided the impetus for de-
velopment of regional commissions simi-
lar to the Appalachian Commission in
other sections of our Nation. This in-
cludes the New England Commission,
composed of the six New England States;
the Coastal Plains Commission, com-
posed of parts of North and South Caro-
lina, and Georgia; the Great Lakes Com-
mission, composed of segments of Wis-
consin, Michigan, and Minnesota; the
Ozarks Commission, composed of Okla-
homa, Arkansas, Kansas, and Missouri;
and the Four Corners, composed of
Colorado, New Mexico, Arizona, and
Utah. These commissions have just come
into being. In 1967 we passed legislation
which gave them funds for technical as-
sistance and program development. The
legislation provides funds for these
commissions for the next 2 fiscal years
ending June 30, 1971, to allow them to
begin actual construction on demonstra-
tion projects and training programs that
will further the economy of the regions.

Both title I and title II of the reported
bill are a further development of the re-
gional concept wherein an effort is made
to move forward an entire section of
the Nation by a carefully planned eco-
nomic development program worked out
in conjunection with responsible State
and Federal officials.

I believe the regional commission con-
cept will continue to be one of our major
instruments in the full scale economic
development of these sections of our
country where the economy has not de-
veloped along with the vast majority of
the Nation.

Before I conclude these brief remarks
I wish to pay tribute to all members of
the committee on both sides of the aisle
who worked so diligently on the legisla-
tion, and, in particular, the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. EpMONDSON) , chair-
man of the Special Subcommittee on
Economic Development Programs; the
ranking minority member, the gentle-
man from Florida (Mr. CRAMER) ; and a
strong supporter of the Appalachian
program, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
HARSHA) .

There are details upon which the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. JONES)
and the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
CraMEeRr) will touch. And there are issues
that will be refined and focused upon in
the coming discussion. But this is sound,
well-conceived legislation. The commit-
tee is proud of it. I commend it to you.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to call up the bill
H.R. 4018 amending the Appalachian Re-
gional Development Act and title V of the
Public Works and Economic Develop-
ment Act.

This bill has been reported unanimous-
ly by the Committee on Public Works. It
provides the basis for continued progress
in the development of the Appalachian
region of the country and amends title V
of the Public Works and Economic De-
velopment Act to expand the programs
being carried out by the Regional Plan-
ning Commissions for the New England,
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Ozarks, Upper Great Lakes, Coastal
Plains, and Four Corners regions. The
Committee on Public Works held exten-
sive hearings on the Appalachian bill
and the other regional programs I have
mentioned. The committee received testi-
mony from a number of witnesses among
who were Governors and the Federal of-
ficials entrusted with the administration
of the programs. In the course of these
hearings, the committee heard from the
Governors of West Virginia and Ken-
tucky with respect to the Appalachian
program and received statements from
eleven of the other Governors partici-
pating in the program uniformly sup-
porting this effort. The Governors of
Oklahoma, South Carolina, Maine, and
New Mexico testified on behalf of the
Governors of the regions with respect to
the programs and the accomplishments
of the regional commissions formed to
foster development in the regions desig-
nated by the Secretary of Commerce un-
der authority of the Public Works and
Economic Development Act.

The Regional Action Planning Commis-
sion Amendments of 1969 revise and ex-
tend title V of the Public Works and Eco-
nomic Development Act of 1965.

The amendments to the Public Works
and Economic Development Act which
are carried in title I of this bill provides
the basis for the implementation of many
of the plans and programs developed by
these commissions to foster economic
growth and development within the
areas for which they are responsible.
These commissions were formed in 1966
to develop programs geared specifically
to the needs, problems, and potentials
of the five development regions. They
have, with full participation of the Gov-
ernors of the affected States, proceeded
to fulfill this charge and have presented
to the committee detailed and well-con-
ceived programs to improve the capac-
ities of these regions to attract and hold
private investments through alleviating
critical problems in the fields of trans-
portation, health, education, pollution
control, and the like. These commis-
sions, patterned after the Appalachian
Regional Commission, are designed to
combine efforts of Federal, State, and
local governments. The Governors of the
affected States are members of these
commissions along with a Federal co-
chairman for each of them appointed by
the President. This form of organization
permits the full participation of the
State governments in the deliberations
and decisions of these commissions and
has been a major factor in the develop-
ment of their programs.

The committee bill does not alter the
basic structure of the five regional com-
missions. It does expand their program
authority through the implementation of
a broader range of programs and proj-
ects as provided in the bill. The commit-
tee anticipates that the commissions will
become a forum for enlisting the aid and
involvement of all related agencies at the
State and Federal levels in the accom-
plishment of their mission.

In title II of the Appalachian Regional
Development Act Amendments of 1967,
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funds were authorized to initiate devel-
opment programs in the areas covered
by the commissions. Funds had been au-
thorized in 1965 for staff support. The
1967 amendments authorized funds for
supplemental grants and technical as-
sistance. This action was premised
largely on the success of the supple-
mental grant program in the Appala-
chian region and the need for technical
assistance funds to support the plan-
ning and comprehensive development
programs. The sum of $75 million was
authorized for fiscal year 1968 and fiscal
year 1969—$5 million per commission
for fiscal year 1968 and $10 million per
commission for fiscal year 1969—for
supplemental grants. A total of $8,915,-
000 for fiscal year 1968 and $12,500,000
for fiscal year 1969 has been appropri-
ated for supplemental grants.

Testimony received by the committee
on the state and progress of these pro-
grams indicates that, while the supple-
mental grant program has been useful,
real progress in the implementation of
the plans which they have developed
requires expanded authority. Uniformly,
witnesses before the committee indicated
deficits in basic Federal programs perti-
nent to the commission plans in critical
areas such as vocational education,
transportation, manpower development,
hospitals, airports, and similar facilities.
The supplemental grant program now
authorized does not meet these needs.
It serves the very useful purpose of as-
sisting financially inadequate local gov-
ernments in meeting the requirements
for these basic programs. However, when
the basic programs are inadequate to
achieve the accelerated development
which these commissions are designed to
produce, the supplemental grant pro-
gram does not fill this gap.

The committee bill makes the follow-
ing changes in existing law:

Section 505 of the Public Works and
Economic Development Act authorizes
technical and planning assistance to and
through the regional action planning
commissions. This section is expanded
to permit broader use of these funds for
studies, technical assistance and demon-
stration projects, and training programs,
and fo confirm that the Federal Gov-
ernment will provide 50 percent of the
expenses of the Commissions. To permit
flexibility in administration, the ex-
panded authorization which is now ear-
ried in section 505(¢) is eliminated in
favor of a single authorization in the
title V program which is earried in see-
tion 509. The expansion of the authority
for commission support for demonsira-
tions and technical assistance is added
to the law to permit implementation of
several of the innovative proposals sub-
mitted to the committee, particularly by
the New England Regional Commission.

Section 509, which currently author-
izes supplemental grant assistance, is
amended to authorize funds to accelerate
existing Federal grant-in-aid programs
within the development regions. Cur-
rently, supplemental grants assist finan-
cially inadequate local governments to
meet matching requirements for Federal
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grants-in-aid. The committee bill would
expand authority to permit acceleration
of the basic Federal programs where
funds available within the regions from
the national programs are inadequate. In
other words, the new program will permit
supplementation of programs, as opposed
to supplementation of grants on individ-
ual projects, hy restricting the use of
these funds for purposes presently au-
thorized by other Federal statutes such as
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act,
the Watershed Protection and Flood Pre-
vention Act, title VI of the Public Health
Service Act, the Vocational Education
Act of 1963, the Library Services Act, the
Federal Airport Act, part IV of title III
of the Communications Act of 1934, the
Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963,
the Land and Water Conservation Fund
Act of 1965, and the National Defense
Education Act of 1958.

The committee bill would permit the
initiation of programs recommended by
the regional commissions without preju-
dice to the administration’s desire to
evaluate major innovations in the field
of economic development. Language is
included in the bill to safeguard against
the diversion of regular Federal grant-
in-aid funds from the development re-
gions because of the availability of this
program.

To insure that projects funded under
section 509 of the act as it would be
amended by this bill, receives full evalu-
ation by Federal agencies responsible for
administering the funds prior to Com-
mission approval, the bill provides that
no grant shall be made until the respon-
sible Federal officials administering the
Federal grant-in-aid which is being sup-
plemented by the Commission program
have certified that the program or proj-
ect meets all of the applicable require-
ments of the basic grant-in-aid statute.
The committee anticipates that such re-
sponse should be obtained by the Federal
cochairmen of the Commissions prior to
Commission action.

Title IT of the bill amends and extends
the Appalachian Regional Development
Act, one of the most innovative and suc-
cessful of the many programs enacted
by the Congress in the 1960’s. The Ap-
palachian Act, which was passed in 1965,
grew out of an intensive effort of the
State governments, Federal agencies, and
interested citizens operating under the
guidance of a White House task force.
In the 4 years since the enactment of
the program a tremendous amount has
been accomplished with fairly modest
amounts of money. The testimony re-
ceived by the committee from a variety
of witnesses was uniformly laudatory of
the remarkable cooperation between
Federal and State authorities in plan-
ning and carrying out the expenditures
of funds for a regional highway system,
a vocational education system, a regional
health program, mine area restoration
program, housing, and a variety of other
activities. This has been done with a
minimum of friction and a maximum of
effectiveness.

The Appalachian regional develop-
ment program was a national response
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to the severe hardship that had existed
in much of Appalachia for several dec-
ades, but had grown most acute during
the 1950’s.

Mining, agricultural, and railroad em-
ployment—the mainstays of much of
the old Appalachian economy—had
plummeted as advancing technology
wiped out job after job. With a heavily
specialized economy concenfrated in
primary manufacturing and mining, Ap-
palachia was unable to replace the jobs
in other sectors of employment, the jobs
it lost to advancing technology and
changing markets.

In 1964, the President’s Appalachian
Regional Commission reported that be-
tween 1950 and 1960 Appalachia lost over
half of its jobs in agriculture and 58.6
percent of its jobs in mining while the
rest of the United States lost one-third
of its agricultural jobs and only 1 per-
cent of its jobs in mining. Yet, its pro-
portionate gains in services and contract
construction were only one-half the rate
of increase in the rest of the country in
manufacturing.

For a region already deficient in em-
ployment and growth, these losses were
disastrous. Unemployment in some in-
dustrial counties in southwestern Penn-
sylvania approached 25 percent by the
end of the 1950’s, and in some rural
counties in eastern Kentucky actual un-
employment was about 80 percent of the
male labor force.

By almost any yardstick, large parts
of Appalachia lagged so far behind the
rest of the country in employment, in-
come, health, education, and housing,
that conditions were equivalent to those
in some underdeveloped countries. Wolfe
County, Ky., for example, had a per cap-
ita income of $435—about the same as
Jamaica. As a result of these conditions,
in the 1950’s alone, 2.2 million people left
Appalachia.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Alabama has again expired

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 2 additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Alabama is recognized for 2 addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Many of these
Appalachian migrants moved into such
large cities as Chicago, Cincinnati, Cleve-
land, and Detroit ill-equipped for the
jobs that were available.

It was recognized when the Appala-
chian program was first enacted that
Federal spending only would not solve
these problems. There had to be an effort
to concentrate funds where they would
do the most good and this would only be
done by calling on local and State lead-
ership to help make the decisions on
which projects and programs were most
beneficial.

As it was conceived originally, the
program was designed to create in Ap-
palachia a climate to which private in-
vestment would be attracted and in
which it would flourish as the ultimate
solution to the long-range problem. This
was to be done by the construction of a
highway network that would link Ap-
palachia to the mainstream of commerce
and industry and the building of public
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facilities that would outfit the region
with the chance to compete equally in
the technological world of today. So far,
there are nearly 300 miles of highways
completed with another 400 miles under
construction; and in an innovative pro-
gram to provide health facilities and
services more than 50 programs and 20
facilities are either completed or under-
way; more than 7,000 land stabilization
and conservation contracts have been
signed with farmers in Appalachia; there
are more than 50 projects to restore and
reclaim land ravaged by mining either
underway or completed; nearly 100 voca-
tional education facilities have been built
with another 50 being constructed; and
the construction of some 600 airports,
hospitals, colleges, sewage treatment
plants, libraries, vocational schools, rec-
reation areas, and educational television
facilities have been assisted with Appa-
lachian funds.

What has been the result? The great
expanse of distance between Appalachia
and the rest of the world has been closed
or narrowed, so that people now have
access to jobs and to opportanity; migra-
tion out of the region has tapered off
dramatically; unemployment has been
cut in half; wage rates have risen grad-
ually.

After 4 years in the Appalachian re-
gional development effort, there have
been some improvements in the region.
The average annual increase in employ-
ment in Appalachia between 1962 and
1965, for example, was 2.2 percent, the
same as the U.S. rate. Thus, the gap be-~
tween the region and the Nation re-
mained the same during those years.

In 1966, however, the gap began to
close: Appalachian employment in-
creased by 3.7 percent compared to 2.5
percent for the Nation.

The gap began to narrow even more
dramatically in comparable rates of un-
employment. In 1962, the U.S. unemploy-
ment rate was 5.5 percent while Appala-
chia’s was 8.6 percent. By 1966, the rates
were 3.8 percent and 4.3 percent respec-
tively.

Nevertheless these general statistics
mask the continued problems of the re-
gion. While the unemployment rates in
West Virginia and Kentucky, for exam-
ple, have been reduced, the 1967 rate for
Appalachian Kentucky was still 9.1 per-
cent which is not far from being triple
of that for the Nation, and for West Vir-
ginia it was 6.5 percent, almost double
that of the Nation.

Wages tended to lag substantially be-
hind the Nation. For example, in 1963
wages in manufacturing were only 86
percent of the U.S. average and in serv-
ices T7.1 percent.

But despite the fact that progress is
visible, there is still much to do. There
is still a long way to go. Outmigration
has slowed down, but has not been re-
versed; unemployment is down but still
exceeds the national figure; wage rates
are up, but still lag behind the national
average. The job is not finished. H.R.
4018 is designed to do that.

The committee bill authorizes funds
to carry out Appalachian Act programs
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in fiscal 1970 and fiscal 1971. The sum
of $250 million is authorized for this pe-
riod of which $85 million is for demon-
stration health projects; $15 million for
land stabilization and erosion control;
$15 million for mine area restora-
tion; $2 million to stimulate low cost
housing projects; $50 million for voca-
tional education facilities; $75 million
for supplemental grants to facilitate the
use of all Federal grant-in-aid programs
in the region; and $8 million for the
support of local development districts
and for research and demonstration
projects. These amounts are in line with
the Nixon administration's budget re-
quest for fiscal 1970.

In addition, the bill provides for a 1-
year stretchout of the regional highway
program which due to fiscal restraints
has not been funded at the pace con-
templated by the 1965 act. A 1l-year
stretchout is provided in the bill with no
increase in the authorization.

As I conclude my remarks, I wish to
pay deserved tribute to the chairman of
the full committee, the distinguished
gentleman from Maryland, the Honor-
able GeorGe H. FaLrLow, for his chair-
manship in connection therewith. I
would like to commend all Members of
both sides of aisle for their attendance
during the hearings and the interest they
showed in this worthwhile legislation.
Finally, I commend an outstanding piece
of staff work done by all members of the
staff on the majority and minority sides.

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

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I yield to the
gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. SCOTT. I wonder if the gentle-
man would address himself briefly to the
concept of phasing out this program? Is
this something that will go on from year
to year, or will these regions in time be-
come self-sufficient so that there will not
be a need for the continuation of the
program?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, I would state in reply to the gentle-
man from Virginia that I would like to
phase out these programs, but as of now
and in the immediate future I see a need
for them——

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has again expired.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 3 additional
minutes.

Mr. Chairman, replying further to the
gentleman from Virginia, I might add
that we still have problems of em-
ployment and outmigration of these re-
gions. These must be faced up to and
solved. Then we can talk of “phaseout.”

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

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I yield to the
gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding, and I first
want to compliment the distinguished
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. JONES)
for his untiring work on a very necessary
and needed piece of legislation for a sec-
tion of the country that has failed in eco-
nomic development for a ecentury and a
half. But if I undertood the statement
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made by the gentleman correctly, I would
like to know if the committee made any
changes in the amount of Federal funds
that the States are permitted to pay on
the advanced engineering and right-of-
way acquisition, with the provision for
the four-lane highways?

Do I understand the gentleman to state”

that still under the bill you authorize 70
percent there for those two items: ad-
vanced engineering and right-of-way
acquisition?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. The gentle-
man does raise an important question.
The Federal share can still be up to 70
percent.

Mr. PERKINS. In other words, it has
not been lowered; the amount the Fed-
eral Government puts up in this act has
not been changed in any way?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. The gentle-
man is correct. The answer is “No.”

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield? p

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I yield to the
gentleman from Ohio,

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

I would state to the gentleman from
Alabama that I am curious about this
four-lane highway business, because in
my State the bulk of the money has gone
to rebuild a U.S. highway which the State
would have had to put up its own money
on a 50-50 basis to build, and they got
out of it.

As far as helping Appalachia, and as
far as building highways to get up into
these inaccessible areas, and as far as
going into those areas to help the peo-
ple, they have not done anything, and
they are not about to do anything.

Mr. Chairman, I was one of the orig-
inal supporters of this bill. I went down
to Athens, Ohio, and met with the Gov-
ernor and the mayors, and the county
commissioners, the Governor who was
then Governor, and the now-Governor,
was saying let us not have anything to
do with this program——

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

Mr., JONES of Alabama. Mr, Chair-
man, I yield myself 3 additional min-
utes.

Mr. HAYS. I made a pitch to them
about the program, and they came in
in executive session, and every official
there but one voted to go into it. The
Governor voted to go into it, and he
found out there was this bonanza to
highways.

Is there anything to prevent this in
the future? Because unless there is, I
do not intend to vote for the measure.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, I believe the gentleman from Ohio
has brought out a very solid point. We
believe the language in the bill to pre-
vent overlapping of programs or dupli-
cation thereof or using funds under this
bill as a substitute for an existing Fed-
eral program in a State answers the
gentleman’s problem.

Mr. HAYS. If there is a recurrence,
is.there anything in the aect to prevent
it or can this just go on anyway?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I think if
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that were to occur again, if you will
bring it to the attention of the com-
mittee, we would address ourselves im-
mediately to that problem.

Mr. HAYS. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. GROSS. Did you know that it
was occurring before?

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

Mr, JONES of Alabama. I yield to the
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. DEn-
NEY), a member of the committee.

Mr. DENNEY. Mr. Chairman, I want
to compliment the gentleman for his fair
statement.

During the committee hearings, as
the gentleman recognizes, I brought up
one question and if the gentleman will
turn to page 21 of the report which
shows the different economic develop-
ment regions, you will remember I sug-
gested to different witnesses that pos-
sibly if we were to divide the entire
United States into economic develop-
ment regions that could act as a vehicle
whereby when we came to the problem
of revenue sharing and block grants
possibly they could be funneled down
through the economic development re-
gion.

I believe the chairman said at that
time that that would be a subject mat-
ter that this committee could consider
in future hearings; is that correct?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Yes, it is. I
would refer the gentleman to the re-
port on page 4.

Mr. DENNEY. I.thank the gentleman.

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

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I yield to the
gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, I cer-
tainly want to compliment the distin-
guished gentleman on his statement
here. It is quite clear. Certainly, I regret
that anyone from any State may have
lt-:afd difficulty with this very worthwhile

ill,

So far as the highway part of it is
concerned, it has been a great help to
Kentucky. For instance, Harlan County
which was almost without roads now
has a wonderful road cutting right
through the mountains into Harlan
County and it will provide transporta-
tion where transportation is most
needed. Certainly it has been a great
help to our area and I thank the dis-
tinguished gentleman for yielding.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr, Chair-
man, as the distinguished gentleman in
the well knows so well, and as was
pointed out by our colleague, the gentle-
man from Nebraska (Mr. DENNEY), I
know you are aware that there are other
areas of the country that have persistent
underemployment and unemployment
problems and they may wish to organize
themselves into regional commissions as
was suggested here.

One other thing—I have one particu-
lar area in mind, as I look at this pro-
posal, the Delta Regional Commission,
which is not an entity in fact yet, but
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my distinguished colleague on the Sen-
ate side testified in favor of this com-
mission over in the area along the Mis-
sissippi Delta that includes the eastern
side of Arkansas as well as portions of
economically depressed parts of these
States: Tennessee, Mississippi, Louisiana,
Missouri, and perhaps others. I am not
sure of all the counties or States that it
will be comprised of.

I want to ask if such a region were to
be designated within the United States
this fiscal year, would this new commis-
sion be eligible for funding under the
terms of this present bill?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. As the bill
now stands, it might be subject to certain
conditions.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield so that I may further
answer the gentleman?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I yield to the
gentleman from Florida.

Mr. CRAMER. It is my understand-
ing that additional regions established
can qualify under the present law and
also can qualify these additional regional
commissions properly established.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Under title V
of the act of 1965 that is true, other
regions can be added.

Mr. CRAMER. I would suggest to the
gentleman that if he would take the posi-
tion that the amount of money was estab-
lished solely on the basis of having a cer-
tain number of existing regions, I might
agree with the gentleman. But it is my
understanding that was not the inten-
tion. That was not the case. But if
additional regions are approved under
title V, and they want to try to get title I
money, they have to convince the Appro-
priations Committee and the administra-
tion that it is justified and that they can
qualify. Is that correct?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. That is my
understanding. These are the conditions
I mentioned earlier.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Might I in-
quire further of the distinguished gentle-
man along this line: Should a region be
designated under the necessary criteria
and approved by the Secretary, it is your
opinion it could receive some propor-
tional share of the amount of money ap-
propriated to help get it started; is
that correct?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I think the
gentleman from Florida has stated the
situation correctly.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. One further
point to help me clarify my thinking on
the subject. Hypothetically, say a new
regional commission was established
in the fiscal year 1971, toward the latter
part of the fiseal year. Under this bill it is
provided that no regional commission
shall receive less than 10 percent of the
money appropriated in any 1 fiscal year.
But would it be logical for the gentleman
to say that that regional commission
might come in for their share of funding
on a proportional basis?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I cannot con-
ceive of a situation such as the gentleman
describes without the Commission com-
ing to the Congress. I would hope that
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the administration would never enter-
tain that without informing the Con-
gress and telling them of their plans, as
we have done in the case of these five
commissions. We do not intend this bill
to give authority for every Tom, Dick, and
Harry who comes down the road. There

“has to be legitimacy of purpose. There

has to be a proper cause. There must be
an identity of need. There must be a
system of priority established by the
Congress itself as to how we want to deal
with it.

Mr, KEE. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I yield to the
gentleman from West Virginia.

Mr. KEE. Mr. Chairman, as a member
of the committee, representing the State
of West Virginia, which is the only State
that is included in the Appalachian area
in its entirety, I take this opportunity to
highly commend the distinguished gen-
tleman in the well, the floor manager of
the bill, the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. Jones), and author of the bill,
and for the long hours he has spent in
holding hearings and for the extremely
objective and fair manner in which he
conducted the hearings, we owe him a
debt of gratitude and congratulate him.
It is my hope that the Members of the
House unanimously will vote to support
this measure without a single amendment
as presented by the distinguished gentle-
man in the well.

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

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I yield to the
gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate
the gentleman yielding. I just want to
ask a point of information. I read the
report and the bill in toto. Are there any
administration reports? Does the admin-
istration favor the measure? What about
the departmental report on title I?

Mr, JONES of Alabama. We have no
registered objections to any of the titles
of the bill. Originally the administration
asked for an extension of 1 year. Subse-
quent to that the committee indicated
that they wanted a 3-year program, and
the administration acquiesced in our
proposal for a 2-year program.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I appreci-
ate the distinguished chairman’s forth-
right explanation. As I understand it,
then, neither the new nor the former
Secretary of Commerce has commented
on the various Commissions under title
I, nor has the administration set forth
its new position or its acquiescence. I be-
lieve the gentleman did say the admin-
istration acquiesced, but has not ap-
proved or come forth with a new pro-
gram for title II, the Appalachian pro-
gram,

Let me just ask this question for in-
formation. I appreciate the Govern-
ment’s need for planning and I under-
stand it is cochairman on the various
Commissions, but is this increase or con-
tinuation budgeted in the administration
budget?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I do not know
what the figures are in the budget.

Mr. HALL. Certainly the increase ree-

accepted. In particular there
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ommended in here is not included in the
new budget?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I am not sure
on that point.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman,

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. Cra-
MER) .

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of this
legislation. I do not intend to duplicate
the information the gentleman from
Alabama has already discussed. However,
I do have a few observations.

The question was asked as to whether
or not the administration has evidenced
a position on this legislation. I will say to
those who asked the question that the
administration was consulted in the
draftsmanship constantly and that some
of the proposals made by the administra-
tion in order to make it a better bill were
is the
amendment the gentleman from Ala-
bama referred to, which I believe to be
one of the significant new contributions
to this legislation itself. This amendment,
which will bring order out of what could
otherwise be chaos, is the section con-
tained on page 5, “coordination,” which
states as it relates to these regions and
EDA the following:

The Secretary shall coordinate his activities
in making grants and loans under titles I and
II of this Act with those of each of the Fed-
eral cochairmen in making grants under this
title, and each Federal cochalrman shall co-
ordinate his activitles in making grants
under this title with those of the Secretary
in making grants and loans under titles I
and II of this Act.

So the objective is to make certain
there is not unnecessary duplication and
to make certain the program has a maxi-
mum thrust in the area of economic de-
velopment and that these regions, along
with the EDA program, generally accom-
plish the objective that should be accom-
plished in helping economic development.
The answer, very simply, is “Yes,” the
administration was consulted and, so far
as I know, they have raised no objection
to this House version.

I will say further with regard to the
cost, this bill is subtsantially below the
bill passed by the other body. It is sub-
stantially below that. There were con-
siderable pressures to increase it, even to
the Senate version, and even higher. In
attempting to exercise some spending re-
sponsibility, the House refused to go
along with the version of the other body
and, in fact, reduced the program of the
other body by $254 million. So there is a
very substantial difference and less
spending in this bill.

Third, I initially voted against Appa-
lachia. I voted against EDA. I voted
against Appalachia when it was first au-
thorized in 1965. When it was first au-
thorized, I offered a Republican or minor-
ity substitute which would make avail-
able relief as needed to any area of the
United States that could qualify under
the same formula of underemployment or
unemployment and need of economic de-
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velopment. As far as I am concerned,
what is good for Appalachia, if it is
needed, should be equally good for the
rest of the Nation within our budgetary
capabilities.

That is how simple it was.

The substitute was defeated, but now
we see we are moving exactly in the
same direction. We now have a bill mov-
ing that way.

I do not say that on a partisan basis.
I say it because I believe there is a need
for the development of this country.

There are all kinds of millions of dol-
lars thrown into OEO, and all kinds of
money thrown into the Job Corps, at
$8,000 or $9,000 per trainee per year,
with few, if any, results. But here we
have a program, I am convinced, which
is working and is workable.

Admittedly, there are some areas out-
side the regions involved in this legis-
lation, the five regions plus Appalachia.
What is the answer for those areas?
If in fact there is an economic need
and if in fact there are a minimum
of two redevelopment counties or areas,
they can qualify as a district for prop-
er districtwide development. We hope
to do something with regard to that
when we get to the EDA legislation,
too.

We see ourselves moving more and
more in this direction.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
Don H. Cravsen) and the gentleman
from New Hampshire (Mr. CLEVELAND),
whom I see on the floor, myself and
others have been pushing for the idea
that we are never going to solve the
problems of the big cities alone. We have
an urban council in the administration,
and that is fine, but where is the rural
council? I have asked this question at
the White House: Where is the rural
council? There is an urban council, and
that is fine, because goodness knows we
have enough urban problems; but like-
wise we have rural problems.

What is one of the basic problems?
One of the basic problems is that the
economic base of the rural areas is not
sound enough. We have not had enough
concern about development of those
areas to keep the people in the rural
areas or in the smaller towns. They are
migrating to the big cities.

So the gentlemen from California and
New Hampshire, myself and others
have been attempting to interest this
administration and others in the concept
of not having all the migration percent-
ages going to the major communities or
the large communities, but instead en-
couraging these people to remain in
rural areas, and even to provide out-
migration, to help solve some of the big
city problems. So long as the people are
stacked on top of other people in the
apartment buildings and what have you
in the big cities, obviously they will have
endless problems. There is an obvious
need for a reverse migration, and this
should be expressed in this country, and
legislatively so, and this is a part of that
package. I hope more will be done.

In addition to that, we have attempted
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to make this a regional bill in the proc-
ess. The regions want to have everything
Appalachia has, basically. One cannot
blame them. s

Eighty percent of the money for Ap
palachia, approximatley, is for highway
construction. I personally did not feel,
and still do not feel, that we should go
into a major arterial development high-
way program in these regions, which we
did in Appalachia because of an emer-
gency situation, in addition to and du-
plicating the present Federal-aid high-
way program, which also takes care of
these regions, and rightly should. So we
were able to avoid that.

There were other areas of duplication
we were able to avoid.

Basically, we have a bill which de-
serves the support of the Members of the
House. I, for one, intend to support it:

Frankly, I think the more we analyze
it the more we will favor it. I am willing
to say here that in my opinion Appa-
lachia is one of the best administered
Federal-State partnerships that I have
had experience with. I hope the regions,
in developing their plans and programs,
will equally be so.

Now, these regions have just tooled
themselves up administratively in the
past 2 years. They were only authorized
a few years ago to come into existence.
Now the regions are in a position to want
to go forward with those plans they have
spent millions of dollars on.

We in the House are faced with the
proposition: Do we go ahead with this
program, or do we terminate it at the
very time the regions are capable and
ready to go ahead administratively and
programwise to do the job in these re-
gions?

I would say “Yes,” that we have no
alternative. Appalachia is 4 years old and
it has 2 years to go. We authorized 2
years and no more. What happens after
that is up to the Congress to determine.

I did not support the Appalachian Act
in 1965 because it represented favoritism
for a particular area. Rather, I supported
a bill and offered it as a substitute to pro-
vide a nationwide regional approach
where justified.

In 1967, I did not support the extension
of the act because I felt that Appalachia
and EDA were dual efforts which should
be combined in one overall economic de-
velopment program.

Today, I believe the Appalachian pro-
gram has been well administered, and
there remains but 2 years of the original
6-year program. The funding of these 2
years is in the amount of $250,000,000 for
nonhighway programs and $1.9 million
for administrative expenses, a total au-
thorization for Appalachia of $251.9 mil-
lion for fiscal years 1970 and 1971.

The present five title V regional com-
missions were designated in 1966 under
authority granted in the 1965 EDA Act.
Initially they were permitted only plan-
ning and technical assistance moneys to
aid in their formation. For fiscal years
1966 and 1967, there was authorized $30
million and appropriated $12.2 million,
including administrative expenses, for
this purpose.

19593

The 1967 amendments gave these com-
missions supplementary grant money to
increase the Federal share of programs
and projects within their regions up to a
maximum of 80 percent. These amend-
ments authorized $25 million for fiscal
year 1968 and $50 million for fiscal year
1969 for this purpose, and a total of
$21,415,000 was allocated to the commis-
sions for these 2 fiscal years. The 1968-69
authorization for the commissions for
planning, technical assistance, and ad-
ministrative expenses resulted in an al-
location of $14,492,000.

Now these title V commissions appear
ready to implement the plans they have
formulated and H.R. 4018 adds the basic
grant tool to those of technical assist-
ance and supplementary grants. HR.
4018 would authorize $225 million for
the commissions for fiscal years 1970
and 1971 for all of these purposes; $15
million of this amount represents a re-
authorization for technical assistance for
fiscal year 1970, leaving an additional
authorization total for the commissions
of $210 million. This $210 million plus
the $251.9 million for Appalachia adds
up to a total additional authorization for
the bill of $461.9 million for 2 fiscal
Years.

The Senate bill contains new authori-
zations for Appalachia and the title V
commissions of $715.9 million for the
same period or an excess of $254 million
over the House bill. I intend to support
the lower House figures in conference.

Certain safeguards for the regional
commissions are contained in H.R. 4018,
and I would like to bring some of these
to the attention of my colleagues. First,
the structure of the organization has not
changed, and the Secretary of Com-
merce remains in a supervisory position
in order to further assist the commis-
sions as they grow in experience and test
their new authority. Second, in the case
of basic grant expenditures, HR. 4018
would require of the responsible Federal
official administering the Federa] grant-
in-aid Act authorizing such contribution,
a certification that such program or
projects meets all of the requirements of
such Federal Grant-in-Aid Act and
would be approved if funds were avail-
able. Third, before funds may be pro-
vided for programs or projects, each
Commission must determine that the
level of State and Federal assistance,
under other laws and other titles of the
Economic Development Act, for the same
type of programs and projects, will not
be diminished in the portion of the State
within the region. Fourth, a new section
would be added which would require the
Secretary to coordinate with the Federal
cochairmen and the Federal cochairmen
to coordinate with the Secretary their
activities in making grants and loans
under the act. This section was added to
prevent duplication of the efforts of EDA
and the commissions in the same geo-
graphical areas.

The administration has given its ap-
proval of HR. 4018 as reported. I sup-
port this legislation to extend for 2 years
the Appalachian and EDA Regional
Commissions.
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H.R. 4018,—A COMPARISON OF AUTHORIZED AMOUNTS IN H.R. 4018 WITH PREVIOUS AUTHORIZATIONS AND APPROPRIA-
TIONS, WITH THE 1970 BUDGET REQUEST, AND WITH COMPARABLE PARTS OF S. 1072

[Amounts in millions of dollars |

1965-67

1970-71

1968-69 authorizations

Author-
ization

—
pro- able parts
prgtion of 8.1072

Author-
ization

H.R.
4018

1970

Appro-
P budget

priation

Title |, EDA regluns
Technical A
amounts)_.

and Pl

Supplemental grants.

Both plus basic grants. ......cccececcececccecmcasereaenes

ik T [ el bosenly

{10 L O e

105.0 32.8

Title |1, Appalachia:
Commission expenses. ... _.
Additional highway authoriza
Nonhighway programs. .. .. ..ccoeaneax

70 i e R Ll ST

Totals, titles | and 11
Less reauthorized amounts. ...

Additional authorization........

Excess of S. 1072 over H.R, 4018, e v e e eeeeee

i In absence of specific fiscal year 1968 appropriations for this program, EDA used $8,900,000 of own grant and supplementary

grant Bpgmpﬁation.
251,01

authorized by existing law for 6-plus year period ending June 30, 1971.

A COMPARISON OF AUTHORIZED AMOUNTS IN H.R. 4018 AND 8. 1072 WITH PREVIOUS AUTHORIZATIONS FOR APPALACHIA
AND TITLE V REGIONAL COMMISSIONS

[in millions of dollars]

ear Fiscal
Fiscal year Fiscal ye: 1966, 1
19?0 971 1970, 1 ?I

4018 $.1072

1953 1
Public Law
90-103

o7,
Public Law
89-4

APPALACHIA:
Sec. of act:
202 Health demonstration
203 Land stabilization. .
205 Mine restoration.
207 Housing..
211 Vocational education. .
214 Supplementary grant
302 Local development districts.
208 Manpower development.__.
215 Culture__ .
204 Timber dmlupment
206 Water research.__
212 Sewage treatment.._

Tota! nnnhlghwaypmgram L R e s

SHDIORN. oo e e e

201 Highway program
105 Administrative expenses___

Total authorized. . ....
Title V, re?mns
505 P anning and technical assistance

509 Supplementary grant

Tofal stithormation: - oo o caisc Sttt

Less reauthorization
Total additional authorization

830
875

1,291.7 3

t General authorization of $170,000,000 was $78,000,000 less than total ceilings placed on section-by-section basis.
2 For 6-plus year period ending June 30, 1971 (|rn:leased $175 in 1967).

% For 6-plus year period ending June 30, 1971.

4 Not less than 10 percent nor more than 30 psrcsnt 0? funds appro|
Four Corners 45, Coastal Plains 60, Alaska 10,

8 Dzarks 50, New England 75, Upper Great Lakes 45

ropriated can go to any one region.

o Not to exceed 2.5 per region, per year to be allocated by the Secretarv

7 Public Law 89-136,
4 5 per region in 1968 and 10 per region in 1969,

¥ Does not include title 111 which provides 500 for EDA grant program and 50 for technical assistance; bill total 1,265.9.

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

Mr. CRAMER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Missouri.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I appreci-
ate the gentleman from Florida’s state-
ment and particularly I appreciate his
comments on the need to avoid duplica-
tion in these programs. I believe the
gentleman referred to page 4 of the re-
port, which I have read in its entirety.

I will call his attention to the middle
paragraph on page 7 of the report
wherein again it says:

Section 104 of the reported bill adds a
new section 511 to title V which requires
the BSecretary to coordinate his activities
in making grants and loans under titles I
and IT with those of the Federal cochairmen
of the Regional Commissions in making
grants under title V and the Federal cochalr-
men are also required to coordinate their
activities in making such title V grants with
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those of the Secretary in making grants
and loans wunder titles I and II. This
is to insure there will be no duplication
of programs and projects in carrying out
the authorities contalned in this Act.

Mr. Chairman, I have had absolutely
no experience other than observation
with the Appalachia program. I was one
of the beginners on the Ozarks Com-
mission program. Of course, the main
difference is that the latter reports to
the Secretary of Commerce and is not
an independent commission under the
President of the United States, as Appa-
lachia is.

Be that as it may, on the prior page,
page 6 of the committee’s report, near
the bottom of the page it says:

The new program will permit supplemen~
tatlon of programs, as compared with supple-
mentation of grants and individual projects.

And it lists many of them which are
already laws of the land, such as the
Water Pollution Control Act, the Soil
Conservation Act, the Public Health
Service Act, the Vocational Education
and Technical Training Act, the Na-
tional Defense Education Act, and many
others.

The problem bothering me and which
I think is bothering the people back
home is the increased amount of taxes
and the increased number of duplicat-
ing or add-on or supplemental pro-
grams—or whatever you wish to call
them—which requires a veritable maze
to be unraveled before one knows how to
participate in them or how to get the
maximum benefit out of them. Granted
that many of these programs supplement
programs such as the Voecational Edu-
cation Act, for example. States that have
been slow or backward in this particular
program find the add-on worthwhile and
maybe they would not resort to the basie
education act if they did have these.
My question is, Are there really any pro-
grams under the commissions in title I
that are not duplicative or additive or,
if you want to use that kind of language,
supplemental? If so, why would it not be
better legislative procedure to put the
emphasis under the original act rather
than a supplemental commission? As the
gentleman says, if it is good for some,
why not make it equally applicable to
all within the limits of the taxpayers’
ability ?

Mr. CRAMER. I will say to the gentle-
man at the outset with this coordinative
requirement the basic grant agency
would first have to approve any grant
program. It would have to be approved
by the administering agency as well as
the region and as well as the Secretary.
So I frankly think that what we are ac-
complishing here as compared to what
we have had in the past is true coordina~
tion and direction. It is true that under
the regions you do not have new pro-
graming outside of the EDA and the
existing basic grant programing. I do
not think you really should. What you
need to do is coordinate what you have
now in a package to do the total job
rather than a piecemeal operation here
and something else there, but not a
package to make a usable, effective com-
mml;llg program in a given area to get
res 4
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Mr. HALL. If the gentleman will yield
further, do I understand his statement
in response to mine, to mean that these
Ozark Regional Commission grants that
I hold in my hand, such as the one for
the airport at McAllister, Okla., or the
one for a highway in Oklahoma, or the
one for the Arkansas State Park in Ar-
kansas or the one for Piedmont, Mo., for
the enhancement of tourism; would have
to be coordinated with those respective
Federal agencies handling the basic pro-
grams before the grants are authorized?
In other words, the FAA, the Bureau of
Transportation, and the Department of
Transportation, as well as for the en-
hancement of tourism and the develop-
ment of tourism in the United States of
America?

Mr. CRAMER. The gentleman is cor-
rect.

Mr. HALL, I thank the gentleman,

Mr. CRAMER. I think this has been
a weakness of the whole program. I think
this is necessary coordination, and the
language is actually written into the sup-
plement to the basic grant itself—not a
supplement to it, but a supplement of it,
where it says on page 3, line 18 of the
bill as follows—*“there are insufficient
funds available for the Federal Grant-in-
Aid Act authorizing such programs to
meet pressing needs of the region.”

Mr. HALL. I thank the gentleman from
Florida for his clarification.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, CRAMER, I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr, TEAGUE of California. I have this
question to pose to the gentleman from
Florida: Do we have this problem? Is
there any likelihood that the level of au-
thorization as contained in this bill is so
much higher than the level of the appro-
priation of funds that it is likely that we
are misleading the beneficiaries into
some hopes which will not be justified
and that all their problems will be cured
overnight as a result of the enactment
of this bill?

Mr. CRAMER. Well, I will say to the
gentleman that I offered an amendment
some time ago, a few years ago, to EDA,
reducing the authorization by $75 mil-
lion in order to prevent the administra-
tion or the Government from doing ex-
actly that, misleading these people.

What we are trying to do here is to trim
the authorization without the necessary
infallible crystal ball as to the war in
Vietnam and when it will be over—and
we hope it will soon be—which might put
us in a position where this money might
be spent domestically and channeled into
these programs. We have been trying to
put the authorization at a figure that we
thought was realistic. I am going to put
the figures in the REcorp so that there
will be no misunderstanding about them,
with the full realization that appropria-
tions have been substantially less than
even the existing authorizations. I do not
think anyone should be misled. As long
as the war in Vietnam is going on and
as long as we have our present budget
squeeze, the appropriations will not be
increased. I think the people in the vari-
ous regions know this, most of them, but
should we have this opportunity, I think
we could take advantage of it.
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Mr. TEAGUE of California. I thank
the gentleman. However, I do believe it
is important that we do not mislead the
people,

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

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

Mr. TAYLOR. I want to state with
reference to the questions which the
gentleman from Missouri raised that the
Appalachian program provided for sup-
plemental grants which are very valuable
to the poorer towns and to the poorer
rural counties. Many of them are just
not able to raise the matching money.
This helps to bridge the gap. It would
mesh with the Hill-Burton program, the
community facilities program, the sewage
treatment program in the poorer coun-
ties, the ones that need it the most but
which are not able to raise the matching
money.

Mr. CRAMER, I thank the gentleman
from North Carolina for his contribu-
tion.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN, Mr, Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAMER. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. DON H, CLAUSEN. I thank the
gentleman from Florida for ylelding, and
I want to compliment the gentleman and
also the chairman of the subcommittee,
the gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
Jones), for the yeoman work which they
have done on this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I am personally con-
vinced that the philosophy behind the
program is very sound. All during the
hearings it was quite evident that there
is participation in the program and that
there are highways in place and that it
has been a successful program.

I further believe that the gentleman
from Florida has clearly enunciated what
I believe to be the fact, that the basic
direction that future programs should
take—that is, if it is good for one section
of the country it certainly could apply or
be available to other sections of the coun-
try and I was so pleased that the gentle-
man at least alluded to this in his re-
marks.

To add to this, I might refer the Mem-
bers who are on the floor, or those who
might read the Recorp, to the testimony

of the Governor of the State of Ken-.

tueky, Governor Nunn, wherein he very
clearly and succinetly pointed out that
what was needed in this area was to
concentrate on water resources develop-
ment, highway construction, airport
construction, and vocational and tech-
nical educational facilities, and once this
was accomplished that he felt that this
would provide the opportunity for eco-
nomic progress in their section of the
country, and this could minimize, frank-
ly, some of the other programs that have
been advanced into these areas. I believe
this will eliminate duplication, which the
gentleman has already indicated, that
there would be coordination, and this
is worthy of consideration. But, again,
I would hope that as we authorize this
legislation here today it will serve notice
to the Bureau of the Budget and to other
agencies who have funding programs,
that this is the kind of program that has
paid off many times over in providing job
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opportunities and broadening the eco-
nomic and tax base in the areas where
the programs have been in effect. So I,
like the gentleman in the well, join in
support of this legislation which here-
tofore I have not supported, and I believe
that we have an improvement here
today.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman, and I know he does join
me in the hope that this will become the
implement through which the first imple-
mentation of the reverse migration con-
cept can be brought into being.

Mr. JONES of Alabama, Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to a member of
the committee, the distinguished gentle-
man from Oklahoma (Mr, EDMONDSON).

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of H.R. 4018. I want fo
congratulate both the gentleman from
Alabama (Mr, Jones) and the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. CrRaMmer) for the very
fine explanations which they have made
in pointing out the provisions of this bill.
I believe they have covered the high
points very well so there is very little
need for additional forensics on the part
of the committee members with regard
to this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I find myself in_the
pleasant position of being able to quote
a couple of distinguished witnesses on
the subject of the regional commission
provisions in this bill, and desirability of
the bill. One is a Republican Governor
and the other is a distinguished scholar
whose testimony was called to my atten-
tion by a Republican colleague. I am
grateful that we have a very strong level
of bipartisan support for this legislation.

I am obligated to my good friend the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. HaLL), for
calling to my attention the testimony
which was given recently by one of his
distinguished constituents, Dr. Carlton,
of Springfield, Mo., who appeared before
the Committee on Public Works of the
other body on May 5, 1969, and summed
up basically the problem that confronts
the Ozarks region. That is the problem of
having taken the initial three steps that
are necessary, the steps of being sold the
idea, of having obtained legislation, and
of having engaged in study, at some ex-
pense. Dr. Carlton then conecludes with
the statement that we are now at the
point where we need to have funding
and action to really carry this thing
forward. In fact, the quotation from Dr.
Carlton’s statement which completes his
testimony before the Senate committee
is that:

The Ozark program is a great idea. Men

should carry it out. The legislation should
become action or be repealed.

Basically, what we are endeavoring to
do with this legislation, I say to my
colleagues, is to make action out of what
has been primarily a study program in
five regions up to this point.

I want to turn to another Republican
witness, one for whom I have very high
respect, the present Governor of the
State of Oklahoma, who made one of the
strong presentations before the Com-
mittee on Public Works on the subject
of title I of this bill.

Gov. Dewey F. Bartlett appeared be-
fore our committee and urged very
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strongly that we provide additional fund-
ing for this program, and that we en-
dorse some improvements in it that have
been referred to briefly by the gentle-
man from Florida, to improve coordina-
tion and to give more direct authority
to these commissions in the grant field,
subject of course to this coordination
feature that assures that there will be
an approval by the Federal department
in the field of the specific project for
which grants are going to be made.

I think Governor Bartlett's testimony
which was given to the committee on
April 15, 1969, is about as persuasive for
going ahead with this program, and par-
ticularly for title I, as anything I have
read.

The Governor calls attention to the
fact that the Appalachian region, which
had a 1960 population of about 5 million
below the level of population in these
regional commission areas, title V com-
missions, has nonetheless enjoyed fund-
ing from the Congress at a ratio of 15 to
1, over Ozarks and the other title V com-
missions.

These regional commissions have been
lagging behind in funding and notwith-
standing this lag in funding, they have
accomplished some very substantial
things.

If you would like to see some of the
data on their accomplishments, I refer
you to the testimony of Governor Bart-
lett in the hearings; the Governor details
some of the employment increases and
some of the capital investment increases
that have occurred in the State of Okla-
homa since the Ozark Regional Commis-
sion program began.

Now let me add just one further point,
and that is that I agree thoroughly with
my good friend, the chairman of our
subcommittee, the gentleman from Ala-
bama, that we will expect the Secretary
in the creation of any new regional com-
missions to come to the Congress and
confer with us and consult with us and
make quite certain that there is an un-
derstanding in the Congress of what is
intended to be done with regard to addi-
tional regional commissions.

Of course, you are going to have to
get appropriations by the Appropriations
Committee to get the job done for any
additional regions. At the same time, I
think the law is rather clear that under
the basic section 502 of the 1965 act, the
authority is present in the basic act for
the creation of additional regional com-
missions. I think that that authority is
not diminished in any way by the pro-
visions of the bill, HR. 4108.

The bill that has been passed in the
other body, by specifically detailing the
commissions that are covered by their
authorizations, takes a different posture
in this regard as compared to the House
bill. Our House bill—and I see my good
friend, the chairman, nodding his head
on this point—it does not specify these
commissions and in that sense does not
limit in any way the basic law with
regard to the creation of additional com-
missions.

Mr, Chairman, I urge the adoption of
the bill and hope it will be adopted by
an overwhelming vote.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
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5 minutes to the gentleman from New
Hampshire (Mr, CLEVELAND) .

Mr. CLEVELAND, Mr, Chairman, I will
address my remarks almost entirely to
the subject matter of the supplemental
views which are included in House Report
No. 91-36 on this legislation.

Before doing so, however, I would like
to add a word of commendation concern-
ing the remarks of the gentleman from
Flordia (Mr. Cramer). He pointed out
that several years ago when economic
development legislation was first intro-
duced into the Congress, the Republican
members of the Committee on Public
Works did suggest at that time that a
national legislative program to cope with
the problems of rural decline and rural
disadvantage was clearly called for. We
introduced legislation to accomplish
that result.

I think as we contemplate this legis-
lation today, the need for national leg-
islation is obvious. I call your attention
to the report and the map on page 21
showing the Appalachian region, and the
five additional regions we have provided
for.

You will see that there are many other
areas of the country which are affected
by this very important problem of rural
disadvantage and rural decline, some-
times called outmigration.

This problem, of course, is back to
back with the urban problem that faces
the country where people are piling up
in urban areas and creating problems
which apparently our natural resources
and capabilities cannot solve. So I think
the words of the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. Cramer) and the efforts that
some of us have made in the Public
Works Committee several years ago to
enact national legislation in this area
were not only wise but foresighted.

Now for the supplemental views, very
briefly. The problem I address myself
to is this: When Appalachia and the
boundaries for Appalachia were drawn,
it was my opinion that an important
part of the region was left out. Later
under the 5-minute rule I shall offer an
amendment that would include in the
Appalachian region what those of us in
northern New England and New York
at’ least, consider the crowning glory of
Appalachia—the White Mountains, the
Green Mountains, the Katahdin Range,
the Berkshires, the Adirondacks, and the
Catskills of New York. At that time I
will offer my reasons why this is so. At
the present time just let me point out
that many of the problems of rural de-
cline—outmigration and the decline of
industry and agriculture—that have
characterized much of the Appalachian
region, are also prevalent in important
parts of northern New York and north-
ern New England.

What happens is this: As the local
economy and agriculture decline, there
is nothing there to keep the young peo-
ple, to keep future leadership in place,
80 you have an outmigration. As a result
of the outmigration, you lose people and
you lose leadership and a downward
spiral sets in as fewer and fewer people
are left to lead the communities and pay
for the community facilities. It is ironic
that this last year, on July 15, this House
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passed legislation to establish the Ap-
palachian Mountain Trail, and included
in this, of course, were northern New
England States and New York.

If you turn to the dictionary, you will
find that Appalachia is described as:

Appalachian, * * * a, 1 Of or pertain-
ing to the mountaln system of the eastern
United States extending from eastern Quebeo
to northern Alabama and including the
White and Green Mountains of New Eng-
land, the Adirondacks and Catskills of New
York, the Alleghanies, Blue Ridge, Black and
Smoky ranges, etc.

I will point out under the 5-minute
rule that at the same time, 2 years ago,
that my request to include New England
in a part of the Appalachia program was
declined, this House in its infinite wis-
dom saw fit to include relatively flat por-
tions of the State of Mississippi, some
of which are actually west of Chicago.

So I think in fairness northern New
England and northern New York should
be included in the Appalachia system.

Concluding my remarks, I would like
again to point out briefly that what we
are working toward or should be in this
area is not merely an Appalachia re-
gion, a New England region, or an Ozark
region, but national legislation that will
permit the States, with help from the
Federal Government, to address them-
selves to the problems of rural decline
where and as they find it in their own
States. I think this approach would be
the key to truly solve the problem of
rural decline.

The supplemental views to which I
have referred follow:

SUPPLEMENTAL VIEWS

We concur generally with the committee
report. However, it is our firm belief that
the bill reported by the committee is lack-
ing in what we consider to be a most impor-
tant provision. We refer to H.R. 10491, which
would amend the Appalachian Reglonal De-
velopment Act of 1966 to include all of the
Appalachian mountain system in the Appa-
lachian region. Unfortunately, efforts to in-
clude this bill as an amendment in the
committee-reported legislation were unsuc=
cessful,

The bill was introduced by Mr. Cleveland

and cosponsored by 15 colleagues in the
House who recognize the need for its adop-
tion and its essential fairness. Three of the
cosponsors are members of the Committee on
Public Works, and two of these three would
not realize any direct benefits for their dis-
tricts by the adoption of the proposal. Co-
sponsors of the bill are Congressmen Me-
Ewen, Button, Conable, Conte, Fish, Grover,
Hathaway, King, Kyros, MecCarthy, Mc-
Kneally, Pirnie, Stafford, Stratton and Wy~
man.
To put this matter in its proper perspec-
tive, we wish to point out that northern
New England and northern New York are
Appalachia, If you read the definition in
Funk & Wagnalls’ Dictlonary of the English
language, you find, “Appalachian, * * * a, 1.
Of or pertaining to the mountain system of
the eastern United States extending from
eastern Quebec to northern Alabama and in-
cluding the White. and Green Mountains of
New England, the Adirondacks and Catskills
of New York, the Alleghanies, Blue Ridge
and Smoky ranges, etc.”

We might also remind the House that on
July 15 last year, we passed the national
scenic tralls bill which formally designated
as part of the scenic trails system, the Appa-
lachia Trail running about 2,000 miles from
Georgia to Maine. This formal recognition
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of the Appalachia mountain area is now
Public Law 90-543.

Since we are part of the Appalachian
Mountain system and are suffering many of
the same problems, we fail to see why all of
the Appalachian Mountain system has not
been included in the Appalachian Act, espe-
cially its crowning glory in northern New
York and New England. This exclusion of
the upper portion of Appalachia was especial-
ly difficult for us t> understand when, in
1967, we added 20 countles of the Mississippi
flatlands—20 counties which are, each and
every one, located west of the great industrial
midwest city of Chicago. This was done in
spite of the fact that the report of the Presi-
dent's Appalachian Regional Commission,
published in early 1964, defines Appalachia as
“a mountain land boldly upthrust between
the prosperous eastern seaboard and the in-
dustrial Middle West."

If we are to have an Appalachian region, let
us have all of Appalachia in it. If we are
to have an end to the economic decline of
rural areas and outmigration in Appalachia,
let us have an end to these problems through-
out the entire Appalachian region.

Time and again, we have sat in committee
hearings in 1965, 1967, and again this year,
and have heard described In precise detai] the
economic plight of the hill country of Penn-
sylvania, West Virginia, Tennessee, Kentucky,
and other Appalachian States. We have heard
of the problems resulting from the decline in
farming and other industries In these areas.
We have listened to the statistics on out-
migration to the cities, and we have sym-
pathized fully with the difficulties of combat-
ing economic problems on a reduced tax base
caused by declining population and low in-
comes. We know how discouraging the efforts
to attract new industry under these condi-
tions can be.

We know these matters well, because all
that we have heard over the years is an
accurate reflection of existing conditions in
large parts of northern New England and
northern New York, These areas also, at one
time, had a healthy farming industry, well-
based lumbering industry, and textile mills
and shoe factories. But, just as in the other
parts of Appalachia, the northern tier of
Appalachia has also suffered from the effects
of declining farming and declining indus-
try. And, just as the population has left
lower Appalachian rural areas, it has also
left the rural areas of upper Appalachla. It
leaves fewer taxpayers to support community
facilities. There is a loss in these priceless
human ingredients of leadership and youth.
A downward spiral toward disadvantage sets
in,

Northern New England and northern New
York have similar problems, and these are
the same problems which the Appalachian
Regional Commission is working on to al-
leviate. But northern New England and New
York more than most regions of the coun-
try are in a somewhat unique position. As
an integral part of the whole New England
region, they share a common bond and com-
mon problems with the rest of New England.
At the same time, being more directly a part
of Appalachia than southern New England,
they are also suffering the same economic
disadvantage as much of Appalachia.

Northern New England’s needs are there-
fore twofold. This area needs to participate
in the benefits provided through the New
England Regional Commission, but it also,
along with northern New York, very much
needs to participate in the Appalachian re-
gion's approach to problem solving. For those
who would object to northern New England’s
participating in two programs, let us point
out that certain areas which benefit from the
Appalachia program are also receiving as-
sistance from the Economic Development
Administration and the Tennessee Valley
Authority.

During his testimony before our commit-
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tee on this legislation, Gov, Kenneth M. Cur-
tis, of the State of Maine, related that one
could hardly tell the difference between
northern Maine and Appalachia, Later in his
testimony, he also stated that while he
would not wish to detract from the New
England Regional Commission, he would
have no objection to the adoption of our pro-
posal contained in HR. 10491,

There is no gquestion that there is a glar-
ing need to reverse the economic decline and
outmigration of the rural area of northern
New England and upstate New York, as well
as the other parts of the Appalachian Moun-
tain chain. To have a regional development
program and not include all of the region is
most unfair. We earnestly hope that our col-
leagues in the House will, after considering
this unfair exclusion of parts of Appalachia,
vote to include our porposal, HR. 10491, in
the committee-reported legislation.

James R. Grovegr, Jr.
JaMES C. CLEVELAND.
RoBerT C. MCEWEN.
RicuHARD D, MCCARTHY.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentle-
man from Kentucky (Mr. PERKINS).

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 4018, This legislation,
to my way of thinking, has had a sig-
nificant impact since its enactment in
1965; it certainly deserves to be ex-
tended.

As I recall, when this debate was going
on originally, and when 80 percent of the
funds for roads had already been al-
located under the Appalachian program,
it was contemplated at that time that
the main artery highways be four lane,
and the highway commissions of the re-
spective States commenced to plan for
four lanes on these highways. At that
time, up until July 1, 1967, the Federal
Government was paying not only 70 per-
cent for advance engineering, design,
and highway acquisition, but also 70 per-
cent of the construction.

Because of underestimates of costs by
the States upon which the authorizations
were based, the Appalachian Regional
Commission then made an announce-
ment that after July 1, 1967, they would
pay only 50 percent of construction costs
and T0 percent of the advanced engi-
neering and design and right-of-way
acquisition costs on four-lane highways.
But many of the highway departments,
after this announcement was made,
commenced to renege on what the Con-
gress actually intended—which is to
four-lane these main artery highways
after July 1, 1967.

I think we should have it clearly un-
derstood that it was the intention of
Congress that the Appalachian Regional
Commission urge main artery highways
be four lanes.

I know in the congressional district f
am privileged to represent, if we fail to
four-lane U.S. 23, through my congres-
sional district, it will be the only gap in
a north-south highway between Macki-
naw, Mich., and Jacksonville, Fla., that
will not be four lanes. Presently the high-
way department appears to not contem-
plate a four-lane facility.

I say again that is a tragic mistake,
and the Appalachian Regional Commis-
sion certainly should urge the highway
departments of these respective States
to carry out the original intent of this
Congress. The original intent of this
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Congress was to eliminate inadequate
transportation facilities which isolated
Appalachia,

I want to commend the chairman and
the members of the committee for
bringing to the floor H.R. 4018 to provide
for the renewal and extension of certain
sections of the Appalachian Regional De-
velopment Act of 1965.

Upon the enactment of the Appalach-
ian Regional Development Act in 1965
we initiated a national effort to over-
come a century and a half of neglect. I
refer to the neglect of the vast Appa-
lachian region and its people. Although
rich in natural resources, it has been
bypassed in developmental efforts ever
since the initial western migration set-
tled its beautiful valleys and hills. The
region has been neglected in the con-
struction of modern means of transpor-
tation and access—neglected in the pro-
vision of educational facilities—neglected
in the construction of flood control and
water resources development.

It has a lack of water pollution treat-
ment facilities, water and sewer works,
health facilities, airports, college facili-
ties, vocational schools, public parks,
and other recreational facilities. Public
libraries have been inadequate and, too
often, nonexistent. Lacking these major
public works activities, industrial expan-
sion and commercial enterprise by-
passed the area, leaving it isolated from
the mainstream of the Nation’s expand-
ing economy. As the act approaches its
second 2-year extension tangible results
from the program are being evidenced.

Progress, albeit slow, is being made on
the construction of the major Appa-
lachia corridors in eastern Kentucky. I
am disappointed, however, not only be-
cause we are not constructing these facil-
ities as quickly as we should but also be-
cause I fear that in the design concepts
for the system the engineers may have
been too persuaded by current traffic
volumes and not imaginative enough in
terms of developmental needs. All por-
tions of the Appalachia corridors should
be to a minimum four-lane design which
is essential in making the region assess-
ible to tourists and to industrial develop-
ment. I think, also, we need to give atten-
tion to gaps in the system which are not
covered by the present authorized mile-
age. We are now at the point in the design
of the system where it becomes obvious
that many communities require new
corridor designation as links to the exist-
ing system so as to fit in with economic
development and community planning.
Especially where present corridor loca-
tions result in the isolation of subregions
which should be effectively served.

In this connection I would hope that
at some point each State’s allocation
mileage could be increased to permit ap-
propriate corridor connections and es-
sential access roads to be constructed.

Appalachia, at least in the public eye,
is often represented by eastern Ken-
tucky. And it is true that nowhere else
is the need for this program as great as
it is in our part of the country. This is
hard-core Appalachia, which was too
long left behind. This is Appalachia al-
most without hope until passage of the
act in 1965. This is the Appalachia to
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which attention must be paid by the Na-
tion and the Congress. The program in
the bill before us is so far the most real-
istic and effective salvation yet proposed
for this heart of Appalachia.

We cannot sit down and rest on what
we have done already. We have got to
get up and go and keep on going until
this job is done.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 8
minutes to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. CARTER).

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, the Ap-
palachian Act has been extremely help-
ful to southeastern Kentucky.

Fourteen new vocational schools have
been built, four more have been ap-
proved. These schools permit training of
high school youngsters for worthwhile
trades. They constitute one of the better
ways of fighting poverty. Trades and
skills can be taken from no one, they
constitute worthwhile methods for earn-
ing a living.

The graduates of these institutions in
Kentucky are employed in approximately
85 percent of the cases. The Somerset
Area Vocational School in my district
has a 92.4-percent rate of employment
among its graduates. And in some trades,
100 percent of those who graduate are
immediately employed. The training is
not confined to high school graduates,
but to those who need retraining for dif-
ferent trades or professions.

One vocational school dedicated to the
training of personnel for the aviation
trades is being constructed at Somerset,
Ky., it is one of the few in our country.
I feel that construction of this school
and that its subsequent use will provide
skilled employees for the rapidly expand-
ing aviaiion industry.

I should compliment the Appalachian
Commission and the Department of
Vocational Education for their vision in
construction of the many other schools
in the Fifth District, in Kentucky, and
also in the entire Appalachian area.

Assistance has been given to the con-
struction of many hospitals in my area.
Regardless of information which has
been presented to this House, our hos-
pitals in the rural area which I repre-
sent are overcrowded. Assistance by the
Appalachian Commission in construct-
ing additional hospital beds has been
greatly helpful.

Many of the counties of Appalachia
have had very poor roads. The Appala-
chian Regional Commission has, on the
70-30 basis, provided for the construc-
tion of roads throughout the Appa-
lachian area, and in parts of my district.

In Harlan County, where the roads
were of the very poorest quality—almost
impassable—now we find well-con-
structed and beautiful roads are being
built to provide much-needed means of
transportation.

Funds from the Appalachian Commis-
sion also have been used in land con-
servation practices among the poor
farmers of this area. And through this
work, many eroded hillsides have been
leveled over, planted in fescue and have
become good, green pasture lands.

I can frankly state that the Appalach-
ian regional program has been a su-
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perior program and that very little criti-
cism has attended its execution.

EDA also has added greatly to the de-
velopment of the area which I represent
by assisting in development of water
systems and sewage disposal systems in
almost every county I represent.

I strongly urge passage of this bill.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. DUNCAN).

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to record my support of this very
fine program and urge passage of this
bill.

As a member of the committee and as
an Appalachian, I have been witness to
the birth and growth of this program.

I have sat in on committee sessions
during which legislation was debated and
written and shaped. I know the care and
the concern and the sound thinking that
went into it. And what is more, the same
care and concern and desire to build a
working program has been shown on
both sides of the committee aisle.

Down home, I have been able to watch
this program take root and grow into
something really worth while, whose ef-
fect is just now about to be measured.
The full impact is yet to come, but from
the beginnings that have been made, I
can say that that impaet will be a sub-
stantial one.

Right now, we are just at the stage
where libraries and sewage treatment
plants and colleges and vocational
schools are beginning to take form. There
are more than $30 million worth of such
facilities going into the Second District
of Tennessee,

And there are highway corridors reach-
ing through the back areas of a country
that has been isolated from the main
stream and imprisoned by a lack of op-
portunity.

As I say, all of this is just beginning
to become visible and measurable. But I
in particular know that it is on a sound
foundation, located in the right place in
the right way and it therefore cannot
help but be of long-range benefit.

I know that facilities financed by this
program were chosen by the local peo-
ple themselves and were agreed to by the
State with care and strategy. They are
designed to do the area the most good
by meeting its most pressing needs. And
this is an excellent return on Federal in-
vestments.

Planned in this way, the program can-
not help but succeed. It cannot help but
raise my part of the country to equality
with the rest of the country in terms of
economic well-being. And if that is true
in the Second District of Tennessee, it
must be true in other parts of Appa-
lachia. That is what makes this a good
program and that is why it ought to be
continued.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr, Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. Froobn).

Mr. FLOOD. The Chairman is very
kind in yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, of necessity, as you
older Members know, I must say these
few words on this bill.

I was the author, with my great friend,
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the distinguished Senator from the great
State of Illinois, Mr. Douglas, of the
ARA. I come from the hard coal fields of
Pennsylvania. I was a coal miner. Do
not let this mustache fool you. My father
was a coal miner and my grandfather
was a coal miner and my uncles on both
sides of my family were coal miners. So I
know whereof I speak.

I came here 25 years ago. When I
came here there were 35,000 men in my
district working in the anthracite mines,
Today, according to my count, there are
only 3,600. I see to my left the distin-
guished gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. CoucHLIN). I knew him when he
wore diapers. His father was a great
lawyer, and he knows whereof we speak.

When the ARA bill expired something
had to take its place. At that time this
House in its sound judgment gave birth
to this bill.

Mr. Chairman, this is a good bill. This
is the best bill which we could produce.

I will yield to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania, a former Senator from
our great State, a minority leader there
for 20 years when I was attorney general
there so long ago. He is from the soft
coal area, the bituminous area.

You know, we have a saying in hard
coal—and I see my friend, the gentle-
man from Kentucky (Mr. NATCHER), here
also—we have a saying in hard coal that
we have collie dogs with their hind legs,
Mr. CouGHLIN, who can seratch bigger
holes than they have in the entire bitu-
minous State.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I respect-
fully want to thank the gentleman from
Pennsylvania for giving me this oppor-
tunity to join him in his praise of this
legislation.

I want to go forward and say that I
remember when this legislation or this
type of legislation was but a gleam in the
eye of the gentlemen from up in the
hard coal region. The area in the United
States, Mr. Chairman, that has had the
longest history of depreciation of its val-
ues and of unemployment as such was
the five-county area of the anthracite
region. As the gentleman said, when the
ARA died out something had to be done,
and to the everlasting credit of this com-
mittee and its worthy counsels and its
full membership, they realized that
something had to be done for this great
area.

Mr. Chairman, a suggestion was made
once by Cleve Bailey, I think, as the gen-
tleman will remember, wherein Cleve
Bailey suggested that one way by which
we could cure the problems of the 11-
State Appalachian region would be to
create a new country known as “Appa-
lachian Independent,” put it under for-
eign aid, take it from under the Fair La-
bor Standards Act, and give it a free
trade protocol with the United States
and let them work their will.

Mr. Chairman, without this type of
legislation there would be many areas in
my particular district that would not
have been able to overcome the handi-
caps which they inherited from the
earliest days.

Mr. FLOOD. May I interrupt the
gentleman, Mr. Chairman, to say when
I first came here, as I say in 1944, the
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unemployment caseload in my district
was 17.9 percent, Can you imagine that?
Today, with the help of the country and
you, Mr. Chairman, and this Congress,
it is now 2.7 percent.

Mr. DENT. I thank the gentleman for
his addition. And, let me again compli-
ment the committee and the Congress
for having had the foresight in the be-
ginning to enact this legislation and for
having had the foresight in continuing
this legislation on the books. I am sure
the people of Appalachia are very happy
to know that the Congress is aware of
their problems and is trying to do some-
thing about them.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Arkan-
sas (Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT)

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of HR. 4018. I
have great admiration for the great abil-
ity of our distinguished subcommittee
chairman, Mr. JoNEs of Alabama, as well
as our own ranking member, Mr. CRAMER.
Their teamwork and bipartisan coopera~-
tion has furnished excellent leadership
for our committee. I would also like to as-
sociate myself with the remarks of Mr.
EpmonpsoN, of Oklahoma. We have a
great common interest in how well the
Ozark Regional Commission functions.
With its assistance, we feel that it will
help us evaluate our area’s potentialities
for growth and discover better means of
utilizing human and natural resources,
We are just really beginning, but I feel
that under this working Federal-State
partnership, we will find a much fuller
use of invaluable human resources and
natural resources to make a good return
on the investment authorized by this bill.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. LANDRUM) .

Mr. LANDRUM. Mr. Chairman, I lis-
tened a moment ago to the very eloquent
description of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. Froop) about the genesis
of this law which we propose to amend
here today. I believe that there is no
single piece of legislation which has been
passed by this Congress since I have
been a Member which has accomplished
more good for the people in the areas it
serves than has the Appalachian pro-
gram. It helps to build schools, hospitals,
roads, and all of the things that go to
make up a Prosperous area, a Prosperous
people, and a healthy society.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment which
is brought to the floor in my judgment
continues the life of a program which in
my opinion has been very beneficial to the
people. I think we would be remiss in
praising the qualities of this act if we do
not also at the same time say something
about those who have administered it. I
can say that in my opinion no single
agency of this Government has done a
better job of administering fairly and
effectively the provisions of any act than
this agency and I commend those re-
sponsible for it.

Moreover, Mr. Chairman, I commend
the distinguished gentleman from Ala-
bama for his forceful leadership in de-
veloping this in his subcommittee, and
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presenting it to the full Committee on
Public Works, chaired by the distin-
guished gentleman from Maryland. I be-
lieve that the members of this committee
on both sides of the aisle have rendered
a tremendous service to our area in par-
ticular, and to the Nation as well in pro-
viding this legislation. And in saying
that, I want also to endorse all that the
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. PER-
KinNs), and the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. CarTER), have had to say
about this four-laning of highways. It is
a shortsighted policy for the Bureau
of Public Roads and for the Stvate high-
way departments of the various States
of Appalachia, and for this Commission
assisting in the construction of these
development highways in the area to pro-
ceed in this last one-third of the 20th
century with two-lane highways. Take,
for example, the highway proposed under
this act, part of which is already con-
structed and much of which is soon to be
under construction, and the corridor for
which has already been named, between
Atlanta, Ga., and Asheville, N.C,, linking
two metropolitan centers in adjoining
States, soon will provide more traffic than
two lanes can carry. I hope that they will
go, as the chairman of the committee
suggested, to a four-lane program im-
mediately.

Mr. Chairman, again I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, I now yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. TAYLOR).

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr., Chairman, I sup-
port this legislation enthusiastically as I
did when the Appalachian program was
being created in 1964 and again in 1965,
and when the amendments were being
acted upon in 1967 because this meas-
ure is vital and important to the area
that I represent in Congress, and to the
entire Appalachian section, and to the
Nation.

The strength of this program in part
lies in its adaptability from State to
State, each State using it to solve its
own problems and to meet its own
needs. It has permitted national goals to
be translated into workable programs to
meet local needs. In my opinion, this is
the best administered program in Wash-
ington. It is making possible construc-
tion of vitally needed highways, health
and vocational facilities, sewage treat-
ment plants, and other community fa-
cilities.

I am convinced that the Appalachian
program has made more progress per
dollar spent in the distriet which I rep-
resent in Congress than has any other
program.

This is a program to rebuild and re-
vitalize the economy of the entire Ap-
palachian area. The highway building
proposal in the Appalachian bill, coupled
with its other features, promise relief to
an area which has suffered economically
because of an inadequate highway sys-
tem.

The rugged geography of the Appa-
lachian region creates tremendous trans-
portation problems and much higher
construction cost.

In most sections of the Appalachian
Mountains, as in my area, the people
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have been active in trying to solve their
own problems. They have been resource-
ful, self-reliant, and courageous. They
have worked hard and accomplished
much. And they appreciate this pro-
gram,

I am proud to report that practically
all of the Appalachian corridor highways
approved for western North Carolina
are in some stage of development—either
in engineering, right-of-way acquisition,
contract letting or conséruction stage.

The new roads and prospects of new
roads are already causing new industry
to locate in the region and present in-
dustries to expand. The new roads
planned are already becoming an im-
portant factor in the expansion of the
area’s tourist business.

H.R. 4018 would stretch out the pe-
riod for which roadbuilding funds are
authorized from June 30, 1971, to
June 30, 1972, This is necessary in order
to permit States to proceed now with the
orderly engineering and right-of-way
acquisition work necessary for construc-
tion projects to be carried out between
June 30, 1971, and June 30, 1972.

The vocational training and man-
power training features of the program
have done much to promote development
of technical and vocational training fa-
cilities in western North Carolina. As
the doors open to vocational training we
do much to reduce unemployment, cre-
ate job opportunities, and to make work-
ers employable by providing new skills.
This vocational training development
benefits every businessman and every
service establishment by increasing the
earning ability and per capita income of
our citizens. Such training is a safeguard
against the effects of automation in this
age of science and technology. It pro-
vides that our most valuable natural re-
source, the brains and muscles and in-
genuity of our people, can be most ef-
fectively utilized. The bill before us au-
thorizes not to exceed $50 million to con-
tinue this vocational education program
during the 2-year period ending June 30,
1971.

The Appalachian program is promot-
ing local, State, and Federal cooperation
in meeting the economic needs of an im-
portant section of our Nation. It is en-
couraging people to help themselves. It
deserves the continued support of Con-
gress.

Mr. SCHWENGEL, Mr, Chairman, the
Appalachian program had its genesis in
the spring of 1960 in two unrelated but
simultaneous events—the West Virginia
Democratic presidential primary and a
meeting of eight Appalachian Governors
in Annapolis. The primary gave John
Kennedy a firsthand look at Appalachia
and extracted from him the pledge to
enlist the Government in its cause. At the
Governors' meeting, called by Governor
Tawes of Maryland, Alabama, Kentucky,
Maryland, North Carolina, Pennsylvania,
Tennessee, Virginia, and West Virginia
were represented—Georgia, Mississippi,
New York, Ohio, and South Carolina be-
came involved in the program later at
various stages of its evolution.

Soon after he took office in early 1961,
President Kennedy named a task force
on area development.

The conference of Appalachian Gov-
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ernors, which had been formed at the
1960 Annapolis meeting, met in the spring
of 1961 with Kennedy and he directed the
newly created Area Redevelopment Ad-
ministration—that had been a product
of his task force—to work with the Gov-
ernors on a State-Federal Appalachian
program. Nct much progress was made,
and a year later an ad hoc Federal agency
task force was formed to spur the effort
toward developing an Appalachian
program.

Another year passed and in March
1963, the recommendation was made to
the President that he create an Appa-
lachian commission. Kennedy’s response
was the President's Appalachian Re-
gional Commission, which was the fore-
runner of the present Commission. It
worked for another year on a legislative
program for Appalachia, The bill came
before the Committee on Public Works,
and in 1964 during the consideration held
after the committee refused to go to the
area—I went with staff at my own ex-
pense to do some on-the-scene studies—
we heard testimony from competent peo-
ple in West Virginia. This revealed clear-
ly that there were serious problems. but
many of those were not very well under-
stood. That is the reason that first ver-
sion of the legislation was not as effective
as it could be.

President Johnson recommended to
the Congress such a program in early
1964. He signed the Appalachian program
into law on April 9, 1965.

The bill had passed both Houses by
substantial margins and created a com-
mission to administer Federal funding
of a program that was designed to close
the gap between the Nation’s prosperity
and the economic deprivation of Appa-
lachia. The program was given a life of
6 years until June 30, 1971. The highway
section of the act was authorized for the
full 6 years—all other sections were au-
thorized for 2 years. The other sections
were revised and extended in 1967 and
are now before the Congress again for
revision and extension.

Throughout the early planning and
legislative infancy of the program, Gov.
William Scranton of Pennsylvania was
a leading and outspoken advocate. He
made a number of contributions both to
the planning and to the legislation.

Beyond that, the program was Repub-
lican both in spirit and in letter. First of
all, it came ultimately to Washington
from the local and State level, rather
than vice versa. It also embodied very
emphatically the basic premise of the
federal system, in that the sovereign
States retained their prerogatives and
equality with the central government.
This program places the initiative with
the States and is inoperative without
their full concurrence and cooperation

During the 1967 deliberations by the
House Committee on Public Works, 15 of
the amendments included in the com-
mittee-reported bill were Republican
sponsored, and I personally was privi-
leged to have offered eight of these. An
excess of $38 million was saved by these
Republican-sponsored amendments, and
later, during debate on the floor, by a
vote of 199 to 161, a Republican-spon-
sored amendment to save an additional
$50 million was adopted.
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During the congressional consideration
of the bill, it had supporters and con-
tributors on both sides of the aisle in
both bodies. It still enjoys this unique
bipartisan support and has never been
the subject of partisanship in either di-
rection.

At present, of 62 Members of the House
from the Appalachian region, 37 are
Democrats and 25 are Republicans. The
program does not have an enemy among
them. And they can speak from first-
hand knowledge of the way it was con-
ceived and the way in which it operates.

Of the 13 Appalachian Governors, five
are Republicans, and a sixth was not
too long ago raised to the office of Vice
President. There are no more enthusiastic
Appalachian program champions than
Governors Rockefeller of New York,
Rhodes of Ohio, Nunn of Kentucky,
Moore of West Virginia, and Shafer of
Pennsylvania, or Mr. AcNEw, the Vice
President of the United States.

Very early in his administration,
President Nixon let it be known that he
favored the Appalachian program in sub-
stance and in form. He backed this up in
his budget revision by leaving untouched
the amount that had been requested by
the Appalachian program in 1970. And
the administration supports this bill
today.

The list of Republicans in this body
who favor this program is impressive—
the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. CAr-
TER), the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
BeaLvn), the gentlemen from North Caro-
lina (Mr, MizerLrL, Mr. Jownas, and Mr.
BrovHILL), the gentlemen from Ohio
(Mr. Harsga and Mr. MILLER), the
gentlemen from Tennessee (Mr. QUILLEN
and Mr. Duncan), the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. WaMmpPLER) and many more.
There are even those from outside Appa-
lachia in both parties who like this pro-
gram because of the thing it is trying
to do, the way it is trying to do it and the
success it is having.

If any on this side of the aisle have
opposed this program, it is because it
has not been as good as it could have
been. Which is to say that any Republi-
can opposition has been constructive, an
attempt to make a basically good idea
even better. We feel we have been able
to accomplish something this way and
the program now, far from perfect, is
better.

The minority members of the commit-
tee have been just as interested, just as
concerned in the legislation and worked
just as hard on it as the other side.
I do not think that reveals obstruction-
ism or negativism.

The program is truly bipartisan in
every sense. Perhaps that is why it works
so well and will achieve certain success.

Much the same may be said for title
V of the Economic Development Act.
Largely patterned after the Appalachian
program, this legislation, also enacted
in 1965 authorized the creation of other
economic development regions.

These programs have likewise enjoyed
bipartisan inspiration and support. Many
of the Governors involved in the Ozarks,
New England, Great Lakes, Coastal
Plains, and Four Corners regions are Re-
publicans and are just as enthusiastic
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about these programs as their Democratic
counterparts. A number of Governors of
both parties appeared before the com-
mittee during its consideration of this
bill and were absolutely unanimous in
their praise and support,

These other economic regions of the
country have made less progress than
Appalachia, mostly because they are
given less money by the Congress but the
same promise and hope is there slowly
coming into bloom.

An overall program with so much sup-
port, so much help, so much interest
must be given every chance to succeed.
That is all we are doing today.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, HR.
4018 is, of course, a vital piece of legisla-
tion to all of us, who live and work in the
Appalachian area of this Nation. The
concept at the time of the original Ap-
palachian Act was that these areas of
the country were in desperate need of
massive public investment if they were to
regain the prosperity to which the rest
of the Nation had become accustomed.

In the 1950’s, we lost more than 2%
million people from the Appalachian
area. Coal, once king, cut 200,000 jobs in
an effort to survive in the 1950’s. My
State of West Virginia once had six
Members of the House of Representa-
tives; after the next census, that will
drop to four. The reasons for this situa-
tion are apparent enough. First, there
was reliance upon extractive industry
and agriculture rather than the diversi-
fication which other areas had under-
taken. Then, too, the hill country of
Appalachia was bypassed by the great
highways crossing the Nation and link-
ing its markets.

The consequences of these events too
were predictable. When coal was no
longer king and depression continued in
Appalachia, the most vital of invest-
ments, the public investment in schools,
hospitals, streets, and recreation almost
ceased. Like Ireland, Appalachia ex-
ported her educated men and women to
the other America, one which promised
a better hope of rewarding careers.

But, with the advent of the sixties,
Appalachia started on the long road back
to prosperity. Coal has become mecha-
nized. While it no longer employs the
large organization of men which it once
did, those it does employ are well paid.
And coal has become the core of a huge
growth of electric power, particularly in
West Virginia.

The interstate and Appalachian high-
ways, along with the enlarged lock and
dam system on the Ohio River, are open-
ing up markets for the State of West
Virginia. Public investment in medical
care and education and transportation
and housing are now more in keeping
with the large metropolitan centers of
our Nation.

The Appalachian Regional Develop-
ment Act is in no small way responsible
for the resurgence. For, it has helped
these States to look at themselves in a
different manner. Its pragmatic ap-
proach to the development of invest-
ment and public services has helped not
only to finance the public investment in
Appalachia, but to redirect the attitudes
from a fatalistic pessimism to a “can-




July 15, 1969

do” approach. This has been particularly
apparent, I think, in West Virginia.

We still have far to go before Appa-
lachia begins to win the prosperity that
is possible for that region. Key to those
efforts, however, is the continuation of
the Appalachian Regional Development
Act. I would urge my colleagues’ support
for this measure.

Mr. DORN. Mr. Chairman, I am glad
we are voting on this bill which would
extend the Appalachian program and the
title V commissions for 2 years.

I want to commend our distinguished
Chairman GEORGE FALLON, Boe JONES,
Joun BLATNIK, Ep EDMONDSON, and other
colleagues on the committee for their in-
terest in tomorrow and our future. This
bill will mean jobs for the people who re-
side in the counties of the coastal plains
region of my State, where income is low
and opportunity is scarce. I agree with
my good friend Boe Jones, that the Ap-
palachia program has been a tremendous
success. It has provided better roads, edu-
cational materials and facilities, better
health facilities, and better recreation
for the people of Appalachia.

This bill would broaden the present
authority for technical assistance and re-
search to authorize demonstration proj-
ects and training programs. This means
the Coastal Plains Commission and the
other title V commissions may now un-
dertake specific innovative activities not
covered under existing Federal programs.
For the first time, funds are authorized
for the construction of new projects
where Federal grant-in-aid programs are
not now authorized. This was the main
thrust of the bill which I introduced

earlier this year and I am highly pleased

the committee has incorporated the
main portions of my bill in HR. 4018
which we are considering today.

Earlier this year, our distinguished and
able Governor, the Honorable Robert E.
McNair advocated the establishment of
a Regional Marine Development Insti-
tute and indicated it was a first and vital
step in developing the Carolinas and
Georgia Coastal Plains areas. I agree
with our Governor. Our region’s land is
rich, there is an abundance of good water
and untapped natural resources. This
bill will allow the development and con-
struction of this regional marine faeility.
It could cost several million dollars. It
offers tremendous potential.

The authorization for title V commis-
sions calls for $225 million for 2 fiscal
yvears ending June 30, 1971. One hundred
and fifty-nine counties in North Carolina,
South Carolina, and Georgia will be eli-
gible for benefits under this legislation. In
South Carolina, it will include all the
28 counties from the fall line to the sea.

Mr. Chairman, my area of the country
has the advantage of having a large
human resource base. In 1965, the popu-
lation of the Carolina-Georgia coastal
region was estimated at 5,395,000. The
projected population for 1975 is 6,125,000.
Of the 4,987,115 persons in the region in
1960, over 50 percent of the households
received incomes below $3,000 annually.
The passage of this legislation is the first
step in adding to this family income. It
is going to provide more jobs and addi-
tional income.
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Mr. Chairman, I predict this bill will
pass by an overwhelming vote of the
Members of this body. This authorization
offers a unique opportunity for the States,
local government and Federal Govern-
ment to join their talents and resources
with industry and agriculture to stimu-
late economic development,

Mr. MacGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, 1
would like to comment on the provisions
of HR. 4018 as they apply to a large area
of the State of Minnesota. The northern
portions of Minnesota lie within the
boundaries of the Upper Great Lakes Re-
gional Commission established by the
Public Works and Economic Develop-
ment Act of 1965. As we all know, the
thrust and purpose of that act was to
provide for the strengthening and im-
provement of the economies of areas of
this Nation not able in themselves to
generate the economic growth generally
experienced throughout the Nation.

To date, these regional commissions
have been formulating comprehensive
economic development plans, which I un-
derstand, are now reaching final form.
They have also, through the technical
assistance provisions and the supplemen-
tal grant authority in section 509 of the
act, been able to provide valuable fund-
ing assistance to local subdivisions of
Government as they have sought to car-
ry out projects financed by various agen-
cies of the Federal Government. In the
Upper Great Lakes region, for example,
supplemental grants made available by
the Commission during the last fiscal
year amount to $2,760,000. These grants
were the key to an aggregate funding in
the amount of $23,300,000 for projects
throughout the region. This means that
the Commission was able to provide a
funding leverage of $8.45 for each single
dollar it was able to spend. In my own
State of Minnesota some 20 different
projects were funded at a cost of $943,-
000 to the Commission. These projects
were a part of nearly $10 million worth
of assistance for the Minnesota portion
of the Upper Great Lakes region, ob-
viously an effective use of Federal funds.

For these reasons I am pleased to see
that the amendments before us provide
for increased funding authorization and
increased and broadened authority for
the Upper Great Lakes and other title V
commissions. The first dollar authority
in the bill will strengthen the commis-
sions, make them more viable and also
bring Government closer to the people.
With greater authority and effective
leadership and State-Federal partner-
ship as provided in the act, these com-
missions can carry out a fundamental
and vitally important role in bringing
these regions into the broad mainstream
of economie life in this Nation.

My confidence in the future perform-
ance of the Upper Great Lakes Regional
Commission stems in no small part from
my personal knowledge of the outstand-
ing ability of its new Federal chief.

Alfred E. France of Duluth, Minn., a
veteran State legislator and public rela-
tions executive, is Federal cochairman of
this commission. The Upper Great Lakes
region includes 119 counties in Michigan,
Minnesota, and Wisconsin.

France is the top Federal representa-
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tive on the commission, which includes
the Governor of each participating State.
The Governors elect one of their group
to serve as State cochairman.

France was appointed by President
Nixon on April 18, 1969. He was con-
firmed by the Senate on May 20 and took
office on June 24 following the 1969 ses-
sion of the Minnesota State Legislature.

France served four consecutive terms
in the Minnesota State Legislature. He
served as chairman of the house cities
of the first class committee. He also was
involved with problems of taxation, ed-
ucation, Government reorganization,
workmen'’s compensation, and State eco-
nomic development, In 1963 France was
on the committee which drafted, Minne-
sota's taconite statute and amendment,
which brought about major expansion
of Minnesota’s taconite industry.

France is a 1949 graduate of the Uni-
versity of Minnesota and a veteran of 2
years' service in the Army. He headed
his own public relations office in St.
Paul from 1949 to 1951. From 1951 to
1954, he was executive secretary and ad-
ministrative assistant to Minnesota Gov-
ernors Luther Youngdahl and C. Elmer
Anderson.

France was assistant to the director
of public relations of the Reserve Mining
Co., in Duluth from 1954 to 1957, and
director of public relations for H. E.
Westmoreland, Ine., a Duluth advertis-
ing agency, from 1958 until being named
Federal cochairman.

France was born in Harrisburg, Pa.,
on June 5, 1927. He is married to the
former Phyllis Page Brown, of St. Paul,
and they have three children.

A resident of Duluth since 1955, France
is active in civic affairs. He is a member
of the Duluth Area Chamber of Com-
merce, the Public Relations Society of
America, the American Institute of Min-
ing Engineers, the Duluth Long-Range
Planning Committee, and a board mem-
bﬁr of the Minnesota State Safety Coun-
cil.

Al France has a record of commitment
to the economic development of north-
ern Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Michi-
gan. He is fully competent to direct the
planning and coordination needed to in-
sure the sucecess of long-range programs
increasing both job and incomes in the
Upper Great Lakes region.

THE UNFAIRNESS OF H.R. 4018

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Chairman, it is my
belief that the element of fairness is con-
spicuously missing from H.R. 4018 which
authorizes the renewal and extension of
certain sections of the Appalachian Re-
newal Development Act of 1965.

There are sections of New York City—
notably in the Bronx—that require a re-
gional development program, but we have
not advanced any proposals for such
badly needed assistance.

In addition, both northern New York
State and northern New England—which
are Appalachia—are not among the ben-
eficiaries of this bill. The decline of
farming and industry in northern New
York has created economic problems
there that are no less serious than the
problems confronting the rest of the
Appalachidn region.

There is no question that there is a
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glaring need to reverse the economic de-
cline of the entire Appalachian region,
along with some areas of New York City
as well.

But this bill, in its present form, is not
fair and equitable. Therefore, it is un-
worthy of support.

Mr, MORSE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of HR. 4018, and in particular
title I of the bill, which contains impor-
tant amendments and new opportunities
for continued progress by the regional
commissions chartered under the author-
ity of title V of the 1965 Economic De-
velopment Act.

The Public Works Committee has re-
ported that the commissions have made
major efforts in developing comprehen-
sive economic plans for their respective
regions, but that they need expanded
authority in order to allow real progress
in fulfilling the programs developed over
the past 3 years. It has, therefore, rec-
ommended expanding the regional com-
missions’ technical and planning assist-
ance authority to permit broader use of
these funds for demonstration projects
and training programs, confirming the
50-percent, Federal share of administra-
tive expenses, and authorizing basic
grant authority for Federal programs,
in order to “permit implementation of
several of the innovative proposals sub-
mitted to the committee, particularly by
the New England Regional Commission.”

The New England Regional Commis-
sion has presented a legislative package
which covers a broad range of regional
problems. One of its most significant ef-
forts is in the area of water pollution—
an urgent situation affecting not only
the economic development but the health
and welfare of all of New England.

As one who has long urged a compre-
hensive and coordinated approach to the
problem of pollution and recommerded
in legislation the utilization of modern
management techniques in the solution
of public problems such as pollution con-
trol, I am extremely gratified that the
New England Regional Commission has
recognized the need for such a compre-
hensive pollution abatement program. It
has proposed a pollution-control proj-
ect which would demonstrate a river
basin approach and the feasibility of the
use of comprehensive planning and man-
agement techniques in attacking the
problem of pollution and impementing
water quality standards.

The public problems we face today are
no longer simple, easily manageable is-
sues. They are vastly complex, made up
of intricate interrelationships. And riv-
ers—which do not know the limits of
State or city boundaries and are affected
by uncontrollable elements such as cli-
mate or geographical conditions—are
even more complex. Pollution will be ef-
fectively eliminated only if we apply
means which are commensurate with the
magnitude and complexity of the prob-
lem, and the New England Regional
Commission has envisaged a type of plan
which goes beyond the traditional com-
munity-by-community “piecemeal” at-
tack on pollution to meet this challenge.

The Commission has selecfed for the
project the Nashua River, a small but
badly polluted river that crosses State
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lines. Several years ago I proposed that
the Merrimack River Basin, which in-
cludes the Nashua River, be made such
a demonstration project. The basin is
sufficiently compact and with a severe
enough degree of pollution to make it
particularly suitable for a demonstration
program. Its pollution problems incor-
porate a wide enough range of situations
to provide a particularly good example of
methods from which the entire Nation
could learn.

The White House has responded en-
couragingly to this concept. The Gen-
eral Accounting Office, in accordance
with the President’s directive to review
existing pollution control programs as to
efficiency and effectiveness, has con-
tracted for the development of a mathe-
matical “systems’” model of the Merri-
mack to determine additional water uses
at minimum cost. An outline for a sys-
tems analysis study of the Merrimack
is available as a guide to developing a
proposal, which can appropriately follow
up the GAO study.

In view of these timely and new op-
portunities for progress, in view of the
Merrimack Basin’s unique suitability to
start with this new approach to public
problems, and in view of the potential
that this approach holds for the entire
Nation in the attack against pollution,
the New England Regional Commission
should be given the authority to under-
take the innovative activities it has pro-
posed and the encouragement to expand
its view to the entire river basin.

It is a vast challenge and will involve
the cooperation of local, State and Fed-
eral governments, the coordination of
the many Federal, regional, and State
agencies involved in pollution control,
and the interaction of public and private
resources and initiative. A successful
experience will, to say the least, be a
most compelling case for the wisdom and
foresight of the provisions of the legis-
lation before us today. I urge that the
New England Regional Commission be
afforded this opportunity, and am hope-
ful for the progress it portends.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, the
1960 census revealed vast pockets of
poverty in this country. Most striking of
all was the poverty in Appalachia—a re-
gion that has been described as poor,
backward, with resources that have been
either overworked or hardly worked at
all, with people who have been devas-
tated by lack of opportunity, by chang-
ing technology, by lack of even hope it-
self. Appalachia is an area of which it
has been said, those who are young and
ambitious leave, because they know the
price of staying is an empty life. And so
we enacted the Appalachian Regional
Development Act in 1965. We hoped by
this act to stop the outward migration
from Appalachia, to build schools, hos-
pitals, roads, industry, and human hope
and dignity. We have achieved much in
Appalachia, and there is hope that more
still can be done.

But the fact is that Appalachia is not
the only pocket of its kind. The existence
of other areas is recognized in the
various commissions established to de-
velop plans for action and progress—the
Four Corners Commission in the South-

July 15, 1969

west, and others in the Ozarks, the Great
Lakes, New England, and Coastal Plains.
But even these commissions do not en-
compass those pockets wherein all the
most bitter poverty lies. The fact is that
none of these commissions covers the
southern parts of Texas, Arizona, New
Mexico, and California, It is a fact that
while one out of six people in the United
States reside in those States, one out of
every four poor people live in those same
States, and many of them in the southern
border areas of those States. In the
southern part of Texas alone there is a
region of sufficient size and poverty to
merit its being designated a little Appa-
lachia. I believe that Congress ought to
enact a statute recognizing the region for
what it is, and propose that we establish
whatever kind of planning commission
may be necessary to find the key to the
riddle of poverty along our southern
border, and to undertake such puhlic
works and other actions as may be neces-
sary to end poverty and despair once and
for all along that thousand mile stretch
of poverty. Our southern border region
cries out for recognition, and for action
to resolve its desperate wants.

There are 28 counties in south Texas,
and in 1960 the census showed that those
counties contained 616,000 poor people.
No less than 37 percent of the population
of south Texas is poor. And in fact, there
are probably 400,000 people in that
region who live in families having less
than $2,000 annual income. It would be
hard to find any place in the United
States that holds poverty as wide and as
deep as south Texas.

By and large south Texas has always
been poor, and the people have never
known much else but a hard life, hot
sun and the dry wind.

Gigantic as the problems are, and as
old as they are, there is much reason for
hope in south Texas. I am convinced that
if the region is treated as a development
area, and its whole resources are taken
into account, it would be possible to
initiate programs that will completely
change the economic nature of the area.
Thus far there have been only the most
tentative steps toward comprehensive
planning in the area. But even these
tentative steps show that there is a good
reason for holding forth hope for south
Texas and the southern border. A study
of tourism in the south Texas triangle,
so-called, reveals that here is an indus-
try natural to the area, just waiting to be
developed. Yet this study ironically is
also a cause of frustration, for there
is precious little available to actually
carry out the recommenations of the
study. What is needed then is a program
that can study possibilities and find po-
tentials, and a complementary program
that can carry out those recommenda-
tions and capitalize on potentials.

The people of south Texas are anxious
for a better day to come. They are will-
ing to help themselves, but this Congress
recognizes today as it did in 1965 that
desire alone cannot solve economic prob-
lems. Resources, planning, and action are
required to put reality into being. Only
a regional development commission em-
powered to study and act can serve as
the catalyst to end frustration and bring
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that long-awaited better day to south
Texas.

Even in the desert the cactus flowers
and bushes grow. Desert life is lean and
tenacious, accustomed to hardship, and
deep rooted.

The people of south Texas and the
southern border know well their arid
country, and they have good reason to
love it. Their roots go deep, and they are
anxious to stay. These people need help,
have waited too long for it, and have
great need of it. We would be derelict if
we failed to recognize today their needs,
and act to meet those needs.

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the bill we have before us to-
day, because I think it to be one of the
outstanding programs developed by our
Government in this decade.

It represents, first of all, a partner-
ship between the Federal Government
and many State governments, which is a
model for what such a cooperative effort
should be. There are no decisions handed
down by the Federal Government to the
States to tell the State what it must do.
Each project is worked out in careful
consultation and no project is pursued
unless both State and Federal Govern-
ments wish to pursue it.

In my ‘own congressional district, the
Appalachian regional development pro-
gram has operated with marvelous
Success.

We have had three major mine fires in
one county in my district over the past
several years. One mine fire posed an
immediate threat to the south part of
the city; and if left unchecked, could
have made the entire city of Scranton
unlivable. A joint State and Federal ef-
fort to seal this mine fire off from the
city was entered upon. And I am pleased
to report that this effort has met with
complete success. For this, we can give
a major share of our thanks to the Ap-
palachian program.

There was a second mine fire which
threatened our new industrial park on
the border of Dunmore. Again a joint
Federal-State effort was mounted, and
again—thanks largely to the Appala-
chian program—that industrial park has
been saved from destruction.

There is a third mine fire on the border
of the city of Carbondale. This fire
threatens not only Carbondale, but also
the other communities just south of the
city. Again a joint Federal-State project
is even now progressing. And I know that
the competent men from the State and
Federal Governments—helped by the
Appalachian program—will bring that
mine fire to a halt also.

In these three efforts the Appalachian
program has meant the literal salvation
of these large communities of people.
Were they the only Appalachian proj-
ects in my district, I would be here today
to give this bill my vigorous support. In
fact, of course, there are many others.

We have also faced the problem of
mine subsidence in my congressional
distriet. Over the past several years, some
$21% million in Appalachian money has
been invested in this fight against sub-
sidence which threatened many of the
homes located over coal veins which had
been mined. Again this program has
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meant salvation for the fine people who
own these homes.

We have turned to the Appalachian
program for help in the health facilifies
in our area; $63,000 of Appalachian
money went to the Allied Services Com-
munity Center for the Mentally Re-
tarded. Here the money would be in-
vested to help those people who are most
urgently in need of help and who are
least capable of helping themselves.

Through the Appalachian program,
we are constructing new access roads.

Through the Appalachian program,
we are moving ahead in the construction
of sewage treatment plants.

In 1965, when the Appalachian Re-
gional Development Act was passed by
the Congress, all of us who lived in the
Appalachian area looked to this act with
enormous hope. I assure you, my col-
leagues, that our hope has not been in
vain. We have seen that hope justified
many, many times over the past several
years. I urge my colleagues to give this
legislation their enthusiastic support. It
is a model of excellent legislation. I know
it will be passed overwhelmingly.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, I have no further requests for time.

The CHAIRMAN. There being no fur-
ther requests for time, pursuant to the
rule, the Clerk will now read the sub-
stitute committee amendment printed in
the reported bill as an original bill for
the purpose of amendment.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that the
substitute committee amendment be
considered as read and printed in the
REcorp, and open to amendment at any
point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Alabama?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object, I see no reason why
we should not proceed with the reading
of this bill for at least a short time, until
some of us, who have not had the oppor-
tunity to speak up to this point, may have
a minute or two.

Therefore, I object at this time to dis-
pensing with the reading of the bill.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. This does not
interpose any objection to the gentleman
from Iowa offering any amendments or
making use of whatever time is neces-
sary.

Mr. GROSS. I want to say to the gen-
tleman from Alabama, that what occurs
when a bill is considered to be read and
open for amendment, is that the com-
mittee members then get priority on the
time to introduce their amendments.
Therefore, Mr. Chairman, for the time
being I object.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, I am sorry that the gentleman
from Iowa objects, and I am sorry that
the gentleman took that point of view,
that somebody was trying to keep him
from making an objection or an excep-
tion to the bill.

The CHAIRMAN., The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House

of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,
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TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO THE PUBLIC
WORKS AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
ACT of 1965
Sec, 101. This title may be cited as the

“Regilonal Action Planning Commission

Amendments of 1969,

Sec. 102. (a) The second sentence of sub-
section (a) of section 5056 of the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of
1965 (42 U.S.C. 3185) is amended by striking
out the period at the end thereof and insert-
ing in lieu thereof a comma and the follow-
ing: “and planning, investigations, studies,
demonstration projects, and training pro-
grams which will further the purposes of this
Act.”

(b) The second sentence of subsection (b)
of section 505 of such Act is amended to read
as follows: “Thereafter, such expenses shall
be paid 50 per centum by the Federal Gov-
ernment and 50 per centum by the States in
the region, except that the administrative
expenses of the Federal cochalrman, his
alternate, and his staff shall be paid solely
by the Federal Government. The share to
be paid by each State shall be determined
by the Commission. The Federal cochairman
shall not participate or vote in such deter-
mination,”

(c) Subsection (¢) of section 505 of such
Act is repealed.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, the chairman of the
subcommittee that brought this bill
to the floor says that this is a
popular program. If you can assemble a
gravy train long enough, with the ca-
pacity to haul enough money, then you
have a popular bill as I have found in
the few years that I have been here. Of
course, it is popular because it is a gravy
train. Incidentally, the “gravy planes”
will be leaving Washington tomorrow for
Florida and you will probably see the
biggest exodus from this city since the
first Battle of Bull Run.

It is strange indeed that there are no
reports from any department of the
Government as to the merit or demerit of
the bill or the program for which it seeks
to provide millions of dollars.

This report contains not one single
word or syllable as to what the Nixon
administration thinks about this pro-
gram. I am unable to account for it.
Perhaps there are those in this Chamber
who can account for the fact that there
is not one word representing the posi-
tion of the new administration of this
Government regarding this expenditure.

I am also disturbed by what appears
to be a 25 percent allowance in the bill
for administrative expenses, Is this nor-
mal in the Federal Government that 25
percent be expended for administration?
I thought it was normally somewhere
near 10 percent to 15 percent.

Again, I am disturbed to hear here to-
day, reference to cost sharing on
projects in the various local communi-
ties. We have been told that if the local
community cannot come up with its
share of the money, then the Federal
Government just steps in and takes care
of it.

I am disturbed by what I have heard
about the construction of super high-
ways. I do not find anything delineated
here and I would like to ask a guestion
of someone as to how much of the mon-
ey in this Appalachian program has gone
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for the construction of interstate or
other superhighways?

In the matter of road building, I
thought those entrusted with this Ap-
palachian program were to build farm
to market roads and access roads to
serve the communities that were sup-
posed to be built up.

Now, what has been spent for inter-
state or four-lane super highways in this
alleged poverty region?

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

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

Mr. CRAMER. The Appalachian re-
gional development area has about 2,700
miles authorized of development high-
ways. We already approved a system of
2,700 miles and of that 2,600 miles are
presently under construction.

This is not an additional or new
authorization. This merely carries out
the balance of the previously agreed to
total of $1,015,000,000 authorization for
that number of miles in development
highways within the Appalachian region.
This merely finishes the authorization
within that already-established maxi-
mum figure.

Mr. GROSS. I will say to my friend
from Florida, that I do not care whether
the money was authorized and appro-
priated 4 years ago or 14 years ago. What
I am interested in is the sort of situation
that the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
Hays) called to our attention a little
while ago, and for which I did not think
he got a good answer—the use of money
in Ohio for certain road-building pur-
poses. Can the gentleman enlighten us
as to what happened there and how
many miles of superhighway have been
built with this alleged poverty bill?

Mr. CRAMER. I will say to the gentle-
man that if it is not part of the eco-
nomic highway system previously re-
ferred to, the 2,700 miles, 2,600 of which is
already determined, then it does not
qualify. This does not mean putting the
missing link into the Interstate System
obviously. That is a separate program. It
does not mean putting the missing link
into U.S. 1 or 21, which was mentioned by
another gentleman. It is not part of the
development highway system. That is
the basic existing highway system in
America. This is the specifically desig-
nated 2,700-mile development highway
system within Appalachia, which, in
effect, is a supplement to the basic pro-
gram in the rest of the country.

Mr. GROSS. Why should a single dime
of money in this bill—a single dime au-
thorized by this legislation or any other
previous legislation—be used to con-
struct superhighways of any kind in the
13 States covered by this program?

Mr. CRAMER. I will say to the gentle-
man, in my opinion, the development
highways are not limited-access high-
ways. They are not superhighways. They
are not interstate highways. They are to
open the development of these areas. In
some instances they are four-lane and
in other instances two-lane existing
highways. They are intended to further
open up the areas and to provide access
roads in another program to open up
new areas that have no roads. That is
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not superhighways, in my opinion, I will
say to the gentleman.

Mr. GROSS. To those of us who still
cannot get four-lane highways, although
we have a city or cities that meet every
criteria, the use of a so-called poverty
program to construct them elsewhere is
incredible and totally unacceptable.

Implicit in this Appalachian pro-
gram, which stretches from New York
down into Mississippi, Alabama, and
South Carolina, is the worst kind of dis-
crimination in the use of Federal funds.
Moreover, there is all kinds of duplica-
tion with other programs.

This legislation is in the nature of spe-
cial privilege and I am opposed to it.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 103. (a) The first sentence of sub-
section (a) of sectlon 6509 of the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of
19656 (42 U.B.C, 3188a) is amended (1) by
inserting after “share,” the following: “or
for which there are insufficient funds avail-
able under the Federal grant-in-aid Act au-
thorizing such programs to meet pressing
needs of the region,”, and (2) by striking out
“for the sole” and inserting in lieu thereof
the following: “for all or any portion of
the basic Federal contribution to projects
under such Federal grant-in-ald programs
authorized by Federal grant-in-aid Acts, and
for the”.

(b) The next to the last sentence of sub-
section (a) of section 509 of such Act is
amended to read as follows: “In the case of
any program or project for which all or any
portion of the basic Federal contribution
to the project under a Federal grant-in-aid
program is proposed to be made under this
subsection, no such Federal contribution
shall be made until the responsible Federal
officlal administering the Federal grant-in-
ald Act authorizing such contribution cer-
tifies that such program or project meets
all of the requirements of such Federal
grant-in-ald Act and would be approved for
Federal contribution under such Act if
funds were available under such Act for
such program or project. Funds may be
provided for programs and projects in a
State under this subsection only if the Com-
mission determines that the level of Federal
and State financial assistance under titles
of this Act other than this title, and under
Acts other than this Act, for the same type
of programs or projects in that portion of
the State within the region will not be di-
minished in order to substitute funds au-
thorized by this subsection.”

(c) Subsection (c¢) of section 509 of such
Act is amended by striking out in the irst
sentence thereof “December 31, 1967" and
inserting in lieu thereof “December 31, 1870".

(d) Subsection (d) of section 509 of such
Act Is amended to read as follows:

“{d) There is authorized to be appropri-
ated to the Secretary.to carry out this title,
for the two-fiscal-year period ending June 30,
1971, to be available until expended, not to
exceed $225,000,000. Not less than 10 per
centum nor more than 30 per centum of the
amounts appropriated under this authoriza-
tion for any fiscal year shall be made avail-
able for any one regional commission.”

Sec. 104. Title V of the Public Works and
Economic Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C.
3181 et seq.) is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new section:

“COORDINATION

“Sec. 511. The Secretary shall coordinate
his activities in making grants and loans
under title I and II of this Act with those of
each of the Federal cochalrmen in making
grants under this title, and each Federal co-
chairman shall coordinate his activities in
making grants under this title wtih those of
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the Secretary in making grants and loans
under titles I and II of this Act.”

TITLE II—APPALACHIAN REGIONAL DE-
VELOFPMENT ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1969

Sgc. 201. This title may be cited as the
“Appalachian Regional Development Act
Amendments of 1969".

Sec. 202, Subsection (b) of section 105 of
the Appalachian Regional Development Act
of 1965 (40 App. U.S.C. 105) is amended to
read as follows:

“{b) To carry out this section there is
hereby authorized to be appropriated to the
Commission to be available until expended,
not to excess $1,900,000 for the two-fiscal-
year period ending June 30, 1971. Not to ex-
ceed $475,000 of such authorization shall be
availlable for the expenses of the Federal
cochairman, his alternate, and his staff.”

SeC. 203. (a) The second sentence of sec-
tion 201(a) of the Appalachian Reglonal De-
velopment Act of 1965 (40 App. US.C. 201)
is amended to read as follows: “The provi-
sions of sections 106(a) and 118 of title 23,
United States Code, relating to the obliga-
tion, period of avallability, and expenditure
of Federal-ald highway funds, shall apply to
the development highway system and the lo-
cal access roads, and all other provisions of
such title 23 that are applicable to the con-
struction and maintenance of Federal-aid
primary and secondary highways and which
the Secretary determines are not inconsistent
with this Act shall apply, respectively, to
such system and roads.” .

(b) Bubsection (g) of section 201 of the
Appalachian Regional Development Act of
19656 (40 App. U.S.C. 201) is amended by
striking out “four-fiscal-year period ending
June 30, 1971." and inserting in lieu thereof
“five-fiscal-year period ending June 30, 1972,
except that not to exceed $195,000,000 of such
amount may be obligated for any one such
fiscal year.”

Sec. 204. (a) The first sentence of clause
(2) of subsection (a) of section 205 of the
Appalachian Reglonal Development Act of
19656 (40 App. U.B.C. 2056) is amended by
striking out “in accordance with the” and
inserting in lleu thereof “or to make grants
to the States for carrylng out such projects,
in accordance with the applicable”,

(b) Bubsection (b) of such section 205 is
amended by striking out “and 1969" and in-
serting in lieu thereof ''1969, 1970, and 1971".

Sec. 206. Subsection (c) of section 214 of
the Appalachian Reglonal Development Act
of 1965 (40 App. U.S.C. 214) is amended by
striking out “December 31, 1967" in the first
sentence thereof and inserting in lieu thereof
“December 31, 1970",

Sec. 206, Sectlon 302(a) (1) (B) of the Ap-
palachian Reglonal Development Act of 1965
(40 App. U.8.C. 302) is amended by inserting
before “a local” the following: “a State
agency certified as”.

Sec. 207. Section 401 of the Appalachian
Regional Development Act of 1965 (40 App.
U.S.C. 401) is amended by striking out the
period at the end thereof and inserting in
lleu thereof a comma and the following:
“and not to exceed $250,000,000 for the two-
fiscal-year perliod ending June 30, 1971, to
carry out this Act, of which amounts not
to exceed $85,000,000 is authorized for sec-
tion 202, $15,000,000 for section 203, $15,-
000,000 for section 205, $2,000,000 for sec-
tion 207, 850,000,000 for section 211, $75,-
000,000 for section 214, and $8,000,000 for
section 302.".

Sec. 208. Section 4056 of the Appalachian
Regional Development Act of 1965 (40 App.
U.S.C. 405) is amended by inserting immedi-
ately after “Act” the following: “, other than
section 201,”.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr, Chair-
man, I renew my request. I ask unani-
mous consent that the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute be
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considered as read, printed in the REc-
orp, and open to amendment at any
point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ala-
bama?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CLEVELAND

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CLEVELAND: On
page 8, after line b, insert the following new
section:

“Sec. 208. Section 403 of the Appalachlan
Regional Development Act of 1965 (40 App.
U.S.C. 403) is amended as follows:

“(1) By inserting after the clause relating
to the counties in Kentucky the following:

“‘In Maine, the counties of Aroostook,
Franklin, Oxford, Penobscot, Piscataquis, and
Somerset;';

*(2) by inserting after the clause relating
to the counties in Maryland the following:

“‘In Massachusetts, the counties of Berk-
shire and Franklin;’;

“(3) by striking out the clause relating
to the counties in New York and by insert-
ing in lieu thereof the following:

“‘In New Hampshire, the counties of
Belknap, Carroll, Cheshire, Coos, Grafton,
Merrimack, and Sullivan;

“‘In New York, the counties of Albany,
Allegany, Broome, Cattaraugus, Cayuga,
Chautauqua, Chemung, Chenango, Clinton,
Columbia, Cortland, Delaware, Dutchess,
Essex, Franklin, Fulton, Greene, Hamilton,
Herkimer, Jefferson, Lewis, Livingston, Madi-
son, Montgomery, Oneida, Onondaga, On-
tario, Oswego, Otsego, Rensselaer, Saint
Lawrence, Saratoga, Schenectady, Schoharie,
Schuyler, Seneca, Steuben, Sullivan, Tioga,
Tompkins, Ulster, Warren, Washington,
Wyoming, and Yates;’;

“(4) By inserting after the clause relating
to the countles in Tennessee the following:

“*All the counties of Vermont;".”

Renumber succeeding section accordingly.

Mr. CLEVELAND (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be con-
sidered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
Hampshire?

There was no objection.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, dur-
ing general debate I described the amend-
ment that I have just offered at some
length. I briefly stated that the amend-
ment would include in the Appalachian
Regional Commission System parts of
northern New England and northern
New York. Specifically, it would include
the Katahdin Mountain Range in Maine,
the White Mountains in New Hampshire,
the Green Mountains of Vermont, part of
the Berkshires in western Massachu-
setts, the Catskills, and the Adiron-
dack Mountains, of New York.

As I pointed out earlier, Mr. Chairman,
during general debate, the dictionary
definition of Appalachian includes those
mountain ranges.

As I pointed out in the supplemental
views, which are printed, and which I
know you all read with great care and
interest, many of the problems that have
plagued Appalachia, many of the prob-
lems which we hope to solve in Appa-
lachia, are problems of a similar nature
that are faced in many areas of northern
New England and northern New York.
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Let me say in fairness to the committee,
which has turned down this amendment,
that the Governors of all the States in-
volved have not requested to be included.
And let me say further, in fairness to
the committee, because the committee
has been quite fair with me in this re-
gard, northern New England, of course,
is also included in the New England
Regional Commission.

Under the provisions of the New Eng-
land Regional Commission, it is quite
possible that some of the Appalachian-
type relief we seek might be granted to
parts of northern New England. I point
out, however, that northern New York
is not included in any region, and parts
of northern New York have problems
very similar to those found in Appalachia.
In addition, northern New York and New
England must work together on mutual
problems such as east-west highways.

I might just point out in this connec-
tion this map, and the Appalachian
Mountain chain is shown here. If Mem-
bers examine that map closely, they will
find that parts of northern Mississippi,
that have been so well represented by
the distinguished gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr, MONTGOMERY ), who I see on
the floor, are in the Appalachian system.

So my suggestion is simply that if we
can go a little bit west and a little bit
south to take care of Mississippi, is it
not also fair to go just a little bit north
and a little bit east to take care of parts
of New England and New York? I know
the gentleman agrees with me because he
is for good legislation, and good legisla-
tion is fair legislation.

I would like to point out one other
aspect of this. The committee debate on
this amendment pointed out there are
parts of New England which would, if
this amendment were adopted, then in-
clude two systems, the New England re-
gional system as well as the Appalachian
system. However, this is true of many
other parts of the country. I have an-
other map here which shows that many
EDA areas are also part of the Appa-
lachian area.

Again I have another map, and the
purpose of this third map is simply to
show that the areas we wish to add, as
compared to the second map, would only
give the same treatment to parts of New
England. In addition, the maps show that
parts of Appalachia also encompass not
only EDA, but TVA, thus enjoying
the benefits of three economic develop-
ment programs.

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

Mr. CLEVELAND. I yield to the gentle-
man from Mississippi.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman,
I appreciate the gentleman yielding.

I wish the gentleman would turn back
to the first map, the bottom map, which
is the relief map, which I am sure the
gentleman is familiar with. I wish the
gentleman would explain the distance
between the contours on his map. Also, I
could not find the true north nor the grid
north, nor the magnetic north, so I could
determine whether this map is accurate
or not.

I say to the gentleman it depends on
which map we read when we decide what
is and what is not in Appalachia.

19605

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
from New Hampshire has

tleman
expired,

(By unanimous consent, Mr. CLEVE-
LAND was allowed to proceed for 2 addi-
tional minutes.)

Mr: CLEVELAND. If I understood the
question of the gentleman from Missis-
sippi—and I am not sure I did under-
stand it.

Mr. MONTGOMERY, I am not sure I
understand it either.

Mr. ‘CLEYELAND. The gentleman
from Mississippi would like a basic lesson
in map reading?

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I understand
map reading.

Mr. CLEVELAND. I understood the
gentleman was a distinguished member
of the National Guard, and I supposed he
could read a map like the palm of his
hand.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I can, but I do
not understand his map. Can the gentle-
man give me the title of the map?

_I thought the gentleman was familiar
with his map.

Mr. CLEVELAND, I would like to tell
the gentleman from Mississippi this is a
map of the United States,

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I thank the gen-
tleman for answering my question,

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

Mr. CLEVELAND. I should quit while
I am ahead, but I will yield to the gen-
tleman,

Mr. GROSS. Would the gentleman
accept an amendment to put the State
of Towa in, or are we are blocked off
the gravy train?

Mr, CLEVELAND. As I told the gen-
tleman 4 years ago, I would be willing
to put Towa in there if the gentleman
would offer an amendment.

Mr. GROSS. They will not even let us
close to this gravy train, Will the gentle-
man accept that amendment?

Mr. CLEVELAND. T will accept the
amendment if the gentleman has it
prepared.

SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR.

M'EWEN FOR THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY
MR. CLEVELAND

Mr. MCEWEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment as a substitute for the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from New Hampshire.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. McEWEN &5 &
substitute for the amendment offered by Mr.
CLEVELAND: On page 8, after line 5, in Heu
of the matter proposed to be added by the
amendment insert the following:

“Sec. 208. Section 403 of the Appalachian
Regional Development Act of 1965 (48 App.
U.8.C. 403) is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following:

" “The President is authorized and directed
to make a study of the extent to which por-
tions of upper New York State, Massachu-
setts, Vermont, New Hampshire, and Maine
which are geographically part of the Ap-
palachian region and share the social and
economic characteristics thereof should be
included in the region in order to carry out
the purposes of this Act. He shall submit
the results of such study together with his
recommendations to Congress no later than
June 30, 1970."”

Renumber the succeeding section accord-
ingly,
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
New York is recognized for 5 minutes in
support of his substitute amendment.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McEWEN. I am pleased to yield
to the gentleman from Alabama.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. We are willing
to accept the substitute amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from New York.
Certainly it is a request which will re-
quire consideration and study. There
might be a need to vacate the Northeast
Commission and to substitute, in lieu of
the Appalachian Commission. Therefore,
it is an appropriate study; therefore, we
are ready to accept the substitute amend-
ment.

Mr. McEWEN, Mr. Chairman, I thank
the chairman of my subcommittee, the
gentleman from Alabama, for his con-
sideration of this proposed amendment.

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

Mr. McEWEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Florida.

Mr. CRAMER. I, too, want to express
my support for the gentleman’'s amend-
ment, subject to the understanding that
the amendment is not mandatory in na-
ture so far as inclusion of additional ter-
ritory is concerned and, secondly, it does
not preclude within the study considera-
tion of upstate New York or any portion
as spelled out from being a part of the
presently existing northeast region or
any future development region. Is that
the gentleman’s intention?

Mr. McEWEN. I would say to the gen-
tleman, that is absolutely correct. That
is the gentleman’s intention.

I might say, Mr. Chairman, that a
mere glance at the map which appears
on page 21 of the committee report,
showing the Appalachian region as it
now exists and the New England Region,
makes quite clear that there is one area
of Appalachia in northern New York
that is neither of these regions, an area
which has an unemployment rate higher
than almost all the rest of Appalachia.

Whether it is under Appalachia, or an
EDA region, I hope both may be con-
sidered.

Again I thank the gentleman from
Florida as well as the chairman of the
subcommittee, the gentleman from
Alabama.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield,

Mr. McEWEN. I yield to my colleague
from New York,

Mr. McCARTHY. I thank the gentle-
man from New York for yielding, and I
reiterate what he said as to the indices
in this part of New York State.

I compliment the gentleman and the
gentleman from New Hampshire for their
effort in this regard. Certainly I want to
express my thanks and my compliments
to the gentleman from Alabama for
recognizing the importance of this and
accepting this substitute amendment.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McEWEN. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. I want to join
in support of the amendment. Having
served on the Public Works Committee
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and having visited the area, I believe
the gentleman has developed a realistic
approach through the contents of his
amendment, and I certainly urge its
passage.

Mr. McEWEN. I thank the gentleman
from California and my colleague from
New York, who have supported me.

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

Mr. McCEWEN. I yield to the gentleman
from New Hampshire.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, I
believe the substitute makes eminent
good sense at this time, and I should be
glad to accept it.

Mr. McEWEN. I thank the gentleman.

Mr, GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word,

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to
ask only the question of what do you
have to do to qualify for an Appa-
lachian handout? Do you have to have a
mountain and poverty, or will just a
mountain do?

Mr, McEWEN. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, I will be happy to
respond to the gentleman from Iowa.

I would say if you have mountains and
if you have an outmigration and if you
have an unemployment rate higher than
the national average—and the area
which this substitute amendment is di-
rected to has all three—it would be eligi-
ble. If Iowa meets those standards, I
think it should be considered.

Mr. GROSS. But you do have to have
a mountain or a hill or a mound of some
kind. Is that right? I am at a loss to un-
derstand just what it takes to qualify
and get on the payroll so easily as is
being demonstrated with this amend-
ment.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. CLEVELAND. I do not think it is
absolutely necessary to have a mountain
or a hill. As T mentioned earlier in this
discussion, parts of Mississippi appar-
ently have been included in the Appa-
lachia region. They are relatively level.
However, I think that the concept of
Appalachia is built up around the fol-
lowing basic fact: In the hill countries
modern agriculture is not entirely feasi-
ble or fully competitive. Due to improve-
ments in transportation and the fact
that the broad, flat flelds of the West
can be more easily farmed by modern
equipment, this results in the fact that
in these Appalachia regions and in the
hill regions small family farms have de-
clined and with them the communities
in which they are located have declined.

Mr. GROSS. I will say to the gentle-
man that the farmers of ITowa have been
farming hills for a long, long time.

Mr. DENT. Will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman. I believe
the best way to answer the gentleman
from Iowa is to say that you need high
hills and distress to get Appalachia, just
as we need tall corn and Appalachia to
get in the $7 billion farm program.

Mr. GROSS. You mean they subsidized
your cost of living for a long, long time
and that accounted for a substantial
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part of the $7 billion the gentleman is
talking about.

Mr. DENT. I do not think you have to
subsidize us. We have 93,000 family
farms in Pennsylvania and they all sus-
tain themselves.

Mr. GROSS. And they have to have
this legislation to help sustain them, this
gravy train operation that the gentleman
is putting forward so avidly.

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to inquire
of the distinguished gentleman from
Alabama with respect to section 401
which appears on page 29 of the report,
the italicized language, “not to exceed
$250 million in the 2 fiscal year period
ending June 30, 1971.” Is that one $250
million or $250 million for each fiscal
year?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Will the gen-
tleman yield?

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

Mr. JONES of Alabama. It is one $250
million.

Mr. HUNGATE. For the 2-year period.
I thank the gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the substitute amendment offered by the
gentleman from New York for the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from New Hampshire.

The substitute amendment was agreed

to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from New Hampshire, as amended.

The amendment, as amended, was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the committee substitute amendment,
as amended.

The committee substitute amendment,
as amended, was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr, Stack, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Commit-
tee, having had under consideration the
bill (H.R. 4018) to provide for the re-
newal and extension of certain sections
of the Appalachian Regional Develop-
ment Act of 1965, pursuant to House Res-
olution 473, he reported the bill back to
the House with an amendment adopted
by the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous. question is ordered.

The question is on the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
glﬁ?rossment and third reading of the

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

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

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

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

not present.
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The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 273, nays 103, not voting 56,

as follows:

Abernethy
Adams
Addabbo
Albert

Alexander

Broyhill, N.C.
Burke, Mass,
Burlison, Mo.
Burton, Calif.
Button
Byrne, Pa,
Byrnes, Wis.

Cederberg
Celler
Chamberlain
Chisholm
Clark
Clausen,

Don H.
Clay
Cleveland
Cohelan
Conyera
Corbett
Corman
Coughlin
Cramer
Culver
Daddarlo
Daniels, N.J.
Davis, Ga.
Dent
Bl

inge
Donohue
Dorn
Downing
Dulski
Duncan
Eckhardt
Edmondson
Edwards, Callf.
Edwards, La.
Eilberg
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fallon
Farbstein
Fascell
Feighan
Fish
Flood

[Roll No. 106]
YEAS—273

Gettys
Giaimo
Gibbons
Gilbert
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffin
Griffiths
Gubser
Gude
Hagan
Hammer-

Murphy, N.Y.
Natcher
Nedzi
Nelsen
Nichols
Nix

Obey
O'Hara
O'Konski
Olsen
O'Neal, Ga.
Ottinger
Patman
Pepper
Perkina
Pettis

. Philbin

Pirnie
Podell
Pucinski
Quie
Quillen
Randall

. Rees
Reid, N.Y.

Holifield
Hosmer
Howard

Ichord

Jacobs

Joelson
Johnson, Calif.
Johneon, Pa,

Jones, Tenn,
Kastenmeier
Eazen

Reifel

Reuss

Riegle
Rivers
Roberts
Robison
Rodino
Rogers, Colo.
Rooney, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa,
Rosenthal
Rostenko

Roybal
Ruppe
Ruth

Ryan

5t Germain
St. Onge
Bandman
Saylor
Schneebell
Schwengel

" Shipley

Latta
Leggett
Lenm

on
Long, Md.
Lowenstein
MoGar

cC
Mcmamy
MeCulloch
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McEneally
McMillan
Macdonald,

Mass

M ac{}re.gor
Madden
Mann

Mathias
Matsunaga
May

Mayne
Meeds
Melcher
Meskill
Mikva
Miller, Calif,
Miller, Ohio
Mills

Minish
Mink
Mizell
Mollohan

. Monagan

Galifianakis
Gaydos

Montgomery
Moorhead
Morse
Morton
Mosher

Moss
Murphy, Il.

Sikes

Bisk

Slack

Smith, Jowa
Snyder
Stafford
Staggers
Stanton

Steed
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Bullivan
Symington
Taft

Talcott

Taylor
Thompson, Ga.
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.
Tiernan

Udall

Ullman

Van Deerlin

Whalley
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widrall
Williams
Wright
Yates

Yatron Zwach

Young

Zablocki
Zion

NAYS—103

Findley
Flynt

Frey
Fuqua
Goldwater

Adair
Andrews, Ala.
ds

Aren
Ashbrook
Baring

Pickle
Pike
Poage
Poff
Price, Tex.
Purcell
Rarick
Reid, 111,
Rhodes
Rogers, Fla.
Roth
Roudebush
Satterfield
Schadeberg
Scherle
Beott
Sebelius
Shriver
Skubitz
Smith, Callf.
Smith, N.Y.
Springer
Steiger, Ariz.
MecClure Steiger, Wis.
McDonald, Teague, Calif,
Mich. Utt
Mahon Vander Jagt
Mailliard Wiggins
Marsh Winn
Wold
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman

Burleson, Tex.

Bush

Casey

Clancy Hutchinson
Clawson, Del Jarman
Collier Eyl

Collins Landgrebe
Long, La.
Lukens
MeClory

Colmer
Conable
Conte
Cowger
Damniel, Va.
Davis, Wis.
Dellenback
Denney
Dennis
Derwinskl
Devine

Martin
Michel
Minshall
Myers
Passman
Pelly

NOT VOTING—b56
Dwyer Mize

Morgan
O’'Nelll, Mass.
Patten
Pollock
Powell
Preyer, N.C.
Price, 1l
Pryor, Ark.
Rallsback
Ronan
Scheuer
Teague, Tex.
Tunney
Watson
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,

Charles H.
Wolft

Erlenborn

Abbitt
Anderson,
Tenm.

Aspinall
Berry

Chappell
Cunningham
Dawson

de 1a Garza
Delaney

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. O'Neill of Massachusetts for, with Mr,
Berry against.

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

Mr. Hamilton for,
against.

Mr. Garmatz for,
against.

Mr, Harsha for, with Mr. Burton of Utah
against.

Mr. Kuykendall for, with Mr. Camp against.

Mr. Halpern for, with Mr. Cunningham
against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Fraser with Mr. Broomfield.

Mr. Scheuer with Mrs. Dwyer.

Mr. Biaggl with Mr. Betts.

Mr, Henderson with Mr., Watson.

Mr. Aspinall with Mr. Frelinghuysen.
Mr. Ronan with Mr. Mize,

Mr. Patten with Mr. Pollock.

Mr, Carey with Mr. Cahill.

Mr, Teague of Texas with Mr. Kleppe.
Mr. Charles H. Wilson with Mr. Lloyd.
Mr. Wolff with Mr. Esch.

Mr. Eirwan with Mr, Dawson.

Mr,. Morgan with Mr, Cabell.

Mr. Boggs with Mr. Preyer of North Caro-

with Mr. Rallsback
with Mr. Lipscomb

Mr,
Mr.

Brown of California with Mr. Abbitt.
Earth with Mr. Anderson of Tennessee.
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Mr. Tunney with Mr. Pryor of Arkansas.
Mr. Price of Illinois with Mr. Fisher.
Mr. Willlam D. Ford with Mr. Powell.
Mr, Gallagher with Mr, Hanna,

Mr. Chappell with Mr, de la Garza.

Mr. SCHADEBERG changed his vote
from “yea” to “nay.”

Messrs. MONAGAN and LANGEN
changed their votes from “nay” to “yea."”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.

The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill to provide for the renewal and ex-
tension of title V of the Public Works and
Economic Development Act of 1965 and
the Appalachian Regional Development
Act of 1965,

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days in
which to extend their remarks on the bill
just passed.

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ala-
bama,?

There was no objection.

APPALACHIAN AND REGIONAL AC-
TION PLANNING COMMISSIONS

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent for the im-
mediate consideration of a similar Sen-
ate bill (8. 1072) to authorize funds to
carry out the purposes of the Appalach-
ian Regional Development Act of 1965,
as amended, and titles I, IT, IV, and V
of the Public Works and Economic De-
velopment Act of 1965, as amended.
mehe Clerk read the title of the Senate

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ala-
bama?

There was no objection. -

The Clerk read the Senate bill,
follows:

8. 1072

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

TITLE I—APPALACHIAN REGIONAL DE-
VELOPMENT ACT OF 1969

Sec. 101. This title may be cited as the
“Appalachian Regional Development Act
Amendments of 1969".

Sec. 102, Subsection (b) of section 105 of
the Appalachian Reglonal Development Act
of 1965 (hereinafter referred to as “the Act”)
is amended to read as follows:

“{b) To carry out this sectlon there is
hereby authorized to be appropriated to the
Commission, to be avallable until expended,
not to exceed $1,900,000 for the two-fiscal-
year period ending June 30, 1971. Not to ex-
ceed $475,000 of such authorization shall be
avallable for the expenses of the Federal
cochairman, his alternate, and his staff.”

Sec. 103. Subsection (g) of section 201 of
the Act as amended is amended to read as
follows:

“(g) (1) To carry out this section there
is hereby authorized to be appropriated to
the President, to be available until expended,
$175,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1970; $175,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
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ing June 30, 1971; $175,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1972; and $170,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1873. Not-
withstanding the provisions of subsection
(¢), not to exceed $150,000,000 of such funds
may be used for engineering work and ad-
vance right-of-way acquisition on sections
of the development highway system whose
actual construction is not expected to be
accomplished under the authorization
herein,

“(2) Punds authorized in this section shall
be available for obligation on the first day
of the fiscal year for which authorized, and
shall remain available until expended. Funds
appropriated under this section shall be
available for payment of such obligations."

SEec, 104. (a) The first sentence of subsec-
tion (a) of section 202 of the Act is amended
to read as follows: “(a) In order to demon-
strate the value of adequate health facilities
and services to the economic development of
the region, the Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare is authorized to make
grants for the planning, construction, equip-
ment, and operation of multicounty demon-
stration health, nutrition, and child care
projects, including hospitals, regional health
diagnostic and treatment centers and other
facilities and services necessary for the pur-
poses of this section.”

(b) The second sentence of subsection (c)
of such section is amended by striking out
“50 per centum” and inserting in leu thereof
“75 per centum”,

(c) Subsection (e) of such section 1Is
amended to read as follows:

“(e) In order to provide for the further
development of the Appalachian region’s
human resources, grants under this section
shall give special emphasis to:

“(1) Project components demonstrating
the value of coordinated investments in early
childhood health, nutrition, and education
in the region. From funds appropriated pur-
suant to this Act and under such conditions
as the Commission may establish, the Secre-
tary of the Treasury is authorized to pay to
a State which has a plan approved under
pars A of title IV of the Social Security Act
(in addition to amounts prescribed to be
paid to such State under section 403(a) (3)
(A) of the Social Security Act) not more
than 60 per centum of the non-Federal share
(as determined under section 403(a) (3) (A)
of the Soclal Security Act of expenditures
for the furnishing of the services described
in clauses (14) and (15) of section 402(a) of
the Bocial Security Act which the Commis-
slon determines will assist in carrying out
the demonstration projects authorized by
this section and with respect to which the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare,
pursuant to section 1115 of the Social Secu-
rity Act, has walved compliance with section
402(a) (1) of the Social Security Act; and

“(2) Programs and research for the early
detection, diagnosls, and treatment of oc-
cupational diseases arising from coal mining,
such as black lung.”

Sec. 105. (a) Clause (2) of section 205(a)
of this Act is amended by striking out the
phrase “in accordance with the” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “or to make grants to the
States for carrying out such projects, in ac-
cordance with the applicable”.

(b) Subsection (b) of such section is
amended by striking out “and 1969" and in-
serting in lieu thereof *1969, 1970, and 1971".

S8ec. 106. Subsection (e) of section 207 of
the Act is amended to read as follows:

““(e) The Secretary is further authorized
to provide, or contract with public or private
organizations to provide, Information, ad-
vice, and technical assistance with respect to
the construction, rehabilitation, and opera-
tlon by nonprofit organizations of housing
for low or moderate income families in such
areas of the reglon.”

Sec. 107. Part A of title IT of the Act is
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amended by inserting at the end thereof a
new section as follows:

““COMPREHENSIVE MANPOWER DEVELOPMENT
DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS

“Sec. 208. In order to facllitate the effec-
tive use of the region’s manpower and to
contribute to full employment of its labor
force, the Secretary of Labor is authorized
to make grants not to exceed B0 per centum
of the costs of manpower survey, recruit-
ment, basic education, training, counseling,
and mobllity demonstration projects, in-
cluding projects for training, rehabilitation,
and retraining of coal miners. Grants shall
be made in accordance with the applicable
provisions of the Manpower Development
and Training Act (42 U.S.C. 2571 et seq.) and
other laws authorizing grants for manpower
development projects without regard to any
provision therein relating to appropriation
authorization ceilings or to allotments
among the States. Grants under this section
shall be made solely out of funds specifically
appropriated for the purpose of carrying out
this Act and shall not be taken into account
in the computation of the allotments among
the States pursuant to any other provision
of law.”

Sec. 108. Subsection (c) of section 214 of
the Act is amended as follows:

(a) By striking “December 31, 1967 from
the first sentence and inserting in lieu
thereof “December 31, 1970";

(b) By adding at the end “For the purpose
of this section, any sewage treatment works
constructed pursuant to section 8(c) of the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act with-
out Federal grant-in-ald assistance under
such section shall be regarded as if con-
structed with such assistance.”

Sec. 109. Part B of title IT of the Act is
amended by inserting at the end thereof the
following new section:

“CULTURAL PROGRAMS

“8Sec. 215. (a) In order to encourage the
development of the cultural resources of the
region, the Chairman of the National En-
dowment for the Arts and the Chairman of
the National Endowment for the Humanities
are authorized to make grants to assist the
member States of the Commission (1) in
supporting existing programs and projects
(including productions) in the region which
meet the standards enumerated in sectlons
b and 7 of the National Foundation on the
Arts and Humanities Act of 1965 (79 Stat.
B46; 20 U.S.C. 9564); and (2) In developing
programs and projects in the arts and hu-
manities in such a manner as will serve all
the people of the region. Such grants shall
be made in accordance with the applicable
provisions of sections 5 and 7 of that Act,
for programs and projects which are com-
patible with State plans approved pursuant
to subsection (h) thereof, without regard to
any provisions therein relating to appropria-
tion authorization cellings or to allotments
among the States. Grants under this section
shall be made solely out of funds specifically
appropriated for the purpose of carrying out
this Act, and shall not be taken into account
in the computation of the allotments among
the States made pursuant to any other pro-
vision of law.

“(b) No grant shall be made to a State for
& workshop production (other than a work-
shop conducted by a school, college, or uni-
versity) for which a direct or indirect ad-
mission charge is asked if the proceeds, after
deducting reasonable costs, are used for pur-
poses other than assisting the grantee to de-
velop high standards of artistic excellence
or encourage greater appreciation of the arts
and humanities by the people of the region.

Sec. 110. Section 302(a) (1) (B) of the Act
is amended by inserting before “a local” the
following: “a State agency certified as’.

Sec. 111, Section 401 of the Act is amended
by striking out the period at the end thereof
and Inserting in lieu thereof a comma and
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the following: “and not to exceed $204,000,-
000 for the two flscal-year period ending
June 30, 1971, to carry out this Act as fol-
lows:

“Section 202. Demonstration
Health Projects

“Section 203. Land Stabiliza-
tion, Conservation, and Ero-
sion Control :

“Section 205. Mining Area Res-
toration

“Section 207. Housing Assist-
ance

“Section 208. Manpower De-
velopment

“Section 211. Vocational Edu-
cation

“Section

$95, 000, 000

15, 000, 000
15, 000, 000

3, 000, 000
10, 000, 000

50, 000, 000
214.

90, 000, 000
“Section 215. Cultural
grams
“Section 302. Administrative
Expenses of Local Develop-
ment Districts and Re-

Pro-
1, 000, 000

15, 000, 000"

Sec. 112, Section 405 of the Act is
amended by inserting after “Act” the fol-
lowing: *, excepting section 201,”.

TITLE II—AMENDMENTS TO TITLE V OF
THE PUBLIC WORKS AND ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1985

Sgec. 201. This title may be cited as the “Re-
glonal Action Planning Commission Amend-
ments of 1969",

Sec. 202, Sectlion 501 of the Public Works
and Economic Development Act of 1965 (42
U.S.C. 3181) is amended by redesignating
section 501 as section 501(a) and adding the
following new subsection (b):

“(b) Upon resolution of the Committee
on Public Works of the Senate or the House
of Representatives, the Secretary is directed
to study the advisability of altering the
geographical area of any region designated
under this section, in orier to further the
purpose of this Act.”

Sec. 203. (a) Subsection (a) of section
505 of the Public Works and Economic De-
velopment Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C, 3185(a) )
is amended to read as follows:

“REGIONAL ECONOMIC PLANNING, DEMONSTRA-
TION, AND TRAINING PROGRAMS

“Sec. 505. (a) From the amounts appro-
priated to the Secretary for each of the
regional commissions pursuant to the provi=-
sions of section 511 of this title, the Secre-
tary shall provide funds to each commission
to enable it to carry out its functions under
this Act and to develop recommendations
and programs. Such funds shall be available
for studies and plans evaluating the needs
of, and developing potentialities for, eco-
nomie growth of such region, and research
on improving the conservation and utiliza~
tlon of the human and natural resources of
the region, and planning, investigations,
studies, demonstration projects and training
programs which will further the purposes of
this Act. Such activities may be carried out
by the commission, through the payment of
funds to departments or agencies of the
Federal Government, or through the employ-
ment of private individuals, partnerships,
firms, corporations or suitable institutions,
under contracts entered into for such pur-
poses, or through grants-in-aid to agencies
of State or local government, With respect to
demonstration projects and training pro-
grams, to the maximum extent possible, such
activities shall be carried out through de-
partments or agencies of the Federal Gov-
ernment or agencies of State or local gov-
ernment.”

(b) The second sentence of subsection
(b) of section 505 of such Act is amended to
read as follows: “Thereafter, such expenses
shall be paid 50 per centum by the Federal
Government and 50 per centum by the States
in the region, except that the expenses of the
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Federal Co-Chairman, his alternate, and his
staff, shall be paid solely by the Federal Gov-
ernment. The share to be paid by each State
shall be determined by the Commission. The
Federal Co-Chairman shall not participate
or vote in such determination.”.

(¢) Subsection (c¢) of section 505 of such

t is repealed.
AcSr.c. 23-1, Section 506 of the Public Works
and Economic Development Act of 1965 (42
U.S.C. 3186) is amended by designating it as
section 506(a) and by adding the following

ction (b):

nal;w(is;;b;ehe Fec(lefal Co-Chairman shall es-
tablish and at all times maintain his head-
quarters office in the District of Columbia.
He may establish a field office or field offices
at such other places within the region as the
Commission and the Secretary deem esseﬁ-
tial to carrying out the functions 2! the
Federal Co-Chairman under this Act. 5

SEc. 205. (a) Subsection (a) of section 50
of the Public Works and Economic Develoﬁ-
ment Act of 1965 (42 U.8.C. 3188a) is amend-
ed to read as follows:

“gUPPLEMENTAL TO FEDERAL GRANT-IN-AID

PROGRAMS

o . 509. (a) (1) In order to enable the
St.a.%:: and (}t.her entities within econ.oxml;
development regions established underdth -
Act to take maximum advantage of Federa
grant-in-ald Pprograms (as hereinafter ?e—
fined) for which they are eligible loutt1 c:lr
which, because of their economic sit.uah;) 3
they cannot supply the required ms.b;: r:lg
share or for which they are insufficient fun 8
available under the Acts authorizing suc.
programs to meet pressing needs of th(; re-
gion, the Secretary shall, once a compre ent;
sive long-range economic plan establLshsi:
pursuant to clause (2) of section 503(a) is r‘é“]‘x'm
effect, provide funds to each of the Fe{!le
Cochairmen of the regional commiss onia
heretofore or hereafter established under this
title, to be used for all or any portion of the
basic Federal contribution to projects un-

the appli-
der such programs authorized by
cable Federal grant-in-aid law, or for the

of increasing the Federal contribu-
E;:)rrf’ o(ﬁ:ub]ect. to the limitations of subsec-
tion (b) of this section) to projects under
such programs above the fixed maximum
portion of the cost of such projects other-
wise authorized by the applicable law. No
program or project authorized under this
section shall be implemented until (1) ap-
plications and plans relating to the program
or project have been determined by the re-
sponsible Federal official to be compatible
with the provisions and objectives of Federal
laws which he administers that are not in-
consistent with this Act, and (2) the Region-
al Commission involved has approved such
program or project and has determined that
it meets the applicable criteria under sec-
tion 504 and will contribute to the develop=-
ment of the region, which determination
shall be controlling.

“(2) In the case of any program or project
for which all or any portion of the basic
Federal contribution to the project under a
Federal grant-in-aid program is proposed to
be made under this section, no such Federal
contribution shall be made until the respon-
sible Federal official administering the Fed-
eral grant-in-aid Act authorizing such con-
tribution certifies that such program or proj-
ect meets the applicable requirements of
such Federal grant-in-aid Act and could be
approved for Federal contribution under
such Act if funds were available under such
Act for such program or project. Funds may
be provided for programs and projects in a
State under this subsection only if the Com-
mission determines that the level of Federal
and State financial assistance for the same
type of programs or projects in that State
will not be diminished in order to substitute
funds authorized by this subsection. Funds
provided pursuant to this Act shall be avail-
able without regard to any limitations on
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authorizations for appropriation in any other
Act.”

(b) Subsection (c) of such section is
amended by striking out in the first sentence
thereof “December 31, 1967 and inserting in
lieu thereof “December 31, 1970,

(e) Subsection (d) of such section is re-
pealed, and subsection (e) thereof is renum-
bered (d) accordingly.

SEc. 206. Title V of the Public Works and
Economic Development Act of 18656 Iis
amended by redesignating section 510 as 518,
and inserting immediately after section 509
the following new sections:

"ALASEA

“Segc. 510. Funds appropriated under this
title shall be available to assist programs and
projects in Alaska in the manner provided
for programs and projects in economic de-
velopment regions established under this
title. For the purposes of this title, the Fed-
eral Field Committee for Development Plan-
ning in Alaska, or any organization hereafter
established by the President as a successor
thereto, shall be treated as if established as
a reglonal commission, except that the ad-
ministrative expense of such Committee or
successor organization shall be paild solely by
the Federal Governnfent. Nothing contained
in this section shall be construed as preclud-
ing the establishment of a regional commis-
sion for Alaska. At such time as Alaska is
designated as a regional commission under
this title, it shall be eligible for funds under
the provisions of section 512 of this Act.

“AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

“Sec. 511. To carry out this title, there are
hereby authorized to be appropriated for the
two-fiscal-year period ending June 30, 1971,
to be available until expended, to the Secre-
tary, not to exceed 850,000,000 for the Ozarks
Regional Commission; §75,000,000 for the
New England Regional Commission; $45,000,-
000 for the Upper Great Lakes Regional Com-
mission; $45,000,000 for the Four Corners
Regional Commission; $60,000,000 for the
Coastal Plains Regional Commission; and
$10,000,000 for the Federal Field Committee
for Alaska.

“REGIONAL DEVELOPMENTAL TRANSPORTATION
SYSTEMS

“S8ec, 512. (a) The BSecretary of Trans-
portation (hereafter in this section referred
to as ‘the Secretary’) is authorized to assist
in the planning and development of regional
transportation systems including the con-
struction of development highways, and local
access roads, airports, and urban mass transit
facilities serving economic development
regions established under this title which will
further the purposes of this Act. Provisions
of Federal law relating to highway and air-
port construction and mass transportation
programs shall apply to such regional devel-
opment transportation systems to the extent
the Secretary determines that such provi-
sions are not inconsistent with this Act. No
part of the funds provided to carry out the
purposes of this section shall be used for the
costs of operation or maintenance of any
regional transportation system including de-
velopment highways, local access roads, air-
ports, railroad commuter service, and other
mass transit facilities, except for demon-
stration projects.

“(b) The Commissions shall transmit to
the Secretary designations of (1) the general
corridor location and termini of the develop-
ment highways; (2) local access roads to be
constructed; (3) airports to be constructed;
and (4) railroad and mass transportation
programs to be funded, and shall establish
priorities for the development of such trans-
portation systems and other criteria for the
program authorized by this section. Before
any State member participates in or votes on
any highway designations, he shall have ob-
tained the recommendations of the State
highway department of the State which he
represents.
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“{c) No project authorized under this sec-
tion shall be implemented until (1) applica-
tions and plans relating to the project have
been determined by the Secretary to be com-
patible with the provisions and objectives of
the applicable Federal law, that are not in-
consistent with this Act; and (2) the regional
commission involved has approved such proj-
ect and has determined that it will con-
tribute to the development of the region,
which determination shall be controlling.

“(d) On its completion, each development
highway not already on the Federal-aid pri-
mary system shall be added to such system
and each development highway and local
access road shall be required to be main-
tained by the State as provided for Federal-
ald highways in title 23, United States Code.
Any airports constructed under this section
shall be maintained in accordance with the
provisions of section 11 of the Federal Air-
port Act, as amended (49 U.8.C. 1110(2) ).

“(e) Federal assistance to any construction
project under this section shall not exceed 50
per centum of the cost of such project, unless
the Commission determines that assistance
in excess of such percentage is required in
furtherance of the purposes of this Act, but
in no event shall such Federal assistance
exceed T0 per centum of such costs.

“(f) Not more than $20,000,000 from the
funds authorized to be appropriated to the
Secretary for each Commission under section
511 of this Act may be used by such Commis-
slon for the purposes of this section.”

TITLE III—AMENDMENTS TO THE PUBLIC
WORKS AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
ACT OF 1965

SEc. 301. Title I of the Public Works and
Economic Development Act of 19865, as
amended, is further amended as follows:

(a) The first sentence of section 101(c)
of the Public Works and Economic Develop-
ment Act of 19656 (42 U.S.C. 3131(c)) is
amended by inserting before the period at the
end thereof a comma and the following: “ex-
cept that in the case of a grant to an Indian
tribe, the Secretary may reduce the non-
Federal share below such per centum or may
walve the non-Federal share”.

(b) Section 105 is amended by striking
“June 30, 1969” and inserting in lieu thereof
“June 30, 1970".

Bec, 302. Section 301 of the Public Works
and Economic Development Act of 1965 (42
U.S.C. 3151) is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new subsection:

“(f) The Secretary is authorized to make
grants, enter into contracts or otherwise pro-
vide funds for any demonstration project
which he determines is designed to foster
regional productivity and growth, prevent
out-migration, and otherwise carry out the
purposes of this Act."

Sec. 303. Section 302 of the Public Works
and Economic Development Act of 1965 (42
U.8.C. 3152) is amended by striking out
“1970." and inserting in lieu thereof “1969,
and $50,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1970.”

Sec. 304. (a) Subsection (a) of section 401
of the Public Works and Economic Develop-
ment Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3161) is amended
by striking out the period at the end of such
subsection and inserting in lleu thereof a
semicolon and the following:

“(6) those areas selected for assistance
under part D of title I of the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964.”

(b) Subsection (b) (3) of such section 401
is amended by inserting after “(a)(3)" the
following: *“or (a)(6)".

(c) Subsection (b)(4) of such section 401
is amended by striking out “and (a) (4)" and
inserting in lieu thereof the following: “(a)
(4) and (a) (6)".

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. JONES OF ALABAMA

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Speaker,
I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
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Amendment offered by Mr. JoNEs of Ala-
bama: Strike out all after the enacting clause
of S. 1072 and insert in lieu thereof the pro-
visions of H.R. 4018, as passed, as follows:
“TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO THE PUBLIC

WORKS AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

ACT OF 1965

“Sec. 101. This title may be clted as the
‘Regional Action Planning Commission
Amendments of 1969°.

“Sec. 102. (a) The second sentence of sub-
gection (a) of sectlon 505 of the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of 1965
(42 U.B.C. 3185) 1s amended by striking out
the period at the end thereof and inserting
in lieu thereof a comma and the following:
‘and planning, investigations, studies, dem-
onstration projects, and training programs
which will further the purposes of this Act.’

“(b) The second sentence of subsection
(b) of sectlon 5056 of such Act 1s amended
to read as follows: ‘Thereafter, such expenses
shall be paid 50 per centum by the Federal
Government and 50 per centum by the States
in the region, except that the administrative
expenses of the Federal cochalrman, his al-
ternate, and his staff shall be pald solely
by the Federal Government. The share to be
paid by each State shall be determined by
the Commission. The Federal cochairman
shall not participate or vote in such deter-
mination.’

“(c) Subsection (c) of section 505 of such
Act is repealed.

“Sec. 103. (a) The first sentence of sub-
section (a) of setcion 509 of the Public Works
and Economic Development Act of 1965 (42
U.S.C. 3188a) Is amended (1) by inserting
after ‘share,’ the following: ‘or for which
there are insufficlent funds avallable under
the Federal grant-in-ald Act authorizing
such programs to meet pressing needs of the
reglon,’, and (2) by striking out ‘for the sole’
and Inserting in lieu thereof the following:
‘for all or any portion of the basic Federal
contribution to projects under such Federal
grant-in-ald programs authorized by Federal
grant-in-ald Acts, and for the’.

“{b) The next to the last sentence of sub-
section (a) of section 509 of such Act is
amended to read as follows: 'In the case, of
any program or project for which all or any
portion of the basic Federal contribution to
the project under a Federal grant-in-ald pro-
gram is proposed to be made under this sub-
section, no such Federal contribution shall
be made until the responsible Federal offi-
clal administering the Federal grant-in-aid
Act authorizing such contribution certifies
that such program or project meets all of the
requirements of such Federal grant-in-aid
Act and would be approved for Federal con-
tribution under such Act if funds were avail-
able under such Act for such program or
project. Funds may be provided for programs
and projects in a State under this subsection
only if the Commission determines that the
level of Federal and State financial asslstance
under titles of this Act other than this title,
and under Acts other than this Act, for the
same type of programs or projects in that
portion of the State within the reglon will
not be diminished in order to substitute
funds authorized by this subsection.’

“{e) Subsection (c) of section 509 of such
Act is amended by striking out in the first
sentence thereof ‘December 31, 1967' and in-
serting in lieu thereof ‘December 31, 1970.’

*{d) Bubsectlon (d) of section 509 of such
Act is amended to read as follows:

“*(d) There is authorized to be appro-
priated to the Secretary to carry out this
title, for the two-fiscal-year period ending
June 30, 1971, to be available until expended,
not to exceed $225,000,000. Not less than 10
per centum nor more than 30 per centum of
the amounts appropriated under this au-
thorization for any fiscal year shall be made
avallable for any one regional commission.’'

“Sec. 104. Title V of the Public Works and
Economic Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C.
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3181 et seq.) is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new section:

“ ‘COORDINATION

“'Sec. 511. The Secretary shall coordinate
his activities in making grants and loans
under titles I and II of this Act with those
of each of the Federal cochairmen in mak-
ing grants under this title, and each Federal
cochairman shall coordinate his activities in
making grants under this title with those of
the Secretary in making grants and loans un-
der titles I and II of this Act.’

“TITLE II—APPALACHIAN REGIONAL DE-
VELOPMENT ACT AMENDMENTS OF
1969
“Sec. 201. This title may be cited as the

‘Appalachian Regional Development Act

Amendments of 1969,

“Sec. 202, Subsection (b) of section 105 of
the Appalachian Regional Development Act
of 1965 (40 App. U.S.C. 105) is amended to
read as follows:

“‘(b) To carry out this section there Is
hereby authorized to be appropriated to the
Commission to be available until expended,
not to exceed $1,900,000 for the two-fiscal-
year period ending June 30, 1971, Not to ex-
ceed $475,000 of such authorization shall be
avallable for the expenses of the Federal
cochairman, his alternate, and his staff.’

“Sec. 203. (a) The second sentence of sec-
tion 201(a) of the Appalachian Regional De-
velopment Act of 1965 (40 App. U.S.C. 201)
is amended to read as follows: ‘The provi-
sions of sections 106(a) and 118 of title 23,
United States Code, relating to the obliga-
tion, period of availability, and expenditure
of Pederal-ald highway funds shall apply
to the development highway system and the
local access roads, and all other provisions
of such title 23 that are applicable to the
construction and maintenance of Federal-aid
primary and secondary highways and which
the Secretary determines are not incon-
slstent with this Act shall apply, respectively,
to such system and roads.’

*(b) Bubsection (g) of section 201 of the
Appalachian Reglonal Development Act of
19656 (40 App. U.B.C. 201) is amended by
striking out ‘four-fiscal-year period ending
June 30, 1971." and inserting in lieu thereof
‘five-fiscal-year period ending June 30, 1972,
except that not to exceed $195,000,000 of such
amount may be obligated for any one stch
fiscal year.'

“SEc. 204. (a) The first sentence of clause
(2) of subsection (a) of section 205 of the
Appalachian Regilonal Development Act of
1965 (40 App. US.C. 205) is amended by
striking out ‘in accordance with the’ and in-
serting in lieu thereof ‘or to make grants
to the States for carrying out such projects,
in accordance with the applicable’.

*“{b) Bubsection (b) of such section 205 is
amended by striking out ‘and 1969’ and in-
serting In lieu thereof ‘1969, 1970, and 1971".

“Sec. 205. Subsection (c¢) of section 214 of
the Appalachian Regional Development Act
of 1965 (40 App. U.S.C. 214) is amended by
striking out ‘December 31, 1867 in the first
sentence thereof and inserting in lleu there-
of ‘December 31, 1970°,

“SEc. 208. Bection 302(a)(1)(B) of the
Appalachian Regional Development Act of
1965 (40 App. U.S.C. 202) is amended by in-
serting before ‘a local’ the following: ‘a State
agency certified as'.

“Sec. 207. Section 401 of the Appalachian
Reglonal Development Act of 1965 (40 App.
U.B.C. 401) is amended by striking cut the
period at the end thereof and inserting in
lleu thereof a comma and the following:
‘and not to exceed $250,000,000 for the two-
fiscal-year period ending June 30, 1971, to
carry out this Act, of which amount not to
exceed $85,000,000 is authorized for section
202, $15,000,000 for section 203, $15,000,000
for section 206, $2,000,000 for section 207,
$50,000,000 for section 211, £75,000,000 for
section 214, and $8,000,000 for section 302..
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“Sec. 208. Section 403 of the Appalachian
Regional Development Act of 1965 (48 App.
U.B.C. 403) is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following:

" ‘The President ls authorized and directed
to make a study of the extent to which por-
tions of upper New York State, Massachu-
setts, Vermont, New Hampshire, and Maine
which are geographically part of the Ap-
palachian region and share the soclal and
economlic characteristics thereof should be
included in the region in order to carry out
the purposes of this Act. He shall submit the
results of such study together with his rec-
ommendations to Congress no later than
June 30, 1870.*

“8ec. 209. Section 405 of the Appalachian
Regional Development Act of 1965 (40 App.
U.8.C. 405) is amended by Inserting im-
mediately after "Act’ the following: *, other
than section 201,”.

“Amend the title so as to read ‘An act to
provide for the renewal and extension of
title V of the Public Works and Economic
Development Act of 1966 and the Appa-
lachian Regional Development Act of 1965." "

The amendment was agreed to.

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

The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill to provide for the renewal and
extension of title V of the Public Works
and Economic Development Act of 1965
and the Appalachian Regional Develop-
ment Act of 1965.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

A similar House bill (H.R. 4018) was
laid on the table.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
S. 1072, APPALACHIAN AND RE-
GIONAL ACTION PLANNING COM-
MISSIONS

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to take from
the Speaker’s table the bill (8. 1072) to
authorize funds to carry out the purposes
of the Appalachian Regional Develop-
ment Act of 1965, as amended, and titles
I, III, IV, and V of the Public Works and
Economic Development Act of 1965, as
amended, with a House amendment
thereto, insist upon the House amend-
ment, and request a conference with the
Senate thereon.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ala-
bama? The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
JonNEs of Alabama, BLATNIK, WRIGHT,
EpmoNDsoN, CRAMER, HARSHA, and CLEVE-
LAND,

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
HR. 6508, CALIFORNIA DISASTER
RELIEF ACT OF 1969

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker's table the bill (H.R. 6508) to
provide assistance to the State of Cali-
fornia for the reconstruction of areas
damaged by recent storms, floods, and
high waters, with a Senate amendment
thereto, disagree to the Senate amend-
ment, and request a conference with the
Senate thereon.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ala-
bama? The Chair hears none, and ap-
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points the following conferees: Messrs.
JoHNsoN of California, WriGHT, EDMOND-
soN, CRAMER, DoN H. CLAUSEN, and DEN-
NEY.

ADAIR CALLS FOR POSITIVE
RESPONSE FROM HANOI

(Mr. ADAIR asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 minute
and to revise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
as one who wants to see President Nixon
succeed in his valiant effort to bring the
Vietnam war to an honorable conclusion,
so that we may have a lasting peace in
Southeast Asia.

Prior to the inauguration of President
Nixon on January 20, our Government
had taken the initiative in the pursuit of
peace by halting the bombing of North
Vietnam. Also, it agreed to sit down at
the conference table with the NLF, as
well as the governments of Hanoi and
Saigon.

Under President Nixon, we have re-
mained at the table and refrained from
resumption of the bombing, although
Hanoi has shelled major cities in South
Vietnam, violated the demilitarized zone,
and refused to deal with the Saigon gov-
ernment.

President Thieu has cooperated with
us in the search for peace. On March 25
he made a significant offer to meet with
the NLF for private talks without pre-
conditions on a political settlement.

On May 14, with Thieu’s support, Pres-
ident Nixon issued an eight-point plan
for peace. It renounced reliance on a
military solution, offered to withdraw
U.S. and allied forces within 12 months
under international guarantees, and em-
phasized our desire to secure the right
of the South Vietnam people to deter-
mine their future without outside inter-
ference.

On June 8, the President announced
plans for the withdrawal of 25,000 U.S.
combat troops, and indicated that fur-
ther withdrawals would be announced
later.

At Midway, both Presidents declared
their readiness to accept any political
outcome arrived at through free elec-
tions.

And in recent days, President Thieu
has offered a concrete program by which
free elections can be held and the will
of the South Vietnamese people can be
determined. He has walked the last
mile.

As President Nixon said in his state-
ment praising President Thieu’s pro-
posals:

If the other side genuinely wants peace, it
now has a comprehensive set of offers which
permit a fair and reasonable settlement. If
it approaches us in this spirit, 1t will find us
reasonable. Hanol has nothing to gain by
waiting.

These steps toward peace have been
taken by President Nixon in the short
period of less than 6 months since he
was inaugurated. We should applaud his
positive efforts, which deserve an affirma-
tive response from the other side. How-
ever, instead of meeting our offers with
counter offers and beginning serious ne-
gotiations, the Communists have re-
soonded negatively or not at all.

Despite the lack of response by the
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other side, some Americans have re-
sponded to each initiative of our Presi-
dent with a call for more and more con-
cessions to Hanoi. Why not support the
President’s peace initiative by calling
upon the other side for reciprocal action?
Why pressure our own people for more
and more concessions? We know that
propaganda is at least half the battle
in a war such as that in Southeast Asia.
We know that our every quote may be
used or misused by the Communists to
demonstrate to those they seek to domi-
nate that they—the Communists—will
prevail.

I believe that all of us want this war to
end—honorably. We want it to end on a
basis that will not encourage future Viet-
nams in Southeast Asia or elsewhere. 1
am sure that it will end on that basis if
all of us will—as I said in a speech to
this House on June 5—‘“demonstrate a
national unity, so that Hanoi will negoti-
ate seriously in Paris, instead of prolong-
ing the war and the killing in the hope
that its propaganda battle in the front
lines of America will bring them the vie-
tory they could not win against American
and South Vietnamese boys in Vietnam.”

My colleagues, it is time for Hanoi to
respond—positively—to our proposals.
If it will so respond, this war can be
brought to a close on honorable terms.
Each of us who cherishes that goal should
support our President and call upon
Hanoi and the Vietcong to demonstrate
their desire for peace. Such national
unity, I am convinced, will bring this war
to a speedy and honorable conclusion.

(Mr. DORN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp, and include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to join
my distinguished and able colleague, the
gentleman from Indiana, in pointing out
that Hanoi is responsible for the con-
tinuation of the Vietnam war. They
could end it in 1 hour by agreeing to a
cease-fire. This they have not done.

Mr, Speaker, may I repeat by way of
emphasis the points mentioned by my
colleague, the gentleman from Indiana.
Here is the record of efforts to end the
war with no response whatever from
Hanol.

First. Prior to January 20, we halted the
bombing of North Vietnam and agreed to sit
down at the conference table with the NLF,
as well as the governments of Hanol and
Saigon,

Second. We remained at the table and re-
frained from resumption of the bombing de-
spite Hanoi's shelling of South Vietnamese
major cities, its violation of the Demilitarized
Zone and its refusal to deal with the Saigon
government,

Third. On March 25, Thieu offered to meet
with the NLF for private talks without pre-
conditlons on a political settlement.

Fourth. On May 14, with Thieu’s support,
the President put forward an elght-point
plan for peace. It included the renounce-
ment of reliance on a military solution, the
offer of withdrawal of U.S. and allied forces
within 12 months under international guar-
antees, and emphasis on our desire only to
secure the right of the people of South Viet-
nam to determine their own future without
outside interference. '

Fifth. On June 8, the President announced
the withdrawal of 25,000 U.S. combat troops.

Sixth. At Midway, both Thieu and the
President declared their readiness to accept
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any political outcome arrived at through free
elections.

Seventh. Thieu has now offered a concrete
program by which free elections can be held
and the will of the South Vietnamese people
can be determined.

ATTACK ON THE CRIME PROELEM
IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

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

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to join with our distinguished
minority leader, and Mr. McCLORY, to-
gether with all the minority members of
our House District of Columbia Commit-
tee, in introducing today three bills
which have been sent to the Congress
by the Justice Department representing
part of President Nixon’'s program for a
broad attack on the crime problem in
the District of Columbia. We have not
yet had the opportunity to carefully
study these proposals in detail, but since
they would make significant changes in
the law enforcement and court proce-
dures in the District of Columbia, they
are being introduced at this point so
that they may be referred to committee
and subjected to study and hearings at
the earliest possible date.

The first of these bills would provide
for a reorganization of the courts of the
Distriet of Columbia. The second would
establish a public defender service for
the District of Columbia and the third
would amend the Distriet of Columbia
Bail Agency Act. I include at this point
in my remarks summary statements pre-
pared by the Justice Department ex-
plaining the provisions of these pro-
posals:

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
CouRT REORGANIZATION AcCT oF 1969

The proposed District of Columbia Court
Reorganization Act of 1969 is a comprehen-
sive bill restructuring the District of Co-
lumbia Courts, transferring jurisdiction
from the Federal courts in the District to
the District of Columbia Courts, revising the
District’s code of criminal procedure, and
making conforming changes throughout the
District of Columbia Code. It consists of six
titles, described in detail below.

TITLE I

The first title of the bill is comprised of
& revision and reenactment of title 11 of the
D.C. Code and certain transitional sections
relating to the personnel and property of the
present D.C. courts.

Section 101, the revision of title 11 of the
D.C. Code, would substantially reorganize
the court systems in the Distriet of Colum-
bia. It 1s deslgned to establish, In gradual
stages, federal and local court systems which
would be analogous to the systems existing
in the States, Thus, the federal courts would
ultimately have only federal jurisdiction,
with all local jurisdiction vested in the Dis-
trict of Columbia courts, However, the U.S.
Attorney and U.S. Marshal would continue to
serve both federal and local courts,

The present Court of General Sessions,
Juvenile Court and D.C, Tax Court would be
consolidated and upgraded Into a single Su-
perior Court of expanded jurisdiction which
would be the trial court for the District, The
present Court of Appeals would continue to
hear appeals from the local trial eourt and
would become the highest appellate court for
local matters In the District, equivalent to
the highest court of a State.

Chapter 1 describes the federal and local
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courts in the District and equates the D.C.
Court of Appeals with the highest court of
a State.

Chapter 3 preserves the jurisdiction of the
U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Co-
lumbia Circuit over appeals from the D.C.
Court of Appeals which are pending or may
still be filed on the effective date of the
Act or which involve federal misdemeanors
tried in the D.C. court. It provides for the
continued publication of the U.S. App. D.C.
reports for so long as the court retains sub-
stantial local appellate jurisdiction. =

Chapter 5 preserves the federal jurisdic-
tion of the District Court. It gradually di-
minishes local civil jurisdiction, some being
transferred to the Superior Court on the
effective date of the Act, and the remainder
in two subsequent stages. Local eriminal ju-
risdiction is also transferred gradually, In
two stages.

Provisions relating to employees of the
District Court, except the auditor, have been
omitted since they are covered by provisions
applicable generally to federal courts.

Chapter 7 provides a nine-member D.C.
Court of Appeals and continues the provi-
slons for three-judge divisions and in banec
hearings. The Court would hear all appeals
from the Superior Court, appeals from ad-
ministrative decisions as provided in the
1068 D.C. Administrative Procedure Act and
all appeals from orders and decisions of the
D.C. Public Service Commission. The Court
would be authorized to hear interlocutory
appeals from the Superior Court including
orders to suppress evidence, Appeals would
also be permitted from rulings on controlling
issues of law, made during trial, in both civil
and criminal cases,

Judges of the Court of Appeals could be
assigned to Superior Court and Superior
Court judges could be assigned to the Court
of Appeals when necessary. The Chief Judge
would be authorized to designate the judge
who would act in his stead. Judicial salarles
would be equated with level III of the Fed-
eral Executive scale—$2500 below judges of
federal appellate courts.

The Court of Appeals could make its own
rules of procedure, and would approve the
general civil and criminal rules of the trial
court.

Chapter 9 consolidates the District of Co-
lumbia Court of General Sessions, Juvenile
Court and Tax Court into a single Superior
Court. The Court would consist initially of
37 judges—an increase of 10 over the total
number of judges of the three courts. The
number of judges would subsequently be
increased in stages to a total number ten-
tatively proposed as fifty judges. The Supe-
rior Court would ultimately be divided into
four divisions—eivil, eriminal, family and
probate. Judicial salaries would be equated
with level IV of the Federal Executive scale—
equal to the U.S. Attorney and #2000 below
federal trial judges.

The Chief Judge would be empowered to
rotate judges among the divisions and would
be authorized to designate the judge who
acts in his stead.

The civil jurisdiction of the court would
be increased on the effective date (six months
after enactment) to cover all personal injury
actions of a purely local nature and all other
local civil and equity cases where the amount
in controversy is $50,000 or less, Other trans-
fers on the effective date include D.C. land
condemnation, real property actions, quo
warranto actions against D.C. officials and
corporations, habeas corpus against all but
federal officlals, and commensurate equity
jurisdiction. Additional jurisdiction would
be transferred In two further stages, The
second stage (eighteen months after the
first, {.e. two years after enactment) in-
cludes probate jurisdiction, hospitalization
of the mentally {11, and various actlons re-
lating to the property and estates of indi-
viduals. The third stage (two and one-half
years after the first, i.e. three years after en-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

actment) would vest all other non-federal
jurisdiction,

Criminal jurisdiction would be trans-
ferred in two stages. The first stage (six
months after enactment) includes all D.C.
felonies except certain enumerated crimes
punishable by 15 years or more imprison-
ment. The second stage (two years after
enactment) includes all remaining D.C. fel-
onies. The federal court would retain juris-
diction to try any D.C. felonies joined in the
same indictment with federal felonies. The
Superior Court would continue to hold pre-
liminary hearings in federal criminal cases
until the second stage of the jurisdictional
transfer. When all local jurisdiction is trans-
ferred to Superior Court, all federal jurisdic-
tion would revert to the District Court.

Chapter 11 delineates the jurisdiction of
the new Family Division. It would retain all
the jurisdiction now vested in the Juvenile
Court and the Domestic Relations Division
of General Sessions. In addition it would
have jurisdiction of civil proceedings in-
volving intra-family offenses pursuant to a
new chapter to be added to title 16, and of
mental commitments (when Jjurisdiction
over those proceedings ls transferred to
Superior Court).

The Division could be divided into gepa-
rate branches or could sit as a unified
“Family Court”. The decision as to which
is preferable would be left to the Superior
Court.

This chapter contains certain basle provi-
slons on juvenile procedure including new
criteria for waiver of a juvenile for criminal
trial. It provides that once a walver decision
has been made, the Family Division would
lose jurisdiction over the particular child
and any delinquent act he has committed or
may commit would be tried in adult court.
It utilizes terminology which will be defined
and used throughout a proposed revision of
chapter 23 of title 16, which will be submitted
later.

New and detailed provisions for record
confidentlality and the vacating of adjudica-
tions and sealing of records are included.
Speclfic provisions on confidentiality of law
enforcement records relating to juveniles
have also been included.

Chapter 13 retains, with necessary modifi-
cation, the existing provisions relating to the
Small Claims and Conciliation Branch,

Chapter 15 contains the provisions for
appointment, tenure and removal of judges
and some amendments to the judicial retire-
ment provisions.

Judges of the District of Columbia courts
would be appointed by the President, by and
with the advice and consent of the Senate,
to serve during good behavior, subject to
mandatory retirement at the age of 70 and to
the removal provisions of chapter 15. Upon
completion of the terms of the present in-
cumbents, the Chief Judges of the two courts
would be designated by the President to
serve for four year terms.

Judges of the courts would be subject to
removal, involuntary retirement, or suspen-
slon upon action of a seven member Dis-
trict of Columbia Commission on Judicial
Disabilities and Tenure. The Commission, to
be appointed by the President, would con-
sist of two local federal judges, two members
of the private bar, and three residents, at
least two of whom would not be members of
the bar. No officer or employee of the Dis-
triet of Columbla government, Member or
employee of Congress, or officer or employee
of any of the twelve Executive Departments
of the federal government would be eligible
to serve on the Commission,

Removal of & judge would be automatic
upon final conviction of a felony. Removal,
after hearing by the Commission, could be
ordered upon a determination of wilful mis-
conduct in office, wilful and persistent fall-
ure to perform judicial dutles, or other con-
duect prejudicial to the adminlstration of
Justice or bringing the judicial office into dis-
repute. Involuntary retirement, after hearing,
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could be ordered for permanent mental or
physical disability., SBuspension would be au-
tomatic pending finality of a felony convic-
tion or order of removal or retirement. Dis-
cretionary suspension, with pay, would be
permitted during pendency of a hearing, Re-
moval or retirement could be appealed to a
speclal three-judge court consisting of loecal
federal judges designated by the Chief Jus-
tice of the United States.

The revision of the retirement law involves
a basic change in form and several changes in
substance. For example, it would permit a
widow under the survivor annuity plan. It
would permit a college student to qualify as
a dependent child. It would permit a judge
to eount other federal service in his retire-
ment computation.

Chapter 17 is an entirely new chapter re-
lating to court administration and non-judi-
cial personnel. It would establish a Joint
Committee on Judicial Administration com-
posed of two appellate and three trial judges
which would have supervision of matters re-
lating to the court system as a whole. The
Chief Judges would retain supervisory au-
thorlty in their respective courts.

There would be a single Executive Officer of
the court system with responsibility for fa-
cilities, procurement, management of court
operations and personnel. He would be ap-
pointed by the Joint Committee from nom-
inees proposed by the Administrative Office
of the U.S. Courts. The Executive Officer
would also administer each of the courts,
subject to the respective Chief Judges,

The Clerks of the Courts, the new Di-
rector of Social Services, and the new Fiscal
Officer would be appointed by the Execu-
tive Officer with the approval of the Joint
Committee. Except for the Register of Wills,
all other non-judicial personnel would be
appointed by the Executive Officer in accord-
ance with general rules approved by the
Joint Committee.

The Director of Social Services would ab-
sorb the probation offices of the Juvenile and
General Sessions Courts and would be au-
thorized to perform addlitional services at
the direction of the Superior Court.

The Fiscal Officer would handle budget and
accounting for the court system. The budget
would become Iindependent of the D.C.
budget in the same manner that the budget
of the Federal judiciary is independent of
the executive budget.

Chapter 19 would retain the present single
jury system in the District. Statutory changes
reflect the new federal law and new selec-
tion practices in the District.

Chapter 21 would continue the office of
Register of Wills. He would serve the Dis-~
trict Court with respect to its jurisdiction.
When the Superior Court assumes probate
jurisdiction, he would serve that court and
be appointed by it. His duties would remain
the same as they are under existing law.

Chapter 23 would substitute a Medical
Examiner for the old coroner system. The
provisions are patterned after the Maryland
and Virginla laws and specify purely medical
functions in lleu of the quasi-judicial func-
tions of the coroner.

Section 102 of the bill provides for the
transfer of property, records and funds to
the new Superior Court. Section 103 provides
for the transfer of personnel, retaining the
classified civil service status of the Juvenile
Court personnel who have acquired that
status prior to enactment of the bill. Sec-
tion 104 grants the incumbent D.C. Tax Court
judge the right to retain his present retire-
ment benefits or to elect to come under the
general retirement system for Superior
Court judges.

TITLE II

The second title of the bill consists of
amendments to the remaining titles of Part
II of the District of Columbla Code—i.e. titles
12 through 17. These titles relate to judi-
clal procedure and most of the amendments
made by the bill are purely technieal. Since
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these titles of the D.C. Code are positive law,
references to the “Board of Commissioners”
have been changed to "“Commissioner” to re-
flect the reorganization plan. Some changes
in substantive law have also been made and
are discussed below where appropriate.

For ease in reference, the title and chapter
2f the D.C. Code which would be amended,
rather than the section number of the bill,
are highlighted below.

Title 12 amendments are purely technical.

Title 13 would be amended by repealing
the requirement that the Federal Rules ap-
ply to D.C. Courts (chapter 1). The local
courts would be free to adopt either the
Federal Rules or their own rules of procedure.
The provisions on jury trial (chapter 7)
would be repealed as inconsistent with the
new federal law and unnecessary in light of
proposed chapter 19 of title 11 relating to
juries. Other amendments are technical.

Title 14 would be amended by authorizing
the Superior Court to take depositions for
use in the various States. Presently only the
federal court does this. Section 14-104 would
be amended to glve the local court more
flexibility in ordering depositions for its own

use,

Section 14-306 would be amended to re-
verse existing law by guaranteeing that prior
convictions reflecting on either honesty or
veracity will be admissible to impeach wit-
nesses without ad hoc judicial determination
in each case, (see Luck v. United States, 348
F. 2d 763 (CADC (1965)) but lmiting the
impeachment to convictions refiecting on
honesty or veracity.

The physiclan-patient privilege (sec. 14—
307) would be amended by permitting psy-
chlatric testimony in criminal cases regard-
less of who raises the insanity defense, and by
expressly permitting such testimony in juve-
nile cases.

The remaining amendments are technical.

Title 156 amendments are purely technical
except the express ban on payment of travel
allowances to local witnesses (sec. 15-714).

Chapters 3, 5, 6, 15, 19, 25, 27, 29, 31, 33,
37, and 39 of Title 16 would be amended in
technical respects only.

Chapter T of title 16 would be amended to
reflect the felony jurisdiction of the new
Superlor Court. Provisions on indictment and
waiver of jury trial parallel the Federal Rules
of Criminal Procedure. The right to jury trial
as now stated in the D.C. Code would be
preserved. However, since the penalty limit
on contempt punishment by the D.C. Courts
is eliminated in proposed title 11, a specific
guarantee of jury trial for contempt punish-
able by more than six months imprisonment
has been included. The U.S, Marshal would
be authorized to execute arrest process for
misdemeanors as well as felonies.

Chapter 9 of title 16 would be amended
to permit the court to appoint independent
counsel for a child in custody proceedings.
This has been done by judicial decision in
Wisconsin and has been recommended here
by the D.C. Committee on the Administra-
tlon of Justice.

A new chapter 10 would be added to title
16 to provide non-criminal disposition of
intra-family offenses, The TU.S. Attorney
would be authorized to refer such matters to
the Family Division. On referral, cr on re-
quest of an individual, the Corporation Coun-
sel would be authorized to petition the Divi-
sion for a civil protection order—an equitable
mandate designed to prevent further offenses
and resolve, Insofar as possible, family prob-
lems relating to the offense. The Division
could, ex parte, issue a temporary order
pending disposition of the petition. Other
family matters before the Division could be
consolidated with the petition and other
family members brought before the Division.

Chapter 13 of title 16 would be amended in
form to differentiate U.S. and D.C. land con-
demnation but there is no real substantive
change other than the jurisdictional transfer,
effected in proposed title 11.

Chapter 23 of title 16 amendments are only
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partially completed. Not even technical
changes have been included with respect to
subchapter I (juvenile procedures) since a
substantial revision of those procedures is
underway and will subsequently be recom-
mended to the Congress. The amendments to
subchapter II (paternity proceedings) are
merely technical. Subchapter III (miscel-
laneous provisions) would be repealed as un-
necessary in light of the consolidation of the
Juvenile Court into the Superior Court,

Chapter 25 of title 16 has been rewritten
to differentiate federal and local quo war-
ranto proceedings. There is no change in sub-
stance beyond the jurisdictional transfer.

No change has been made in other por-
tions of title 186.

Title 17 would be amended to simplify the
provisions for appeal to the U.S. Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit
and to bring the provisions on the D.C. Court
of Appeals into conformity with the 1968
D.C. Administrative Procedure Act. Other
amendments are purely technical,

TITLE III

The third title of the bill consists of
amendments to Part III of the District of
Columbia Code—Decedents’ Estates and
Fidueciary Relations, Part III is comprised
of three titles of the Code, all of which have
been enacted into positive law. The amend-
ments to these titles are primarily technical,
although some substantive changes have
been included. References below are to the
title and chapter of the D.C. Code which
would be amended.

Title 18 amendments reflect the Superior
Court's authority to adopt its own rules of
procedure and the transfer of probate
Jurisdiction.

Title 19 amendments are purely technical.

Title 20 amendments are purely technical.

Chapters 1, 8, 7, 9, 13 and 15 of title 21
would be amended in technical respects
only.

Chapter 6 of title 21 (hospitalization of
the mentally ill) amendments would pro-
vide for the transfer bf the Mental Health
Commission to the Superior Court at the
second stage of jurisdictional transfer, Sec-
tlon 21-512 would be amended to provide
for the retention in the hospital of a volun-
tary patient who requests release, if a pro-
ceeding for involuntary commitment 1is
initiated within 48 hours of the request.
Section 21-521 would be amended to permit
a physician who is not the “family physician"
to initiate emergency hospitalization.

Section 21-541 would provide that com-
mitment petitions be filed in the court and
referred by the court to the Mental Health
Commission. The court would be authorized
to Issue an attachment for the person sub-
ject to the petition if he is not already in
custody for examination. Section 21-542
would be amended to establish a seven day
limit on examination and hearing of a
person in custody,

The sequence of the sections relating to
release of committed persons has been
changed, Former section 21-548 becomes sec~
tion 21-546, without change in substance.
Former section 21-546 becomes section 21—
547. The only change in substance is the
deletion of special hearing procedures if one
of the doctors examining the patient dissents
from the conclusion he should not be re-
leased. Section 21-548 1s essentially new and
provides for motion for release to the com-
mitting court after the “administrative
remedies” within the hospital have failed
to secure release. Habeas corpus would be
barred unless other administrative and ju-
dicial remedies are inadequate.

The thrust of these amendments is to
make the statutory procedure, rather than
habeas corpus, the standard avenue for seek-
ing release. Release is seen as the culmina-
tlon of a single proceeding, which begins
with the petition for commitment, and all
of which takes place in the same court. Since
the release procedures are intended to be as
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broad as habeas corpus, habeas would be
eliminated as a practical matter and the
possibility of one trial court upsetting the
decision of another would be eliminated for
practical purposes. This has not been a prob-
lem under present law only because the
committing and habeas corpus courts were
always the same. .

A new section 21-592 has been added pro-
viding for the return of escaped patients.
The remaining amendments are purely
technical.

Chapter 11 of title 21 would be amended
in technical respects. The use of the term
“mentally retarded” is substituted through-
out for the somewhat archaic “feeble-
minded.” Sectlion 21-1114 provides that if a
child before the Family Division (juvenile
court) 1s alleged to be retarded, the pro-
ceedings shall be adjourned for civil com-
mitment. Consistent with chapter 11 of title
11, walver proceedings in criminal cases
would be excepted from this adjournment
requirement. Other amendments to chapter
11 are purely technical,

TITLE IV

The fourth title of the bill amends the
criminal law provisions of the District of
Columbia code, particularly criminal proce-
dure, to take into account the court reorga-
nization. Some new provisions were required
to replace the Federal Rules of Criminal
Procedure presently governing local felony
cases tried in the U.S. District Court and old
provisions were revised to bring them up to
date. Since this resulted in changes through-
out the present title 23 of the Code, the title
as a whole would be enacted Into positive
law.

Section 401 of the bill makes three changes
in substantive criminal law.

Item (1) clarifies D.C. Code § 22-104, a
1901 provision for added punishment of per-
sons who repeat the same offense. It defines
“same offense” to include any previous crime,
wherever committed, which could be prose-
cuted as the same offense in the District. It
ends the *“multiplication table” effect of
present law (multiplying the maximum pen-
alty one and one-half times each time a
person commits the same offense), by mak-
ing a third or subsequent conviction punish-
able by three times the maximum for a first
offense,

Item (2) is mew. It provides for lifetime
supervision of repeating felony offenders.
The sanction would apply only to persons
who have engaged in a third separate course
of felonious conduect, undeterred by two
terms of probation or imprisonment, and
only in the discretion of the sentencing
judge.

Item (3) is new, It makes a conspiracy to
commit a non-federal offense in the District
an offense under the D.C. Code, and not
merely a violatlon of 18 U.S.C. 371. This
provision is necessary to permit prosecution
of such conspiracies in the Superior Court.
It is modeled on the New York provision,
rather than federal law, because of the neces-
sity of greater specificity in a statute appli-
cable to a geographically limited area.

Bection 402 is the codification of title 23
of the D.C. Code “Criminal Procedure"”. Most
of the present uncodified title is merely re-
peated without substantial change, and
many of the amendments would merely ap-
ply provisions of the Federal Rules to cases
in the Superior Court.

In Chapter 1, the following provisions
would alter prior statutory law:

Section 23-101(d) and (e) provides for
joining offenses prosecuted by the United
States and the District of Columbia in a
single indictment or information, or for
trial.

Section 23-103, modeled on Federal Rule
32(a) (1), provides that both defendant and
prosecutor shall be allowed to address the
court on sentence before it is Imposed.

Section 23-104 clarifies the present statute
on appeals by the Government. Subsection
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(a) is prior law except for a provision, taken
from Federal Rule 41(e), requiring motions
to suppress evidence to be made before trial,
Subsection (b) implements this requirement
by allowing interlocutory Government ap-
peal from the suppression of evidence during
trial, Subsection (c) clarifies prior law on
the Government’s right to appeal from orders
dismissing criminal charges. SBubsection (d)
allows the Government to appeal any other
ruling made during a trial which involves a
substantial and recurring question of law.
The trial court may allow an interlocutory
appeal, or the appeal may be taken after trial.
This provision also seeks to clarify and to
mandate the intent of Congress in present
law, D.C. Code § 23-105, to allow Government
appeals after acquittal of the defendant.

Section 23-105 adds provisions from the
Federal Rules to present §§23-107 and 108
on challenges to jurors. It expressly provides
for equal numbers of challenges for prose-
cution and defense, a principle implied in
present law.

Section 23-106 substitutes Federal Rule
17(b) for present D.C. Code § 23-109, on
defense witnesses, a change only in language.

Section 23-107 clarifies present D.C. Code
§23-110 on procedures for obtaining the
testimony of jointly charged defendants
elther for each other or for the Government.

Section 23-108 changes present D.C. Code
§§ 28-111 and 112 on depositions of defense
witnesses by allowing the prosecutor to ob-
Ject to a deposition and by eliminating an
archale preference for depositions on written
interrogatories.

Bection 23-110 is new. Rather than relying
on the inherent power of the Superior Court
to review convictions, it applies statutory
procedures for post-conviction challenges, It
follows 28 U.S.C. 2255 with only the necessary
technical changes.

Section 23-111 which is new, establishes
uniform procedures for determining whether

a person convicted of crime is subject to an
increased penalty because of his prior convic-
tions (e.g., sections 401 (1) and (2), dis-

cussed above; D.C. Code §§22-3202, 3214,
833-423). The procedure is similar to that for
repeated felony offenders in New York, with
& hearing before the court, without jury, on
any issue raised by the defendant's written
response to an information filed by the pros-
ecutor after conviction and before sentence.
Like the New York statute, it specifies that
a defendant who does not challenge a prior
conviction as invalid before increased pen-
alty is imposed in rellance on that convic-
tion, walves the right to challenge it later.
The prosecutor is also given a limited right
to appeal from a determination which bars
increased punishment, before sentence is
imposed.

Chapter 3 makes no significant changes in
prior law. All provisions are either present
statutes or taken from the Federal Rules,
with some minor -clarifying changes of
language.

Chapter 5 is almost entirely new, but much
of it is based on present law,

Subchapter I sets forth definitions.

Subchapter II amends the present D.C.
Code provisions on search warrants, §§ 23-301
through 305. Those provisions are excessively
detalled in some respects and insufficiently
comprehensive in others. Notable features of
the new provisions are:

1. Sections 23-521(f) (56) and (6), and
23-522(c), and 524(a) (1), which provide for
authorization, in a search warrant, for entry
into premises to be searched without notice
("no knock”), and for nighttime searches,
on a showing to the Issuing magistrate that
such authority 1s needed;

2. Section 23-524(a)(2) and (8), which
allows entry without notice either when en-
try is freely granted or when circumstances
unknown when the warrant was obtained
render such entry necessary to protect per-
sons or to avold destruction of the property
sought;
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3. Section 23-624(e) specifically authoriz-
ing an officer to seize items not named In
the warrant but found during the search and
subject to selzure, without the needless for-
mality of getting a new warrant;

4, Sectlon 23-524(g) authorizing officers
searching houses or vehicles to search per-
sons therein to the extent necessary to pro-
tect themselves or to find the property iden-
tified in the warrant. This provision Is a
corollary of the power to search incident to
an arrest, and does not limit that power
where the persons are also subject to arrest.

Subchapter II generally, but particularly
in § 23-5256, provides for searching officers to
retain seized property in safekeeping rather
than take it to court, a requirement of pres-
ent law which is seldom followed.

Subchapter III would afford, for District
of Columbia Code offenses, the wiretapping
and electronic eavesdropping powers granted
to state authorities under the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968,
18 U.S.C. 2510-25620. The language iz taken
substantially verbatim from that Act, so
that D.C. procedures would conform to the
Federal as closely as possible, for both maxi-
mum authority and maximum safeguards
against unwarranted electronic surveillance.

Subchapter IV codifies the law of arrest
warrants, previously governed either by the
Federal Rules or by dispersed sections of the
D.C. Code.

Sections 23-561 and 23-562 essentially fol-
low Federal Rules 4 and 5 on the form,
issuance, contents and execution of arrest
warrants and on the use of summonses in
lieu of warrants. There are some minor
changes reflecting specific practices in the
District, for example, the requirement in
section 23-561(d) that the prosecutor ap-
prove the application for a warrant, except
for good cause shown.

Bection 23-562(c) (2) is new. It requires
that police procedures be performed before
bringing an accused to court. This provision,
dealing with routine procedures, does not
affect the speclal provisions on interroga-
tion in D.C. Code § 4-140a or 18 U.B.C. 3501,
although, like those provisions, it also re-
lates to police functions which do not con-
stitute “unnecessary delay” in the initial
appearance of the accused.

Section 23-6563 establishes territorial 1imits
for executing a warrant or summons issued
by the Superior Court: anywhere in the
United States in felony cases (unchanged
from the federal-court standard now appli-
cable), and anywhere within 25 miles in
misdemeanor cases. It also places a one-year
limit on the validity of misdemeanor war-
rants, and continues the use of federal inter-
district removal, rather than Interstate ex-
tradition, for persons arrested outside the
Distriet of Columbia for crimes committed
here. Subsection (d), which is new, provides
for the issuance of “adult” warrants for juve-
nile offenders who flee from the District.

Subchapter V deals with arrests without
warrants, Section 23-581 provides for arrest
without warrant by a law enforcement offi-
cer. Baslcally it codifles prior law, but it also
includes the power of the officer to arrest for
misdemeanors committed In his presence,
and additional power of fresh pursuit beyond
the Distriet for misdemeanors. Section 23-
582 provides for arrest without warrant by a
licensed special policeman and specific pro-
visions on citizen arrest.

Chapter T reorganizes the provisions on
extradition and fugitives. Certain substan-
tive changes have been made as noted below.

Sections 23-701 and 23-7T02(a) reenact D.C.
Code § 23-403, relating to warrants for and
arrests of fugitives, without substantial
change. Section 23-T702(b) amends D.C. Code
§§ 23-404 and 23-405, relating to bail for fugi-
tives, by including a cross-reference to the
Bail Reform Act and by adding a rebuttable
presumption that a fugitive, once arrested,
will flee again. Subsections (¢) through (e)
reenact the proceedings now set forth in D.C.
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Code §§ 23-406 through 23-408. Subsections
(f) and (g), which are new, codify existing
practice with respect to fugitives who waive
extradition and add new fililng procedures
for extradition papers.

Section 23-T03 is also new. It establishes a
separate criminal penalty of up to five years'
imprisonment and a $5000 fine for fugitives
who “jump bond".

Section 23-704 amends present D.C. Code
§§ 23—401 and 402. The principal changes are
transfer of extradition authority from the
Chief Judge of the United States District
Court to the Chief Judge of the Superlor
Court, a provision for an expedited direct
appeal of the Chief Judge’s order of extrad!-
tion in place of the present collateral proceed-
ing by writ of habeas corpus, and an express
prohibition on the release of an extradited
person except on order of court of the State
seeking his extradition.

Sections 23-T056 and 706 are changed in
technical respects only from D.C. Code
§§ 23-410 and 411.

Chapter 9, “Fresh Pursult,” 1s changed from
foriaer chapter 5 only in allowing arrests on
fresh pursuit into the District for offenses
other than felonies, and in technical respects.

Chapter 11, “Professional Bondsmen,” is
the same as former chapter 6 with only
technical changes.

Chapter 13, “D.C. Bail Agency” incorpo-
rates in former chapter 9, the amendments
previously submitted to the Congress, adding
the necessary technical changes.

Chapter 15, "Out-of-State Witnesses” is
the same as former chapter 8 except that
witness fees and allowances would be
equated to those authorized in Federal
Courts throughout the country. Other
changes are merely technical.

Chapter 17, “Death Penalty" repeats for-
mer chapter 7 with necessary technical
changes and the additlon of the provision
formerly classified as D.C. Code § 23-114.

Subsection (b) of section 402 repeals those
provisions superseded by the new title 23,

Section 403 of the bill amends D.C. Code
§ 24-301 relating to insanity. It provides men-
tal examination prior to hearing for juveniles
subject to a walver motion and commitment
of juveniles incapable to participating in
walver proceedings. It adds a new subsection
(k) to establish a statutory remedy for per-
sons confined to mental hospitals in criminal
cases. The statutory release procedure would
substitute for habeas corpus except where the
statutory remedy is inadequate or ineffective.

Sectlon 404 amends the penalty provision
of the D.C. Narcotic Drug Law, D.C. Code
§ 33423, The penalties would remain the
same, but the provision would specify that
prior conviction under Federal or State law
could be counted a “first offense” for pur-
poses of invoking the second offense penalty
after conviction in the District.

TITLE V

This title of the bill consists of the mis-
cellaneous conforming amendments to the
provisions of law found in titles 1 through
10, 22, and 24 through 49 of the District of
Columbia Code.

Sections 601 through 6531 reflect the
changes in court names, the consolidation of
courts and the transfers of jurisdiction.

Sections 532 through 536 reflect the juris-
dictional transfer of condemnation proceed-
ings, the revision of chapter 13 of title 16
of the Code, and the conforming changes in
jury selection.

Sections 537 through 556 reflect the trans-
fer of administrative review of all orders
of the Public Service Commission and bring
various provisions relating to administrative
agencies into conformity with the 1968 D.C.
Administrative Procedure Act. That Act
superseded in many respects the provisions
amended here but conforming amendments
were not made at the time. Changes are also
included to provide subpoena enforcement
by the Superlor Court rather than the fed-
eral court.
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Sections 557 through 580 contain other
conforming amendments such as the dele-
tion or substitution of cross-references to
revised title 11 or revisions in titles 12
through 21, and revisions of references to
the *“‘coroner” so as to reflect the change to
a medical examiner. Certain obsolete provi-
slons, such as references to the old Board of
Tax Appeals and its conversion to a Tax
Court are repealed.

Of particular note are sections 753 and
574, Present law (D.C. Code §47-204) re-
gquires that the Distriect of Columbia pay
60% of certain expenses of the U.S. District
Court. This would be amended to reflect
declining percentages as jurisdiction trans-
fers, retalning, however, continuing provision
for payment of the local share of jury selec~
tion and grand jury expenses. Remaining
obligation of the D.C. Government to pay
part of the cost of the construction and
maintenance of the U.S. Courthouse are can-
celled but provision is made for sharing the
cost of space used by the United States At-
torney and United States Marshal.

TITLE VI

This title contains the effective date pro-
vision and separability clause. Section 603
provides for the appointment of three ad-
ditional judges to the D.C. Court of Appeals
and ten additional judges to the Court of
General Sessions upon enactment of the bill
s0 that these judges can be serving at the
time new jurisdiction is transferred to the
local courts. Provision is also made for ad-
vance appointment of the Executive Officer
of the court system so that he will be in a
position to assist in the transition.
EXPLANATION STATEMENT: DisTrRICT OF CoO-

LumBIA PuBLic DEFENDER AcCT OF 1969

In his January 31, 1969 message on crime
in the District of Columbia, the President
called for an expanded office of the public
defender to help improve the administra-
tion of criminal justice. The President said:

The Legal Aid Agency in the District is a
pilot project which has given every indica-
tion of great success If properly supported. I
believe the time has come to convert this
project into a full fledged Public Defender
Program. To make this project possible, I
will support the Legal Ald Agency's 1870
budget request for $700,000 to allow an in-
crease in its successful project in offender
rehabilitation. This would allow it to become
a full fledged Public Defender Office with
the capacity to represent almost half of the
indigent adult and juvenile defendants in
the District.

The attached “District of Columbia Public
Defender Act of 1969" accomplishes this
aspect of the President’'s program. It expands
the Legal Aid Agency and permits it to rep-
resent up to 609 of the eligible persons who
are before the courts of the District of Co-
lumbia. In addition the legislation provides
that the public defender shall cooperate in
the system for assigning counsel to repre-
sent those persons who are not served by
the public defender.

BECTION-TO-SECTION ANALYSIS AND COMMENT

Bec. 1—Enactment clauses.

Sec. 2—Name change, The name “‘District
of Columbia Public Defender Service” would
be substituted for the present "Legal Aid
Agency for the District of Columbia,” because
the former more clearly describes the func-
tions of the organization.

Bec. 3—Functions. This section defines the
jurisdiction of the Public Defender Service
and authorizes it to assist the courts in the
District of Columbia in coordinating the as-
signment of cases to members of the private
bar. The section also ensures continuation of
a8 "mixed” defender system, by limiting the
public defender to representation of a maxi-
mum of 60 per cent of the eligible persons.

Bubsection (a) specifies that the Public
Defender Service may represent persons in
five classes of cases, if these persons are
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“financlally unable to obtain adequate repre-
sentation.” This test of eligibility conforms
to the one currently required for appoint-
ment of counsel under the Criminal Justice
Act. The five classes of cases in which the
Agency may furnish representation are as
follows:

(1) Criminal cases punishable by at least
slx months imprisonment. Presently the
Legal Ald Agency represents persons if the
maximum penalty is imprisonment for at
least & year. Moving the threshold back to
six months would add relatively few cases
but would guarantee public defender services
on the same basis as they are now avallable
under the Criminal Justice Act. At the same
time, the Service would not be charged with
the enormous burden of representing persons
charged with such minor infractions as dis-
orderly conduct, since these carry less than
6 months maxima.

(2) Cases in which a violation of proba-
tion is charged. Since the Mempa v. Rhay
decision extended the right to counsel to
probation revocation proceedings, this pro-
posed expansion of jurisdliction merely keeps
pace with recent developments in the crim-
inal law.

(3) Cases in which civil commitment is
sought pursuant to Title 21 of the D.C. Code.
This provision would allow the Service to
represent persons subject to commitment
on mental health grounds as well as those
already committed who seek release.

(4) Cases in which civil commitment of a
narcotic addict is sought. Title IIT of the
Narcotic Addict Rehabilitation Act statuto-
rily entitled suspected addicts to the assist-
ance of counsel when ecivil commitment
is sought. Authorizing the Service to pro-
vide counsel in such cases would Implement
the policy of that provision. By the same
token, counsel ought to be available to sus-
pected addicts facing ecivil commitment
under the analogous provision of the D.C.
Code.

(5) Cases in which juvenile delinguency or
“belng a juvenile in need of supervision"
is alleged. This will allow the Service to rep-
resent juveniles charged with law violations
as well as those who, though not charged
with a criminal act, face the possibility of a
penal-type disposition.

The last sentence of subsection (a) de-
fines the Service's role with respect to the
private bar: at least 40 per cent of the cases
would be handled by the private bar, and
the Service would be authorized to provide
technical and other assistance (such as in-
vestigators) to all appointed private at-
torneys.

Subsectlon (b) would establish machinery
to coordinate the appolntment of private at-
torneys from the Public Defender Service.
This section operates on the premise that the
ultimate responsibility for appointment of
counsel rests with the courts. At the same
time, since the Service is concerned with
providing up to 60% of the defense repre-
sentation, its expertise should be solicited
in the design and implementation of the ap-
pointment system. The actual plan for ap-
pointment of counsel could take a wide vari-
ety of forms depending on the availability
of resources to administer the system and
the desires of the courts and other con-
cerned parties.

Sec. 4—Board of Trustees. The Service
would be governed by a seven-member board
of trustees, as 1s the Legal Aid Agency at
present. However, the trustees of the Serv-
ice would elect their successors in lleu of
the machinery incorporated in the Legal Ald
Agency statute requiring the selection of
trustees by the chief judges of the District’'s
several courts and the Commissioner. The
system of self-perpetuating trustees is more
consistent with the ABA. recommendation
that public defenders be entirely independ-
ent of the judiciary.

Sec. 5—Director and Deputy Director. Two
executives would be provided for the Service,
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in keeping with the present operations of
the Legal Ald Agency. The Board of Trustees
would select both and each would serve at the
pleasure of the board. The trustees would
fix the salaries of both executives, up to the
GS-18 level. This flexibility will allow the
Service to attract and retaln the first rate
lawyers-administrators who are needed to
run an organization which can be expected
to employ more than 50 attorneys and addi-
tional supporting personnel.

Sec, 6—sStaff. This sectlon carries forward
the present statutory scheme applicable to
the Legal Ald Agency for the employment
and compensation of staff, The only signifi-
cant change is that the Director would be
authorized to hire staff personnel without
the approval of the Board of Trustees.

Sec, T—Dual Employment Prohibition. The
present prohibition agalnst dual employment
is carried forward in this section.

Sec. 8—Annual Reports. The only signifi-
cant change compared with the Legal Ald
Agency At Is that annual reports would be
due at the end of the fiscal year instead of
at June 1st. The benefit of this change is
that statistics and budget figures would re-
flect the entire fiscal year’'s work and would
conform to statistics prepared by other gov-
ernmental agencies.

Sec. 9—Appropriations. There are no sig-
nificant changes from the present provision
governing the Legal Ald Agency.

Sec. 10—Continuity of Stafl. This section
simply provides for the transition from Le-
gal Ald Agency to Public Defender Service.

Sec. 11—Repealer. The provisions of the
original Legal Aid Agency Act would be re-
pealed.

DistRICT OF COLUMBIA BAIL AGENCY ACT
AMENDMENTS

The amendments to the Distriet of Colum-
bia Ball Agency Act are designed to expand,
improve and increase the responsibilities of
the District of Columbia Ball Agency, These
amendments are not complex and probably
enjoy unanimous endorsement of all con-
cerned parties. Most of them respond to the
findings of the District of Columbia Judicial
Council Committee on Bail and the requests
of the Agency itself.

The proposed legislation does the follow-
ing:

%. Authorizes the Agency to recommend
whether the defendant should be released.*

2. Directs the Agency to:

8. Supervise all persons on non-surety
release

b. Notify all persons of each required
Court appearance

c. Serve as coordinator of third party
custodians

d. Aid in securing employment and other
services for defendants

e, Inform judicial officers of defendant's
failure to comply with conditions

f. Prepare Rule 46(h) lists.

3. Removes the £130,000 limitation on ap-
propriations and increases the salary levels
for Agency employees to levels commen-
surate with their new dutles.

MRS. D. F. BAIN, NASHVILLE, IS
PRESIDENT-ELECT OF THE NA-
TIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION

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

Mr. FULTON of Tennessee, MTr.
Speaker, it is with a great deal of pleas-
ure and personal pride that I bring to the
attention of my colleagues the news that

*The Agency previously was limited to rec-
ommending non-financial conditions of re-
lease.
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Mrs. D. F. Bain, of Nashville, Tenn., has
just been elected president of the Na-
tional Education Association.

It has been my privilege to know Helen
Bain for a number of years and, without
doubt, the delegates to last week’s NEA
Convention at Philadelphia chose wisely
and well when they passed the gavel of
leadership and responsibility to this dedi-
cated schoolteacher, civic worker, com-
munity leader, wife, and mother,

In seeking this very important post,
Mrs. Bain campaigned on a platform
which stressed increased political activ-
ity by teachers at the State and local
level and the need for additional Federal
assistance to education.

Mr. Speaker, Mrs. Bain is a woman
who considers wisely and then acts. It
was my pleasure to watch and assist
over recent years as Helen Bain worked
to make the long dream of retired
teacher apartment complex in Nashville
a reality. Beset by a great adversity and
at times almost inextricably entangled
in bureaucratic redtape she never gave
up even when I feared her cause was all
but hopeless. Today that apartment com-
plex is completed and occupied. It is a
tribute to Mrs. Bain and those who
worked so hard with her.

Mrs. Bain has also been long active
in Nashville’s eivic affairs even though
her job teaching English at Nashville's
Cohn High School and her duties as a
mother and wife occupy the majority
of her time.

She has been able to undertake and
successfuly carryout these demanding
tasks because she is an active hard work-
er. Some wise man once noted that a
lazy person has time for nothing but a
worker has time for everything, The lat-
ter aptly describes Helen Bain.

Mr. Speaker, you will note that earlier
I mentioned Mrs. Bain campaigned, in
part, on a platform stressing greater po-
litical activity on the part of America’s
teachers. Let this be a warning and a
promise to all of my colleagues. Remem-
ber the name of Helen Bain. I warn you
will hear it often in the coming months.
Meanwhile, I promise if you have the
good fortune to meet Mrs. Bain, and I
hope that each of you will, you will find
yourself in the company of one of the
loveliest, most charming and ablest of
southern ladies,

Mr. Speaker, the Nashville Banner in
an editorial entitled “Congratulations,
Mrs. Bain,” and the Nashville Tennes-
sean in an editorial entitled “Teachers
Made a Wise Choice” have commented
favorably of Mrs. Bain's election and I
insert these two editorials in the Recorp
at this point:

CONGRATULATIONS, Mgs. Baiy

Nashville notes with interest the homnor
bestowed on Mrs, Helen Bain in election as
president of the National Education Associa-
tlon—her term In that capacity to begin
next June,

It is an Important assignment, recognizing
stature both as a teacher and in professional
leadership.

A Nashville native, with degrees from Pea-
body College and the University of Michigan,
her classroom career has centered here where
she is an English speech and drama teacher
at Cohn High School, Respected by associates
locally, her esteem by colleagues nationally
speaks for itself.

No phase of the public service 1s closer to
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the home constituency, community by com-
munity everywhere, than the public school
system—the proprietorship of which resides
in taxpayer and patron hands; the faculties
thereof its servants. When these components
work together, in mutual effort and shared
responsibility, there is progress. These are
cordial tles of a relationship best cultivated
by acceptable standards of guldance making
for mutual trust.

The Banner congratulates Mrs. Bain on a
distinguished achlevement. It is an honor to
her city, and to the school she has served
so long as a faculty member.

TEACHERS MADE A WisE CHOICE

Mrs. Helen Bain, a teacher at Nashville's
Cohn High School, has been chosen as presi-
dent-elect of the National Education Asso-
clatlion during the organization’s annual
convention in Philadelphia.

For the next year, Mrs. Bain will work
from a Nashville office, but will travel widely
as a representative of the NEA.

When she assumes the NEA presidency
next June, she will move temporarily to
Washington to act as one of the principal
spokesmen for the nation's teachers.

Mrs. Bain has a record of 22 years as a
classroom teacher. Although she will take a
leave of absence from her English, speech
and drama classes at Cohn, Mrs, Bain has
made it clear that she will return to teaching
when her term is finished.

The NEA made a wise decision in selecting
a dedicated teacher, as well as an articulate
advoecate of quality education, for its highest
office. The selection is an honor not only to
Mrs. Bain, but also to the school system and
community she represents.

VIETNAM AND PEACE

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
the United States and South Vietnam
have taken initiative after initiative for
peace in Vietnam without any matching
response from Hanoi. In fact, one of the
phenomena of the Vietnam war in recent
weeks has been the tendency of some
Americans to discount United States and
South Vietnamese peace initiatives and
to demand additional concessions to
North Vietnam and the Liberation
Front.

It is time, Mr, Speaker, for Americans
to rise in vocal and ardent support of
President Nixon's strategy for peace in
Vietnam.

It is time, Mr. Speaker, for Members
of Congress and all other Americans to
ask as with one voice: What is Hanoi do-
ing to bring about peace in Vietnam?
Where are Hanoi’'s initiatives for peace?

President Nixon has worked diligently
and carefully toward the goal of peace in
Vietnam since assuming office not quite
6 months ago. He has opened the door
to a peaceful settlement of the Vietnam
war. He has been joined by the Saigon
government in stepping through that
door. Only Hanoi and the NLF remain
outside the door of peace, encouraged—I
believe—by those critics in America and
elsewhere who support the Communist
demand for immediate massive unilat-
eral withdrawal of U.S. forces from
South Vietnam.

Let us review what President Nixon
has done to advance the cause of peace
in Vietnam and then ask ourselves
whether these critics are helping to end
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the war by supporting the enemy's un-
bending demands.

Prior to January 20, the United States
halted the bombing of North Vietnam
and agreed to sit down at the conference
table with the National Liberation Front
as well as the Government of North
Vietnam.

We stayed at the peace table and re-
frained from a resumption of the bomb-
ing despite Hanoi's shelling of major
South Vietnamese cities and inhumane
slaughter of defenseless civilians, its re-
peated violations of the demilitarized
zone, and its refusal to deal with the
South Vietnamese Government.

On March 25, President Thieu offered
to meet with the NLF for private talks
without preconditions on a political
settlement.

On May 14, with Thieu's support,
President Nixon put forward an eight-
point plan for peace in South Vietnam.
The President ruled out a military solu-
tion, offered withdrawal of U.S. and
allied forces within 12 months under
international guarantees, and em-
phasized that our only objective was to
secure the right of the South Vietnamese
people to determine their own future
without outside interference.

On June 8, President Nixon announced
the withdrawal of 25,000 U.S. combat
troops and said decisions would be made
later on additional troop withdrawals.

At Midway, both Thieu and President
Nixon declared their willingness to ac-
cept any political result arrived at
through free elections in South Vietnam.

Thieu has now outlined plans for the
holding of free elections under terms
which offer the NLF representation on a
national election planning committee
and places on the ballot. The only condi-
tion is that the NLF end its war against
the Saigon government and renounce
the use of violence.

Mr. Speaker, every American who be-
lieves that aggression should not be re-
warded and that peaceful solution should
be pursued in international disputes
should support attempts to arrange for
fair and impartial elections in South
Vietnam.,

I believe President Thieu is to be com-
mended for advancing his elections plan
and that the American people should
rally behind the strategy for peace being
followed by President Nixon.

It is time the American people and free
peoples throughout the world demand
to know when Hanoi is going to act to
further a peaceful settlement in
Vietnam.

Both President Nixon and President
Thieu have made meaningful moves on
behalf of peace in Vietnam. The burden
now is on Hanoi, and we should let the
world know it.

AMENDING SECTION 235 OF THE
NATIONAL HOUSING ACT

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

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Speaker, I am in-
troducing today a bill to amend section
235 of the National Housing Act to pro-
vide more flexible mortgage limits in or-
der to encourage the development of
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homeownership in high-cost areas for
lower-income families.

All Pederal housing assistance pro-
grams impose maximum limits on total
dwelling development costs to insure
that only modestly priced housing is
built under these programs. These maxi-
mum limits vary according to program—
public housing, 221(d) (3), 236, and 235—
and from area to area. Each program
recognizes that higher development cost
limits must be allowed in high-cost areas
where land and labor costs are higher.

Generally speaking, the allowances for
high-cost areas provided by statute for
public housing and FHA multifamily
programs, such as 221(d) (3) and 236, are
realistic and adequate. This is not the
case for the new 235 homeownership
program. As a result there are strong in-
dications that the 235 program will not
prove to be economically feasible in
many high-cost metropolitan areas—
such as New York City, Chicago, or
Washington, D.C.—which have some of
the most severe housing problems in the
Nation.

Secretary Romney of the Department
of Housing and Urban Development, in
testimony before the House Banking
and Currency Committee’s Subcommittee
on Housing on June 12, 1969, acknowl-
edged that the limitations in sectior 235
have, in fact, hampered efforts at con-
struction of low-cost housing in high-
cost metropolitan areas:

The statutory mortage limits (expressed
in terms of maximum dollars per unit) for
the Section 235 homeownership program have
made it difficult to achieve new construction
in many of the larger metropolitan areas . . .
especially in the Northeast. It is entirely pos-
sible that the high-cost area adjustments for
this program may prove to be inadequate
in practice.

* .

The Department is concerned that ...
fized dellar limits both fail to recognize geo-
graphic cost variations and lag behind rising
construction (emphasis added).

The basic statutory development cost
limit—technically it is the limit on the
amount of the mortage—under the sec-
tion 235 program is $15,000. The limit
can be increased to $17,500 for high-cost
areas.

The inadequacy of this statutory
scheme to meet the requirements of rap-
idly escalating construction costs in ma-
jor high-cost areas is well documented.
In Claremont, Calif., where the National
Association of Home Builders has been
conducting an experimental cost study,
the cost of constructing a low-cost,
single-family structure has increased 31.5
percent from January 1968 to April 1969.
The major items which contributed to
the cost increase were lumber, up 200
percent; cement driveway, up 67 percent;
roof wood, up 53 percent; doors, up 43
percent; frames and jambs, up 40 per-
cent; and electrical, up 39 percent. In
absolute dollar figures the cost of con-
structing a low-cost, single-family strue-
ture rose from $13,586 to $17,859 during
this period. Thus a builder would lose
$359 if he constructed a section 235 house
in Claremont today—assuming that there
were no cost increases in the interim.

Nationally, rising costs have caused a
sharp decrease in the number of low-
cost housing starts in recent years. In

* - L]
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1965, 54 percent of all new starts were
for houses costing less than $20,000. By
1968, this figure had dropped to 26 per-
cent and the estimate for 1969 is 27 per-
cent. Further, the decline in housing
starts for housing costing less than
$15,000 is even more dramatic. In 1965,
such housing represented 16 percent of
all starts, but the estimate for 1969 is
only 5.2 percent.

At the end of 1968, census data re-
vealed that only 11 percent of new
houses sold in the West and the North-
east were priced at under $17,500—the
cost limit under section 235—and in
north-central United States only 8 per-
cent. The problem is particularly acute
near the center of major metropolitan
areas where high land and labor costs
make building under the statutory max-
imum cost limits in section 235 unfeasi-
ble. A FHA survey early this year in the
Washington, D.C., area uncovered no
new single-family houses on the market
with sales prices under $17,500. Thus in
the very areas in which this program is
most needed, the housing industry is least
able to meet the challenge.

The above facts document the need
for prompt action to maintain the integ-
rity of the section 235 program in high
cost metropolitan areas. The section
221(d) (3) and 236 programs permit de-
velopment costs of up to 45 percent
higher than their basic cost limits in high
cost areas. The proposed amendment,
which adopts the language of sections
221(d) (3) and 236, would apply the 45-
percent formula for high cost areas that
is used under these two sections to the
235 program.

Such an amendment to section 235 at
this time is crucial, for there is every
reason to believe that costs will continue
to rise. Lumber products have undergone
an unprecedented price rise in the last 2
years, prompting congressional hearings
and administrative action, Land and
labor costs have been consistently going
up and, of course, we are all aware of the
unprecedented increases in financing
charges.

Recent statistics from the Department
of Housing and Urban Development in-
dicate that the statutory maximums have
limited activity under the section 235 pro-
gram in New York and in other compara-
ble high cost areas throughout the United
States. William B. Ross, Acting Assistant
Secretary-Commissioner, Federal Hous-
ing Administration, noted:

In New York City there has been abso-
lutely no activity under the Section 235 pro-
gram, , . . Our experience in other major cities
is very similar. Assistance has been requested
for only 181 units in Chicago; 250 units in
Detroit; 73 units in Los Angeles and there
have been no requests for assistance in the
cities of San Francisco and Boston.

When we consider the activity this pro-
gram has engendered throughout the nation
and the backlog of requests for assistance
amounting to over 60,000 units which we
have not been able to fund, we can better
judge the impact of the cost limits in the
h.lgh cost areas.

Mr. Speaker, this increase in the stat-
utory cost limitations in high cost areas
in the section 235 homeownership pro-
gram has been endorsed by several major
groups. These include the National Hous-
ing Conference, the National Association
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of Home Builders, and the Council of
Housing Producers. Also before the
Banking and Currency Committee’s Sub-
committee on Housing on June 12, 1969,
Mr, Richard M. Wasserman, testifying
on behalf of the Urban Coalition Action
Council, stated:

The construction cost limits for both- FHA
moderate-income and public housing pro-
grams should be amended to keep abreast
of rising construction costs. ... For ex-
ample, the maximum mortgage limit (which
is in effect the cost limit) for the 235 pro-
gram is $17,500, for most units in high-cost
areas. Given the rapid inflatlon in land
prices, interest discounts, and construction
costs, this limit is already obsolete in high
rent building areas throughout the na-
tion, . . .

Because of the continual rise in construc-
tions costs, Congress should legislate a stat-
utory construction cost ceiling sufficient to
allow wide administrative flexibility under it
to cover a variety of cost conditions in dif-
ferent areas of the couniry. And Congress
should provide a regular statutory procedure
for updating the consiruction cost ceiling.
(Emphasis in the original.)

Mr. Speaker, I cannot stress too
strongly the importance of enactment of
this measure if we are to continue our
commitment to building low-cost hous-
ing in the high-cost areas. If this
amendment is passed, builders con-
cerned about meeting cost limits will be
just as likely to build sales units as they
would rental units in most of our metro-
politan areas. The end result will be to
fully effectuate the purpose of the 235
program, which is now in serious trou-
ble in those metropolitan areas of the
country.

MEMBERS OF CONGRESS SHOULD
MAKE THEIR FEDERAL INCOME
TAX RETURNS PUBLIC

(Mr. WALDIE asked and was given
permission to address the House for I
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr, WALDIE. Mr. Speaker, I am today
introducing legislation requiring candi-
dates for and Members of Congress to
fille their Federal income tax returns
yearly for public examination.

There has been an increasing erosion
of public confidence in the ethics of the
elected officials of this Nation.

Disclosure of all income sources will
do much, in my opinion, to restore that
confidence.

I have voluntarily filed my Federal
income tax return heretofore with the
House Ethics Committee, and it is avail-
able for public inspection.

APOLLO 11

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

Mr, KOCH. Mr. Speaker, I read today
in the Washington Post for the first time
that my name will appear among the
names of those imprinted on a silicone
disc to be left upon the moon by our
Apollo 11 astronauts. As a freshman
member of the Science and Astronauties
Committee having jurisdiction over the
space program, it should be readily ap-
parent that I had nothing to do with
the development of Apollo 11 or in any
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way contributed to the historic moon-
shot. While I am deeply honored, had I
been asked I would have declined the
honor as being undeserved.

The sands of the moon, if sands they
be, will ultimately cover that silicon dise.
What will be remembered for ages to
come are the extraordinary feats of the
astronauts who are making this flight
and those who preceded them. With all
of my fellow citizens I look forward to
the launching of Apollo 11 and pray for
the safe return of our astronauts.

AMERICANS SHOULD FLY OLD
GLORY DURING APOLLO 11 MIS-
SION

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

Mr. CLARK. Mr. Speaker, I have in-
troduced a resolution in the House this
week asking the American people to pay
tribute to the Apollo 11 mission by dis-
playing the flag of the United States
from Wednesday, July 16, 1969, until the
close of the day on which the mission re-
turns to earth.

What is occurring is clearly a land-
mark event in human history. But more
than that, it is an unparalleled tribute
to the ability of this free society to get
things done. Francis Scott Key saw the
waving Stars and Stripes through the
smoke and flying cannonballs of the War
of 1812, and I just think it might be a
source of inspiration and pride to our
three Astronauts to know, as they hurtle
through space and look back through
clouds and other flying satellites, that
their flag is still there.

If each American would raise his flag
in tribute to these courageous men, and
then say a quiet prayer for their suc-
cessful return, then their final splash-
down can be a moment of new glory for
Old Glory.

CONGRESSMAN ECKHARDT SPEAKS
OUT ON TAX REFORM

(Mr. VANIK asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, last Friday
morning, it was my privilege to appear
before the Senate Finance Committee in
consideration of H.R. 12290 and related
tax reform proposals.

Immediately after my presentation
and interrogation by several members of
the committee I was followed by the
Honorable Boe EckHARDT, Represents-
tive from the Eighth District of Texss,
who very carefully outlined the case
against the special treatment of oil and
gas pipelines which was initiated before
the House Ways and Means Committee
in the closing hours of its deliberations
by the distinguished gentleman from
Texas, the Honorable GEOrRGE BUSH.

Mr. EckHarDpT in his analysis of the
evils of this section discussed in careful
and documented detail the precise way
in which this industry was given special
tax treatment to the detriment of the
taxpayers of America.

I commend careful reading of this
statement before further action is taken
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on this legislation in conference. The
splendid statement by Mr, ECKHARDT is
as follows:

STATEMENT BY CONGRESSMAN BOB ECKHARDT
SUMMARY
A. Outline of statement

I. Opposition to the surtax on general
grounds:

(a) Review of past opposition: offsetting
of the effects of the surtax by rising war
expenditures—fear of more of the same

(b) In full agreement with the Senate
as to need for tax reform

II. Opposition to the surtax respecting ex-
emption:

{(a) Explanation of the loophole in the
House-passed blll that allows the gas pipe-
line industry an unnecessary and unjust ex-
emption from the April 18 deadline for repeal
of the 7% Investment tax credit

(b) Because the government allows this
industry a guaranteed rate of profit, invest-
ment tax credit not warranted in the first
place

III. Need for responsible, effective alter-
natives:

(a) Extension of the withholding rates
without an extension of the actual tax

(b) Tax reform

(c) Excess profits tax

(d) Taxation of “excess interest”

B, Specific recommendations

I. Continue the higher withholding rates.
The economic restraining effects not lessened
and the pressure for tax reform continues
unabated. Should the economy turn down-
ward, Congress could lower withholding
rates to their normal level and permit re-
funds; otherwise, institute the surtax ret-
roactively.

II. Reinstate an excess profits tax. This
would shift the burden from the poor and
middle income groups to those benefiting
most from the conflict in Southeast Asia.

III. Institute “excess interest" tax analo-
gous to excess profits tax. Revenues generated
by this tax could be used to subsidize home
mortgages and municipal bond markets.

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee,
I appreciate this opportunity to come before
you on perhaps the most pressing and urgent
problem facing our Nation today. No one can
argue with the fact that we are in the midst
of rampant inflatlon and that we are ex-
periencing some of the tightest money condi-
tions In United States' history, The appropri-
ate question that we should be consldering
is not whether economiec restraint is needed—
no responsible legislator or competent econ-
omist could doubt that fact—but rather,
what form this economic restraint should
take,

I voted against the 109 surtax extension,
just as I voted against its original adoption
last year. I shall state briefly why I oppose
this particular form of economic restraint,
the defects that appear in the House-passed
bill, and my recommendations for respon-
sible and effective alternatives to the surtax.

I

I opposed the imposition of this tax in
1968 because I did not feel that it would sue-
ceed in halting inflation. This is not to say
that I have no faith in what is popularly
referred to as the “new’” economics; on the
contrary I believe very strongly in the efficacy
of fiscal and monetary policy. But these
policies can only succeed if they are not sub-
jected to other government operations whose
economic effects are In the direct opposite
direction. I am referring, of course, to the
expansionary and inflationary effects of ihe
continued high spending on the war in Viet-
nam. This is how I made my case against the
surtax last year and I see little reason to ex-
pect the situation to be any different this
year. If our people are taxed—in the guise of
fiscal constraint—when any meaningful] dis-
inflationary effects are negated by war ex-
penditures, the effect is only to add the tax
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burden to the burdens of high Interest and
high prices.

Also, I wish to add my voice to the many
urging that we not continue the surtax
without adding meaningful tax reform. The
surcharge i1s a tax on a tax, and, if one
manages to avold paying any taxes, he auto-
matically escapes the surcharge. How can
we, with a straight face, tell income earners
and honest sharers of the tax burden that
they must bear the burdens of fiscal re-
straint when many people with largely ex-
empt incomes, capable of making many ex-
travagant purchases, are not forced to curb
their spending or fairly share the burden?
I am heartened by the sentiment in the
Senate for closing the many nefarious tax
loopholes before final approval is given for
extension of the surtax.

o

Now, I would llke to point out to the
members of the Committee a very serious
inequity in the House bill that passed on
June 30.

As you know, one very important provision
of the bill was the repeal of the 7% invest-
ment tax credit. Let me first say that I am
very much in favor of this action for it has
been effectively demonstrated that the in-
vestment credit is the primary contributor
to the Inflationary expansion of investment
demand.

The bill sets the repeal date as of April
18, 1969 but quite correctly makes provision
for construction begun, and binding con-
tracts -in effect, on or before that date. The
general rule is that pre-termination prop-
erty, l.e, property eligible to recelve the in-
vestment tax credit, includes “any property

(that) is constructed, reconstructed,
erected, or acquired pursuant to a contract
which was, on April 18, 1969, and at all times
thereafter, binding on the taxpayer.” If such
facts do not prevail, action taken after
April 18 does not accrue an investment credit.

But among the exceptions is this one:

“Where, in order to perform a binding
contract . . . in effect on April 18, 1969, (i)
the taxpayer is required to . . . acquire prop-
erty specified in any order of a federal regu-
latory agency for which application was filed
before April 19, 1969, (ii) the property is
to be used to transport one or more products
under such contract . . . and (iii) one or more
parties to the contract . .. are required to take
or to provide more than 509 of the products
to be transported over a substantial portion
of the expected useful life of the property,
then such property shall be pre-termination
property.”

This is the section (Section 4a) of the bill
that I have strong objection to.

The report accompanying H.R. 12290 ex-
plains this seemingly harmless exception to
the general rule defining pre-termination
property.

“An example of the type of case covered
by this provision would be a situation where
A company has entered into a binding con-
tract to transport fuel through a pipeline for
another party who will provide more than 50
percent of the fuel to be transported over a
substantial portion of the estimated useful
life of the pipeline. The provision would be
applicable in this case, however, only if the
company had filed prior to April 19, 1969, its
application with the Federal regulatory
agency for an order permitting it to con-
truct the pipeline.”

In sum, this provision is presented as one
Justly extending the deadline for those com-
panies entering into contracts for which
necessary Federal agency certification is not
received by April 18. The major beneficlary
of this exemption would be the gas pipeline
industry. One of their chief supporters in
the House, a Texas colleague, stated: *
they should not be denied the benefit of the
credit because some Federal agency is sitting
aside and refusing to act.”

This is a dangerous, unnecessary and in-
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equitable provision, and explanation of it on
the floor of the House was misleading.

The implication in floor debate was that
a contract for purchase of capital goods
which is binding as between seller and pur-
chaser contingent only upon FPC approval
constituted the exception that would qualify.

Thus, Mr. Bush, with whom the amend-
ment originated in the committee, in an-
swer to my question, said:

“The contract spells out the equipment re-
quired and if these people have a bona fide
contract, they should not be denied the ben-
efit of the credit.”

Mr, Boggs, who carried the bill on the
floor, equated the provision to the ordinary
contract for purchase of capital goods in the
following language:

“The contract has been entered into and
qualifies as a binding contract. If you were
to build a plant . . . and no equipment has
been installed, but they have simply entered
into a contract, a binding contract, prior to
April 19, that equipment is eligible for the
full 7 percent.”

I had previously been told by an Under
Secretary of the Treasury that such was all
that the amendment did. In candor, Mr,
Boggs did at another point explain the
amendment accurately. I do not attribute
to anyone an intention to mislead, but the
matter is technical and complex and needs
clarification, both as to its provisions and its
justification.

In fact, the contracts in question are not
contracts to acquire property but are rather
contracts to supply gas. These contracts are
not binding without a certificate of approval
from the Federal Power Commission, and it
is in these certificates that the only require-
ment of deslgnation of the capital goods to
be acquired is made. In order for a gas pipe-
line company to obtain approval for an ex-
tension of service it must file an application
with the Federal Power Commission within
which it must include, among other things,
an analysis of the equipment needed to ful-
fill the contract. This Includes a detailed
estimate of total capital cost of the pro-
posed facilities for which application is
made.

But, unlike the case of other pre-termina-
tion contracts, the contracts here are not
binding without the certificate of approval;
and hence the companies involved are not
likely to be injured by the withdrawal of
the investment tax credit. The FPC will al-
low a gas pipeline company to withdraw its
application for an extension of service if the
company can show just cause. Just cause
might well include a reduction in the prof-
itability of the contract. Presumably a loss
of the investment tax credit would indicate
lower profits.

This is a means of escape from a contract
which would not be as profitable as antici-
pated. But there is another even surer safe-
guard against an improvident contract (in
anticipation of Investment credit) which
might actually result in a loss.

As a public utility, the gas pipeline indus-
try has its rates regulated by the govern-
ment, and these rates are set so as to give the
company a reasonable rate of profit on its
investment. If the rate of profit is set, the
company cannot possibly be stuck with an
unprofitable venture. True, it may not gener-
ate an Investment credit, which is ““cream” on
top of profit, but it may be presumed that the
utility would have expanded its market for
the sake of profit alone. It did not act to its
detriment envisioning, improvidently, an in-
vestment credit.

Obviously there is, and was, plenty of in-
ducement to improve an increase plant for
gas pipelines without any investment tax
credit. Even before the 7% investment tax
credit provision was enacted, net gas utility
plant for the entire Nation had grown from
about 86 billlon to about $8 billlon from
1957 through 1961. After the enactment of
the investment tax credit, through the next
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six years, net gas utility plant grew at
about the same amount, from about $8 bil-
lion to about $10 billion, It is apparent from
these figures that the investment tax credit
was not needed to encourage investment
in plant and it apparently did not affect
such investment.

Actually, the gas pipeline industry has
grown at a rate at least comparable to the
other utilities which received only 3% in-
vestment tax credit. There is no apparent

‘reason why the pipelines were favored, but

in the Revenue Act of 1964 Congress favored
them again by eliminating any authority on
the part of the Federal Power Commission to
use the investment tax credit without the
consent of the company involved in deter-
mining its cost of service. The tax savings
from the investment tax credit could thus
be used by the companies for reinvestment
or dividends without regard to their rate of
return.

From 1962 through 1967 the interstate
natural gas pipeline companies generated
$206,124,000 in investment tax credits. Of
this amount, they utilized and retained $247,~
106,000, (Statistics of Interstate Natural Gas
Pipeline Companies, 1967, Federal Power
Commission, p. ix.)

Now the gas transmission companies are
again asking for special treatment, as if they
needed special relief. Are they weak? Are they
an industry with a declining growth pat-
tern? Quite on the contrary, the industry
has grown by one third in the last five years.
In 1962, natural gas utility sales were 100.81
billion therms and in 1967 they were 133.42
billion therms. (See 1968 “Gas Facts” of
American Gas Assoclation.)

It is just not possible to put an exact dol-
lar value on this special provision in the
surtax and investment credit bill as to how
much 1t benefits gas pipelines. But it clearly
would defer the cutoff date for withdrawing
the investment tax credit. As I have pointed
out, they never needed it or deserved it in
the first place; and, at more than twice the
figure granted other utilities, it was nothing
but a windfall for the stockholders—not the
consumers.

The windfall was at an average of about
$50 million a year. Typlcally, in past years,
the highest number of rate applications by
the gas pipelines have been in the winter
months. In the winter of 1967 and 1968 ap-
proximately as many permits were flled as
during the entire remainder of the year. This
was not exactly the situation in the FPC
fiscal year 1968-69. In that year over T0%
of the applications had been filed by Jan-
uary 1.

I am frank to say, I cannot tell the sig-
nificance of the timing of the applications
other than to say an adroit timing of ap-
plications well in advance of actual equip-
ment purchases could keep the 7% invest-
ment credit going for a considerable time. If
this extended time be 6 months, the special
treatment in this law is worth $25 million in
investment credits generated to the gas pipe-
lines.

I served for a good number of years in a
legislative body which was very sympathetic
with gas pipeline companies, and I have had
the experience of their long arm reaching
right into a conference committee of the
Texas Legislature to render a tax unconstitu-
tional. I thought I had escaped this tamper-
ing when I came to Congress, but I under-
estimated their reach.

m

Because I do not believe the surtax to be
a fair way to halt inflation, or even a feasible
way if present spending patterns continue,
and also because the bill contains several
guestionable clauses, I voted against it in the
House on June 30. But it would be quite ir-
responsible to oppose the surtax and leave
it at that. As I sald at the opening of this
statement, we are facing an inflationary
spiral affecting prices, wages, and interest
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rates, Some viable alternative to the 10%
surcharge must be suggested.

The Senate and House have voted to con-
tinue the withholding rates, as if the surtax
were still in effect, as a temporary fiscal meas~
ure. This in itself 1s a logical and prac-
tical alternative to the President’s fiscal
package. It would preserve and continue
the economic restraining effects of the sur-
charge while allowing time for further con-
sideration of its need.

We should simply continue such withhold-
ing while we hammer out tax reform,

The benefits of following this course are
several:

1. We would be able to avoid legislating
on such an important matter under the
pressure of a deadline.

2. Many economists are convinced that
we will be in the throes of a dangerous
economic slowdown in the first quarter of
1970. If the Congress took no action other
than to extend the withholding rate, the
economy would be rejuvenated by a great
influx of spending money to the public at
the time of its greatest need, le., at tax
refund time. If inflation is controlled or re-
versed, Congress would simply pass legisla-
tion lowering the withholding rate to its
normal level.

3. The Congress, without engaging In a
blind guess, would then be able to decide
if the surtax was or was not needed. Con-
gress i1s pretty good at “hindsight,” and it
could apply it then. If the infilation con-
tinued unabated the surtax could be enacted
retroactively while none of the necessary
economic effects would be lost in the interim.
Retroactivity would not hurt the normal tax-
payer because he would have pald his taxes
by the previous withholding.

4, Tax reform minded Representatives
would have the leverage that they have so
long sought in this area. We would be able
to put the heat on the President to push for
tax reforms without risking the dangers of
too early relaxation of fiscal restraint.

5. Also, Congress would retain a real
budget control. We could be satisfled that
the cuts that are made by the administra-
tion forces are not made in the programs
most vital to cities and to the poor. Like-
wise, that some reductions are made in areas
of extravagance like some military boondog=
gles. With the surtax question impending
after the budget cuts, Congress would have
potent bargaining strength.

As another alternative, either independent
of or in combination with the extenslon of
the withholding rates, I would propose the
institution of an excess profits tax. This
worked successfully during the second World
War and during the Korean War, It is un-
fair for most to suffer increased war-time
burdens while others enjoy increased war-
time profits. I fully concur with the efforts
of Senator McGovern in this area.

One of the more serious manifestations of
the inflatlon we are experiencing are the ex-
tremely high interest rates. I fully compre-
hend the meaning of the market and how
unwise it 1s to tamper with the market
mechanism. There can be no doubt that the
high money rates are a manifestation of
market pressures and cannot be condemned
sweepingly as an explicit effort by the bank-
ing industry to ralse its profits. I would not
support legislating a ceillng on interest
rates—I feel that that would only serve to
disrupt what is an orderly, but very tight
market.

What I would propose is that the Con-
gress pass a tax on excess interest rates, as
on excess profits. Such would drain off the
excess income engendered by the tight mon-
ey market, just as excess profits from the
inflationary war stimulus is drained off by
an excess profits tax.

I am not criticizing the banks for the re-
cent increases in the prime interest rates.
They are simply reacting to the huge loan
pressure and the constricted supply of
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money. I am willing to accept the fact that
the huge growth in bank earnings—largely
due to the higher rates charged on loans—
is incidental. But, just as I feel that it is
unfair for corporations to earn extraordi-
nary profits from the war, I feel that it is
unfair for the banks to retain a fortuitous,
incidental benefit from inflation, Unlike
other industries, the costs of doing banking
business during inflation does not rise as
rapidly, or more rapidly, than revenues. As
the price they charge for money goes up,
so must their profits. Recent bank state-
ments of earnings confirm this. Note the fol-
lowing table showing net operating earn-
ings of seven great New York banks in the
second quarter of 1969 as compared to the
second gquarter of 1968. The increases are
largely due to an advance in prime interest
rate from 6-614% in 1968 to 7-T14% In
1969, and, of course, accompanying increases
in all interest rates, On June 9, 1969, the
prime rate has further increased to 812%
which will undoubtedly be reflected in even
greater earnings in the third quarter.

Net earnings
Percent

1969  increase
(7-713% in

(6-61% :
percent)!  earnings

Bank perceni)*

Manufacturers Hanover Corp.
Charter New York i
J. P. Morgan & Co.

Chemical New York

Chase Manhattan_ .

First National Gity__.
Bankers Trust__.______.....

1 Prime interest rate.
Source: New York Times, July 7 and 9, 1969,

If, as the banks say, they must raise their
interest rates in order to ration their loan-
able funds, there would be no hindrance.
An additional benefit could be gained by
using the revenues generated by this excess
interest tax to subsidize home mortgages and
interest on municipal and state bonds.

Perhaps an example of how this tax would
work would help to clarify my proposal. In
order to allow for normal growth in the
demand for money and to make sure that this
tax would only be effective in times of very
high interest rates, let us take as our base
the 8% prime interest rate. Then any loan
for more than $10,000 at a rate of over 8%
would be subject to the tax,

Using this as the base for our interest tax,
a possible levy could be 1.0% for every 0.1%
increase in the rate of interest over 8%.
Thus, a 10,000 loan at the current 8% % prime
interest rate would bring in $850.00 per an-
num in interest which would be taxed $42.50
(6% of $850.00). The bank would earn
$807.50, just a little more than it would have
earned at the lower 8% rate. The following
table demonstrates how this tax would work
over a range of interest rates (assuming a
loan of $10,000) :

~ Total
interest
payment

Rate
of tax
(percent)

Bank
earnings

Interest rate

(percent) Tax

0
$42. 50
90, 00
142, 50
200, 00
262, 50

0

5.0
0.0
5.0
0.0
5.0

As you see, the interest earnings cease to
grow after a certain point while government
revenues from the tax rise rapidly. There
would be no profit incentive for the banks
to raise their rates although there would be
nothing to prevent them from doing so if the
pressures of the market made such ralses ex-
pedient. Meanwhile, the revenues raised by
the tax could be reserved for home mortgage
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subsidies and interest subsidies for states and
municipalities on their bond issues.

We cannot in good conscience abandon
the fight against inflation. This does not
mean, however, that the Congress must pas-
sively accept whatever proposals the admin-
istration brings forth in the battle. I strongly
believe that a combination of extended with-
holding rates, an excess profits tax, and an
excess interest tax could most effectively
curb inflation and high interest rates and,
at the same time, pass the burden over from
the least able to pay to the most able.

IF HANOI DOES NOT COOPERATE IN
THE PEACE NEGOTIATIONS WE
SHOULD SERIOUSLY CONSIDER
RESUMING THE BOMBING

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

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, the dis-
tinguished minority leader (Mr. GERALD
R. Forp), has quite properly given us the
record of many efforts being made by
President Nixon to bring the war in Viet-
nam to a quick and honorable end and to
bring our boys back. Certainly the Presi-
dent has been most generous in his offers
for peace, and so has President Thieu, as
well as the people of South Vietnam.
I believe the recitation of facts as pre-
sented by the distinguished minority
leader ought to be presented to this
House, but I believe the House ought to
also see the answer of the North Viet-
namese.

In Paris today Mrs. Binh, the prin-
cipal spokesman for the Communist
negotiators, reached the height of ar-
rogance in rejecting the proposal by
President Thieu, when she said:

Nixon has no other choice. He is choking
and has to give way. We are capable of con-
tinuing the struggle as long as necessary—
5, 10, or 20 years if need be.

Ho Chi Minh not too long ago said
that Americans do not like a long war,
and he is going to make this a long war,
and win it.

So, Mr. Speaker, there is great merit
in the proposal being circulated in Sai-
gon today that if indeed the Commu-
nists do not start negotiating in good
faith pretty soon, we ought to serious-
ly consider terminating those negotia-
tions. We have lost 16,000 American boys
since the peace talks began, and if the
present casualty rate continues it will
not be long before more American boys
will be killed on the field of battle since
the peace talks began than our total
casualties from 1961 until the bombing
halt.

I believe there is merit to the pro-
posal being circulated in some military
quarters that we could withdraw 200,-
000 American troops from combat in
Vietnam and not have to replace them if
indeed we resumed the bombing in North
Vietnam.

I believe such a move would placate
American discontent with the war and
still serve notice on Hanoi that the
American withdrawal of troops does not
mean a victory for the Communists. It
would mean that if the Communists re-
fuse to cooperate in the peace talks, they
are in for a long bombing seige from
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American bombers even after American
combat troops have been withdrawn
from Vietnam.

May I remind this House that South
Vietnam'’s President Thieu stated recent-
ly his South Vietnamese army can con-
tinue the battle against the Communists
if we leave them our Air Force for sup-
port. South Vietnam has an excellent
army of 1 million soldiers to protect their
homeland. By resuming the bombing, we
would force Hanoi to withdraw some
400,000 Communist troops back to North
Vietnam. These troops were released for
duty in South Vietnam when we ended
the bombing.

One has a right to ask: “Why should
the Communists negotiate when there is
no pressure on them to do so?"”

Ho Chi Minh can say he will make
this a long war because there is no pres-
sure on him. He has nothing to lose.
There is no bombing of North Vietnam.
It is our American boys who are being
slaughtered. We are the ones who are
going to have to send 545,000 replace-
ments to Vietnam this year.

We talk about troop withdrawal and
we give a big hoorah about the fact that
25,000 American boys are returned, but
we totally obscure the fact that we have
sent into battle in South Vietnam this
year 545,000 replacements. It is no con-
solation to the mothers and to the par-
ents and to the boys themselves who are
leaving for Vietnam.

So it seems to me the right thing for
this administration and this President
to do is to serve notice on the Commu-
nists that there must be a cease-fire in
Vietnam by August 1.

If there is no meaningful cease-fire and
if the slaughter does not end by August
1, we should seriously consider resuming
the bombing.

President Nixon said in his message
that if this needless suffering continues,
he will have to reappraise America's
position.

I think Mr. Nixon has been most gen-
erous in his efforts to find some way of
resolving this conflict. Yet, every single
one of his efforts has been met with the
height of arrogance on the part of the
Communists.

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

PITY THE PASSENGER

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

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, the un-
certain prospects for the future of Con-
necticut’s rail passenger service have
created apprehension among many citi-
zens in the State.

On February 5, 1969, approximately 1
month after the Penn Central Railroad
assumed control of the New Haven
Railroad’s operations, I wrote the vice
president in charge of Penn Central’s
New England operations and requested
detailed information about the corpora-
tion’s plans for future service in the
State of Connecticut. A major factor
motivating my concern and hence my
query was the despair, bitterness, and
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anxiety expressed by my constituents re-
garding the future of passenger rail serv-
ice in Connecticut. Underlying this mood
was the fear that the railroad, in the in-
terest of high profits, would inexorably
reduce to the barest minimum its rail
passenger obligations. Under the label or
guise of “restructuring,” it was alleged,
the Penn Central would raise fares, cut
back passenger runs, and scrimp on
maintenance of passenger facilities. In
the end, the Penn Central would free
itself of the burden of shouldering the
New Haven’s passenger service.

I am sorry to say that at this point in
time, protestations by corporate man-
agement to the contrary, the scenario
envisioned by the intimidated railroad
commuter is being fulfilled. Discontinu-
ances have been carried out for a sub-
stantial percentage of the passenger
service which formerly operated between
Boston and New York. The purported
panacea of turbotrain service—put for-
ward as partial justification for the dis-
continuances—has offered no real im-
provement in the service into New York
City. One turbotrain per day—and espe-
cially one that operates with fitful reg-
ularity and at unimpressive speeds—is
scarcely an adequate vehicle to measure
potential consumer demand for modern-
ized rail passenger service in the north-
east corridor.

As for rates, the Penn Central has
filed fare revision proposals now with
the Interstate Commerce Commission,
the New York Public Service Commis-
sion, and the Connecticut Public Utili-
ties Commission. This package of fare
revisions will affect all Connecticut and
New York patrons utilizing the facili-
ties of the former New Haven Railroad
to reach New York City. Under the rail-
road’s proposal, 30-day commutation
tickets would be only slightly reduced,
while the price of 10-trip tickets would
be nearly doubled and the single round-
trip ticket to New York City would be
hiked by approximately 10 percent. These
proposals come only a short period after
the elimination of the popular 2-day
return trip ticket between Connecticut
stations and New York City.

The Trumbull Times of Trumbull,
Conn., notes that these most recent fare
revision proposals offer an insignificant
sop to the “well-organized and highly
vocal” daily railroad commuter group.
However, this very marginal reduction in
the 30-day commutation fares is to be
accompanied or paid for by stiff increases
in the fares which the less well orga-
nized and, as the Trumbull Times puts it,
“hard working, lower income -citizens”
must pay to use the railroad for anything
less than daily commutation trips into
New York City.

This aspect of the latest fare revision,
so ably presented by the Times editorial,
is but another unhappy development in
the declining fortunes of rail passenger
service under the auspices of the Penn
Central Railroad. The article from the
Trumbull Times follows:

SoAxING THE Poor

The Penn Central, the richly endowed suc-
cessor to the much maligned New Haven
Railroad, is demonstrating its mastery in the

field of public relations. It has proposed to
the regulatory commissions a reduction in
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monthly commutation tickets in exchange
for permission to raise the price of single
ride fares. This will have the overall effect
of increasing railroad revenue by at least
three per cent.

By this strategy, Penn Central hopes to
eliminate opposition to its proposal from the
well organized and highly vocal commuters.
The railroad is hoping that the single ride
patrons lack the political muscle to make
their opposition felt.

Penn Central has fared magnificentally,
no pun intended, at the expense of their
single fare patrons. One of its first steps on
Feb. 1, shortly after taking over the railroad,
was the elimination of the two-day excursion
ticket that offered a round trip from Bridge-
port to New York for $3.51. These gave the
occasional rider no alternative but two single
fare tickets at $2.96 each, totaling $5.92 or a
69 per cent increase.

Now, less than six months later, the Penn
Central is asking for an additional 10 per
cent increase so that a round trip ticket to
New York would cost $6.50, more than two
and a half times the commuter price.

It is essential that the Connecticut Public
Utilitles Commission and the Interstate
Commerce Commission understand exactly
what sector of the public is affected by the
Penn Central proposal. Visit the rallroad
station over the weekend and see some of our
hard working, lower income citizens paying
the increased fares because they still want to
visit relatives in the Bronx or Harlem or see
some of our financially-pinched college stu-
dents home for the weekend or see the budget
minded father paying the higher tariff be-
cause he promised his children an outing in
New York.

To add insult to injury, the Penn Central
with all its affluence has done absolutely
nothing to improve washroom facilities. They
have the colossal gall to charge 10 cents just
to enter washrooms which are deplorable,
unsanitary and unsightly.

It is high time the regulating agencies,
with pressure from our elected representa-
tives, took concrete steps to protect the pub-
lic. For a starter, we suggest they reject this
latest Penn Central proposal to “soak the
poor” and insist upon real physical improve-
ments before entertainlng any new proposals.

LEGISLATION TO IMPROVE QUAL-
ITY OF JUSTICE IN LITIGATION
OF ANTITRUST CASES

(Mr. McCULLOCH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. McCULLOCH, Mr, Speaker, I in-
troduced legislation yesterday to improve
the quality of justice in litigation of anti-
trust cases. Joining me in cosponsoring
this most important legislation were: the
distinguished minority leader, Mr. GEr-
ALD R. Forp, the chairman of the House
Republican conference, Mr. ANDERSON,
11 of my fellow Republican members of
the Judiciary Committee, and two of my
Republican colleagues from Ohio.

The legislation would amend the Ex-
pediting Act which was passed in 1903.
The 66-year-old laws governing the trial
and appeal of antitrust cases are no
longer suited to modern practice. They
must be updated. -

Under present law—15 U.S.C., section
29, 32 Stat. 823—every civil antitrust
case in which the United States is com-
plainant, whether important or not, may
be appealed only to the Supreme Court
of the United States. When this act was
passed, such direct review was justified.
The Sherman Act was new and many
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fundamental questions regarding its im-
plications needed immediate clarifica-
tion by the Supreme Court.

The reasons for enacting the Expedit-
ing Act of 1903 have long since van-
ished. At that time, antitrust law was an
uncharted sea. The courts of appeals
were then newly created and unproven.
Since guidelines had to be established,
it was reasonable to direct all appeals to
the ultimate and proven tribunal, the
Supreme Court.

However, 66 years later, the guidelines
have been written. The courts of appeals
are well recognized as competent tri-
bunals and can provide a thorough re-
view which will focus the issues to be
decided by the Supreme Court. Thus, in
all but the most important antitrust
cases, direct appeal to the Supreme Court
is not only unnecessary but burdensome.

Indeed, the Supreme Court has urged
modernization of the present law. See,
for example, United States v. Singer MJg.
Co., 374 U.S. 174, 175, n. 1; Brown Shoe
Co. v. United Stales, 370 U.S. 294, 355,
363-64 (opinions of Clark and Harlan,
J.J.) ; United States v. duPont & Co., 366
U.S. 316, 324; c¢f. Kennecott Copper Co.
V. United States, 381 U.S. 414 (Harlan
and Goldberg, J.J. dissenting) ; but see
United States v. Singer Mfg. Co., supra,
at 197 (opinion of White, J.). Thus, this
proposed legislation acknowledges the
progress of the last 66 years by now
treating civil antitrust cases in which
the United States is complainant like
other cases.

Of course, there may occur cases of
such importance that an expedited ap-
peal to the Supreme Court would be de-
sirable. Hence, the bill allows for such ex-
pedition upon certification by the Federal
district court who adjudicated the case or
by the Attorney General “that immediate
consideration of the appeal by the Su-
preme Court is of great public importance
in the administration of justice.”

Thus, the bill would unburden the Su-
preme Court, provide the litigants with
a more thorough review of their anti-
trust cases, and assure the Department
of Justice that it could still obtain an
expedited decision when necessary.

Moreover, the legislation further eases
the burden on the Federal courts by re-
quiring that such antitrust actions be
originally heard by a single Federal dis-
trict judge. Under the present law, 15
U.8.C. sec. 28, 32 Stat. 823, the Attorney
General can order that three Federal
judges be empaneled to try the case. Re-
sort to a three-judge court may have
been advisable when the Expediting Act
was enacted because of the novelty and
complexity of the legal and economic is-
sues involved in the antitrust laws.

However, such a consideration now is
without foundation. Furthermore, with
trial backlogs growing longer, the Fed-
eral judicial system cannot countenance
disrupting already crowded dockets by
requiring three judges to hear these
cases. Recognizing this fact, the Attorney
General has resorted to the three-judge
court in antitrust cases only seven times
in the last 30 years and only once in the
last decade. Thus, there can be no ade-
quate justification for this provision’s
continued existence in the law.

In addition, this legislation would re-
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solve the uncertainty presently existing

with respect to the interlocutory appeals
in cases involving the Expediting Act.
Compare United States v. Ingersoll Rand,
320 F. 2d, 509 (3rd Cir. 1963), with
United States v. F.M.C. Corp., 321 F. 2d
534 (9th Cir.), application for temporary
injunction denied, 84 S. Ct. 4 (1963)
(Goldberg, J., in chambers). Under the
bill, interlocutory appeals of orders of
district courts granting, modifying, or
refusing injunections in cases involving
the Expediting Act would be permitted
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 1292(a) (1), 62 Stat.
929, but not otherwise. In this way, con-
summation of potentially unlawful merg-
ers under section 7 of the Clayton Act
could be forestalled until their legality is
finally determined without unnecessary
disruption of the orderly procedure of the
cases and without prejudice to the final
resolution of the litigation.

Mr. Speaker, during the 90th Congress
I introduced legislation to modernize our
antitrust laws similar to the bill spon-
sored by the Nixon administration which
I introduce today. I am happy to join
with the Nixon administration to urge
immediate action on this proposal so
that this Nation’s antitrust laws may
better serve the interests of a free and
competitive society.

THE NIXON ADMINISTRATION’S
INACTION ON INTEREST RATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Pucinskgl) . Under previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
Parman) is recognized for 60 minutes,

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, the Nixon
administration is rapidly earning the
title of a “do nothing” administration
on high interest rates.

Since the election of President Nixon,
the commercial banking industry has
had a free run at the American public.
This industry, which has always had dif-
ficulty deoing anything for the public,
has now been turned loose to gouge the
American public and, eventually, to
wreck the economy.

Since the election of President Nixon
and the announcement of the appoint-
ment of bankers at the Treasury Depart-
ment, the commercial banking industry
has gone to the well five times and
raised the interest rate charged to its
prime customers. Five times since De-
cember 1968. In 6 short months, the
commercial banks have managed to im-
pose increases amounting to 36 percent
in the cost of money.

Mr. Speaker, I place in the ReEcorp the
list of the prime rate increases as they
have occurred beginning on December 2,
1968, and continuing until June 9:

December 2, 1968, Chase Manhattan
Bank announced that it was raising its
prime lending rate from 61, percent to
615 percent. The other major banks fol-
lowed within hours with identical in-
creases.

December 18, 1968, the First National
City Bank of New York City announced
that it was raising its prime lending rate
from 6% percent to 6% percent. The
other major banks immediately followed
with identical increases.

January 7, 1969, First National City
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Bank of New York City announced that
it was raising the prime rate from 634
percent to 7 percent. The other major
banks immediately followed with identi-
cal increases.

March 17, 1969, Morgan Guaranty
Bank of New York City announced that
it was raising its prime lending rate from
7 percent to 7152 percent. The other ma-
jor banks followed within hours with
identical increases.

June 9, 1969, Bankers Trust Co. of New
York City announced that it was raising
the prime lending rate from 72 percent
to 814 percent. The other major banks
followed within minutes and hours with
identical increases.

Mr. Speaker, these are the most fla-
grant and the largest increases in inter-
est rates which this Nation has every
experienced under any administration
and under any economic conditions. Mr,
Speaker, the commercial banking in-
dustry is running wild and it knows that
no one in this banker-oriented adminis-
tration has the courage to stop it,

Secretary of the Treasury, David M.
Kennedy, who helped institute prime
rate increases while he served as the
chief executive officer of the Continen-
tal-Illinois National Bank, is sitting on
the sidelines giving secret signals to his
banker buddies. These signals are well
understood in the banking industry—
they say, “Go ahead and raise interest
rates and we will not do a thing about
it.” The Secretary manages little taps on
the wrist with a velvet hammer and
nothing more.

Mr. Speaker, this Secretary of the
Treasury is an absurdity. Last week, he
called in the big banking chiefs—the big
boys of the industry—to discuss prime
rates. With great ballyhoo, the Treasury
Department spokesmen—who always
seem to remain anonymous—talked
about this as a move to hold back interest
rates.

One of these spokesmen was quoted in
the Washington Post in this manner:
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A Treasury Spokesman said the meeting
was called in response to several develop-
ments, including Chase Manhattan Bank
Chairman David Rockefeller's remarks in a
Washington Post interview that another in-
crease in the prime lending rate may be put
into effect.

Yet, when Secretary Kennedy emerged
from his secret session with the bankers,
he told a press briefing that he had not
even discussed the prime rate. And he
was quick and emphatic in his an-
nouncement that the meeting had not
been for the purpose of rolling back in-
terest rates and he wanted to make it
clear that he had not asked his banker
buddies for any commitment against
further increases in the prime rate.

The big question remains, Why did
Secretary Kennedy call the meeting in
the first place if he was not going to dis-
cuss interest rates? Was it some kind of
afternoon social? A bankers tea party at
the expense of the Government? Or was
it some back-door attempt by Secretary
Kennedy to show how much strength he
had in the banking community? Was it
supposed to be a show of strength so that
President Nixon would be frightened
away from any move to seek the Secre-
tary’s resignation?

These were the 24 largest banks in the
Nation with lots of political muscle and
billions of dollars in resources behind
them. This was the greatest assemblage
of economic and political power ever
gathered in a room at the Treasury
Department.

These bankers represented $148 bil-
lion in deposits and $131 billion in bank
trust assets. The 24 bankers had almost
36 percent of the total deposits in all
13,000 of the commercial banks in the
United States and about half of the trust
assets of the industry.

Mr. Speaker, I place in the REcorDp a
list of the banks that were invited by Sec-
retary Kennedy and their deposits and
trust assets:

Market value of
trust assets Deposits
(1968) Dec. 31, 1968

Rudolph A. Peterson, Bank of America NT&SA, San Franclsco Calif

David Rockfeller, Chase Manhattan Bank NA, New York
Walter B. ersion First National City Bank,

ew York, ﬂ ¥ oot 2T 11,930,777,493

$4, 988, 265, 148

$21, 502, 892, 000
14, 579, 093, 000

16, 709, 925, 657

Eugene S. Northrop, Manufacturers-Hanover Trust Co., New York, N.Y.

{\‘f!'?ln Meyer, Morgan Guaranty Trust Co., New York, N.Y.
illiam
William H. Moore, Bankers Trust Co., New York, N.Y. .. _.___..
Tilden Cummings, Continental Illinois NB&T Co., Chicago, 1ii__
Gaylord S. Freeman, Jr., First National Bank [:hu:ago 1]

Carl E. Hartnack, Security Pacific National Bank, Los ﬂmgeles Cahf

Richard P. Cooley, Wells Fargo Bank NA, San Francisco, Calif_
George A. Murphy, Irving Trust Co., New York, N.Y

Emmett G. Solomon, Crocker, Citizens National Bank, San Francxsw, cali

H. V. Grice, United California Bank, Los Angeles, Calil

John A. Mayer, Mellon National Bank & Trust Co Pltishulgh,
Roger C. Damon, First National Bank, Boston

Harald V. Gleason, Franklin National Bank,

Chief Executive Oﬂ'cer did not attend, Manne Midland Grace Trust Co Tew Yori( NY.C

. Renchard, Chemical Bank New York Trust Co., New York, N.Y_ -

e oIS =PI s

John R. Bunting, First Pennsylvania Banking & Trust Co., Philaﬂelphln Pa..

George F. Karch, Cleveland Trust Co., Cleveland, Ohio

Raymond T. Perring, Detroit Bank & Trust Co., Detrml Mich

G. Morris Darrance, Philadelphia National Bank Phllade1ph1a Pa
R. C. MacDonald, Seattle-First National Bank, Sealtle Wash
Ellis B. Merry, National Bank of Detroit, Detroit, Mich _

Roland A. Mewhnn Manufacturers National Bank, Detroit, Mich_ _

£ [ e S e SRR LS T o

11,282, 614, 000

s 1,772, 165, 266
.- #131,929, 469, 174

4148, 042, 922, 166

1 Includes Old Colony Trust Co.
* As of December 1967. ]
1 This figure represents approximately 1

of all trust assets in the 13,000 commercial banks in the United States.

t This figure represents 36 percent o all bank deposits in the 13,000 commercial banks in the United States.

Mr. Speaker, the Secretary of the
Treasury had a great opportunity to

speak up and tell these giants of the
banking industry that he wanted lower
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interest rates. He had an opportunity to
ask for a roll back of the prime rate. But
he did not—or could not—bring himself
to speak up for the public.

Secretary Kennedy once again did
exactly what the bankers wanted and
once again they are free to gouge the
American public. The bankers were well-
satisfied with their session.

The American Banker for July 9, 1969,
quotes one of the bankers as saying of
the meeting with Eennedy:

I told him afterward it was a damn good
show.

And another banker is quoted as say-
ing:

We all know Dave and like him and are in
entire sympathy with his views.

A cozy buddy-buddy session between
the bankers and Secretary Kennedy.

Mr. Speaker, it has been this cozy ar-
rangement—and understanding—that
brought us the 8 percent prime inter-
est rate on June 9. At that time, Secre-
tary Kennedy issued a tepid little state-
ment which was an open invitation to
the banks to raise the interest rate.

The Secretary refused to go along with
my suggestion that he speak out for the
administration against the prime rate in-
crease which was being talked about in
the banking community weeks before the
actual action on June 9. Mr. Speaker, I
place in the REcorD a copy of a telegram
which I sent Secretary Kennedy on May
29 and a copy of his letter in reply:

May 29, 1969.
Hon. Davip M. EENNEDY,
Secretary of the Treasury,
U.S. Treasury Department,
Washington, D.C.:

Reports persist that the large commercial
banks are planning still another assault on
the American people through an increase in
the prime lending rate. As you know an
increase in the already usurious 75 per cent
prime rate will send a shock wave through
the entire economy, raising interest rates on
every item.

As Secretary of the Treasury you have the
power to stop this latest effort to increase
interest rates. I urge you to announce today
that you and the Nixon administration are
flatly opposed to any increase in the prime
rate.

I urge that you demand that the commer-
clal banks refrain from any conspiracy to
jack up the rate, Such a statement, coming
from the Secretary of the Treasury, would
stop the increase.

Another increase In the prime rate will
all but halt an already badly depressed hous-
ing market and will raise the price of goods
to millions of American families. Another
increase is totally unnecessary and it is
nothing more than an attempt by the banks
to gouge the American public during a eriti-
cal economic period.

The big commercial banks believe that this
administration is more concerned about
thelr welfare than the welfare of the Amer-
ican people. They are convinced that they
can raise the prime rate without criticism
from you or the administration. You now
have the power to prove them wrong in this
instance by coming down hard in a public
statement opposed to a higher prime rate.

Mr, Secretary, I hope you will use the
great powers of your high office to protect
the American people. I hope sincerely that
you will choose the public interest over the
bank interest.

WricHT PATMAN.
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THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY,
Washington, D.C., June 2, 1969,
Hon., WRIGHT PATMAN,
Chairman, Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mgr. CHAIRMAN: I share the concern
over the high level of interest rates ex-
pressed in your telegram.

At the same time, we must recognize that
the principal cause of the current level of
interest rates is serious inflation and the
expectation of rising prices in the future. Our
economic policies, including monetary policy,
must be aimed at curbing the pressures that
have kept the economy overheated.

While monetary policy has a role to play,
it must not be called upon to carry too heavy
a share of the burden of fighting inflation.
It was for that reason that the Administra-
tion proposed reductions in 1970 government
expenditures and asked for repeal of the in-
vestment credit and for extension of the
tax surcharge and certaln excises.

I hope and expect that banks will act
responsibly within the context of the pres-
ent situation in the credit markets, As I
have said before, I question whether a fur-
ther increase In the prime rate at this time
would in itself eflectively restrain the de-
mand for credit. Each bank has avallable
other methods to allocate the limited sup-
plies of funds.

Indeed, as the Administration’s efforts to
fight inflation increasingly take hold, it is
logical to expect that bank interest rates
will go down. Accordingly, I hope you will
give your wholehearted support to the Ad-
ministration’s budget and tax policies as the
surest route to relieving unnecessary pres-
sures on interest rates.

Sincerely yours,
Davip M. KENNEDY.

Secretary Kennedy revealed just how
serious he was about opposing high in-
terest rates when he appeared before
the Banking and Currency Committee
in its investigation of the prime interest
rate. His performance before the com-
mittee was one of the weakest and one
of the saddest by a public official that
I have seen in my 40 years in the Con-
gress.

Mr. Speaker, I place in the RECORD an
excerpt from the transeript which shows
Mr. Kennedy’s inability to handle his
office in the public interest:

ExcerPT FROM TRANSCRIPT OF HEARINGS ON
INCREASE IN PriME INTEREST RATES, HOUSE
BANKING AND CURRENCY COMMITTEE,
JUNE 19, 1969
Chairman Parman. I asked you if you did

anything yourself to stop this Increase or

to discourage it? i
Secretary KEnneEpY, And I answered your

question; if you mean did I call the banks

and ask them as you did or make a bold
statement, no.

Chairman Parman. Not necessarily call
them, but did you do anything? If so, tell
me what it was.

Secretary KENNEDY. There was really noth-
ing I could do.

Chairman PatmanN. You did not do any-
thing then because you said there is nothing
you could do?

Secretary KENNEDY. There is no legal pos-
slbility of me rolling that back.

Chairman Patman. Did you discuss that
with the banks about rolling that back.

Secretary KeNNEDY. No, I did not.

Chairman Parman. Did you discuss it with
anybody?

Secretary EENNEDY. NoO.

Chalrman PaTMAN. Why didn't you?

Secretary KENNEDY. Why should I?

The Secretary, of course, dodges any
suggestion that his friends in the bank-
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ing community have entered into a con-
spiiacy to fix prices through the prime
rate.

Bankers Trust Co. of New York an-
nounced the prime rate increase first on
June 9 and within minutes, First Na-
tional City Bank and Chase Manhattan
National Bank of New York had fol-
lowed. All across the country, the major
banks were in with identical announce-
ments—all in an hour or two of the origi-
nal move by Bankers Trust Co.

Despite Secretary Kennedy’s opinion,
the Assistant Attorney General for Anti-
trust, Richard McLaren, has launched a
full-scale investigation into this con-
i{)ira.cy and I commend him for his ac-

on.

The bankers, of course, have consist-
ently used the prime rate to fix interest
generally across the Nation. Invariably
it has been the large New York banks—
the Wall Street complex—that leads the
action with other banks falling in line
like so many sheep.

Since the prime rate was first estab-
lished in 1934, the New York banks have
led the increases—with two exceptions.
These exceptions were Continental-
Illinois National Bank—Secretary Ken-
nedy's bank—and the First National
Bank of Boston.

Mr. Speaker, I place in the REcorp a
full list of the banks which have been the
leaders in setting each of the prime rates
through the years:

Rate
Effective date (percent) Bank initiating change

Bankers Trust Co.

Dec. 15, 1947 Do.
Irving Trust Co,
First National City Bank.
Bankers Trust Co.
First National City Bank,
Chase Manhattan Bank.
Bankers Trust Co.
Morgan Guaranty Trust Co.
Chase Manhattan Bank.
First National City Bank.
Chase Manhattan Bank.
First National Bank of Boston
Bankers Trust Co.
Chase Manhattan Bank.
Maorgan Guaranty Trust Co.
Chase Manhattan Bank.
Fl'lstDNa!ional City Bank.

0.

Manufacturers Trust Co.
First National of Chicago.

- Morgan Guaranty Trust.

Do.
Chemical Bank New York
Trust

1934 to December
1947

Sept. 11, 1958~
May 18,1959
Sept. 1

Aug. 23, 1960.
Dec. 6, 1965. .

March1966___ ...
June 29, 1966._._.

. First National of Chicag:.
First National City Banl
New York.
Chase Manhattan.
First National City.
Morﬁan Guaranty.

Aug.16,1966.... 6
Jan, 26-27, 1967 ...
Mar. 27, 1967 ...
Nov. 20, 1967 ___

Apr. 19, 1968
Sept. 26, 1968____
. 13,1968 __

Bank of America,
Continental Hllinois Bank &
Trust.
Bankers Trust.
Chasg Manhattan.
0.

Do.
Firsl&alinnal City Bank.
Morﬁa n Guara nty,
Bankers Trust Co.

Mr. Speaker, the banks have ap-
proached this latest round of interest
rate increases as if they were on the
verge of taking welfare to survive. To
hear the David Rockefellers and the
other big bankers, it would appear they
are not going to survive the winter unless
they get these higher and higher interest
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rates. When David Rockefeller appeared
before the Banking and Currency Com-
mittee in its investigation of the prime
rate, he sounded like a poor boy about
to apply for a poverty grant.

The truth is, Mr. Speaker, that the
big banks are enjoying their greatest
profit binge in history. They have been
unable to hide the enormous profits
which have been recorded over the first
6 months of 1969. The figures are coming
out and they reveal profits ranging 20
percent to 30 percent above the profit
levels recorded during the first half of
1968.

None of these banks appear to be
poverty candidates.

For instance, the huge Bank of Amer-
ica, the world’s largest bank, had profits
of $74,179,000, up 13.3 percent from the
first half of 1968.

Chase Manhattan, the second largest,
had a profit of $63,832,467, up 9.9 per-
cent from the first half of 1968.

First National City Bank of New York
had a profit of $66,457,000, up 5.9 per-
cent from the first half of 1968,

Manufacturers Hanover of New York,
the Nation’s fourth largest bank, had a
profit of $41,115,652, up 20.3 percent from
the first half of 1968.

The Nation’s fifth largest bank, Mor-
gan Guaranty of New York, had a profit
of $20,500,000, up 11.4 percent from the
first half of 1968.

Chemical Bank New York Trust, the
Nation’s sixth largest bank, had a profit
of $36,500,000, up 11.2 percent from the
first half of 1968.

The Bankers Trust Co. of New York,
the Nation's seventh largest bank, had a
profit of only $27,510,000, up 1.79 per-
cent, but this low figure was due to the
startup costs of their BankAmericard
operations and expenses connected with
the bank’s new midtown headquarters.

And then we come to Mr. Kennedy’s
bank, the Continental-Illinois National
Bank of Chicago—the Nation’s eighth
largest—which had a profit of $28,173,-
315, up 10.7 percent from the first half
of 1968.

Mr. Speaker, I also place in the REcorp
a list of other banks showing the per-
centage increase in profits from the first
half of 1969 over the first half of 1968:
Increase in net operating earnings by banks

in first half of 1969 as compared with first

half of 1968

[Increase in percent)
American Security & Trust (Washing-

oo s TR R e 12,
Bank of Commerce (New York) 31.
Central Penn National Bank (Phil-

adelphia) 19.
City National Bank (Detroit) 35.
City National Bank & Trust (Kansas

L et 0 T T L, B ST - L 36.
Citizens & Southern of Atlanta 20.
Continental Bank & Trust (Norris-

7 el o SRR L S T R I e 217.
Crocker National Bank (California) ... 12.
Cleveland Trust Co 16.
Central National Bank (Cleveland)._.__ 20.
Connecticut Bank & Trust (Hartford) .. 19.
Central Trust (Rochester, N.¥.)______ 24.
Exchange National Bank {Chlcago) ———- 40,
First National Bank of Birmingham____ 50.
1st National Bank of Atlanta 22.
1st National State Bank of New Jersey.-. 21,
1st National Bank of Maryland 16.
1st National Bank of St. Louis

0o
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Increase in net operating earnings by banks
in first half of 1969 as compared with first
half of 1968—Continued

|Increase In percent]

Fidelity Union Trust (Newark)

1st National Bank (Cincinnati)

1st National Bank of Akron

1st National Bank of Boston

Franklin National Bank (New York)__

1st Pennsylvania Banking & Trust Com-

==

pany
Fidelity Bank of Pennsylvania
1st Western Bank (Los Angeles)____
Hartford National Bank (Connecticut) -
Harris Trust & Savings (Chicago)
Irving Trust Co
Industrial Valley Bank
phia)
Marine Midland Grace Trust
Mercantile Trust (St. Louis)
Mellon National Bank & Trust (Pitts-
burgh)
Northern Trust (Chicago)
National Newark & Exxes (New Jersey) -
National City Bank of Cleveland
North Carolina National Bank
Pittsburgh National Bank
Philadelphia National Bank
Provident National Bank
Riggs National Bank (Washington,
D.C.)
Suburban Trust Co. (Maryland)
Security Pacific National Bank (Cali-
fornia)
Security National (Huntington, N.Y.)._
State National Bank (Bridgeport,
Conn.)
State Street Bank & Trust Co. (Bos-
ton) 6.
Union Commerce Bank (Cleveland).__ 16.
United California Bank (Los Angeles)_ 17.
U.S. National Bank (Portland) 28.
Virginia National Bank (Norfolk).____ 15.
Western Pennsylvania National Bank__ 20.
Wachovia Bank & Trust

Mr. Speaker, it would seem that the
administration would move to eurb this
kind of excess profit taking by the bank-
ing industry. Clearly they do not need
higher interest rates for the purpose of
increasing their earnings.

Mr. Speaker, the 8'%-percent prime
rate that is quoted in the newspapers is
highly misleading. It is the rate that is
paid by only a selected few—institutions
like A.T. & T. and General Motors, the
giants of industry. The little guy—the
average consumer—pays much more,
usually more than double whatever the
prime rate might be at any given mo-
ment. So when we talk about 85 -percent
prime rates, we are talking about general
interest rates of 14, 15 percent, and even
20 or 25 percent.

The increase in the prime rate affects
every interest rate in the economy. It
pushes them all up.

Interest costs are in the prices of every-
thing we buy. Food, appliances, homes,
automobiles—every item on the shelves
or yet to be manufactured is affected by
these price increases.

Interest rates are increasing prices all
down the line and they are fueling the
fires of inflation.

Just as important is the fact that
thousands of needed projects are being
stopped because of these high rates.
State, county, and municipal govern-
ments put off their building of hospitals,
schools, roads, and public buildings.
These are public needs that will be post-
poned for years—needs the country can
ill afford to postpone.
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The homebuilding industry, of course,
is the hardest hit by these interest rate
increases. Housing starts are on their
way down once again. Millions of lew-
and moderate-income families have al-
ready been priced out of the housing
market and decent housing is beginning
to be put.out of the reach of even rela-
tively well-off middle-income families.

Just this week a leading housing expert,
Sanford Goodkin, said the housing mar-
ket “will be crippled drastically” if the
prime interest rate is allowed to go up
again,

In fact, he predicted that housing
starts would drop to an annual rate of
800,000 units if there were any further
increases in the rate.

Mr. Speaker, I place in the Recorp a
copy of an article in the July 11, 1969,
Washington Evening Star on the inter-
view with Mr. Goodkin:

Home INDUSTRY Is THREATENED

The nation’s troubled housing industry will
be crippled drastically if the prime lending
rate is raised agaln, according to Sanford R.
Goodkin, a leading real estate research con-
sultant,

Housing starts will plunge to an annual
rate of about 800,000 in 1969, he predicted, if
the prime rate charged by banks is increased
from its current 815 percent level.

Goodkin's observation came in the wake of
recent comments in banking circles that still
another rise in the historically high prime
rate—possibly to as much as 10 percent—
may be necessary to curb inflation.

“It is clear that if the prime rate hits 10
percent, followed shortly by new hikes in FHA
and VA rates, then an 800,000 starts rate is
sure to follow,” sald Goodkin. “What started
out to be a good year in terms of housing
starts has already turned into a reprise of
1966."

He noted that in 1966 a disastrous credit
crunch saw a severe drying up of mortgage
credit and a reduction of housing starts to
1.2 million from 1.6 million in the preceding
year.

The prime rate now has gone through four
recent increases, culminating with the June
9 jump to a record 814 percent. Housing starts
have correspondingly declined in every month
in 1969 and are sure to fall more steeply fol-
lowing the most recent rate increase. Prior to
the last increase, they already had declined
by 17 percent from January.

Barring another rise in the prime rate,
housing starts could still come close to the
1968 rate of 1.566 milllon, sald Goodkin. This
is down from earlier, rosier predictions of a
3 percent increase over the 1968 production.

But with inflation still unabated, he sald,
some bankers have indicated that another
prime rate rise is in the offing. Goodkin pre-
dicted that if this happens, it probably will
be done before September,

“The Nixon Administration will be reluc-
tant to go into the 1870 elections with an
unsettled and soft economy,” he said. “So
it is going to push hard on its anti-inflation
fight through this September, then let up
in an effort to demonstrate economic recovery
by the fall of 1970."”

September is a cut-off period to give the
economy enough lead time to recover by
1970, he said, because economic patterns in-
dicate that monetary policies don’'t have
their maximum Iimpact until some eight
months after they are Implemented.

In the 1966 credit crunch, for example, in-
dustrial production didn't hit bottom until
May 1967, eight months after the greatest
panie.

Goodkin sald tougher times are ahead for
housing, even with the current prime rate
prevalling. But another prime rate hike, if




July 15, 1969

put into effect, would have to be withdrawn
before September is over in order for the
economy to be in decent condition for the
1970 elections.

“It seems to us that high interest rates
turn off only those who are too poor to buy
at any interest rate—with the possible ex-
ception of home buyers, who are more aware
of Interest rates than any other consumers,”
sald Goodkin. “It also seems that someone
somewhere has decided that the prime lend-
ing rate will have to rise to some magic
margin like 10 percent before all the sophis-
ticates are turned off.”

But, he sald, “the fact is that inflation
is being fed by thoughtless finger-pointing
of unions to management, management to
labor, private to public, consumer to anyone.
The entire economy may be doomed to repeat
some very unfortunate moments in its his-
tory because we insist on ignoring history.”

Mr. Speaker, I also place in the
Recorp an article from the Wall Street
Journal entitled: “House Hunting Blues:
Rising Interest Rates, Home Prices Dis-
courage Many Would-Be Buyers”:
House-HUNTING BLUuEs—RISING INTEREST

RATES, HoME PRICES DISCOURAGE MANY

WourLp-BE Buyers—HousinG START FoORE-

castT Dirs BELow YEArR-AGo FicGURE—DowN

PAYMENTS RAISED—SETTLING FOR AN APART-

MENT

A Philadelphia accountant who has combed

the Main Line suburbs for the past six
months in search of a home tells a tale of
woe.

“The prices are simply outlandish,” he
moans. “We started out looking at the

$35,000 level, but when you mention that
price to a broker he just laughs. We looked
at one house for $43,000 that had ceilings
s0 low that you couldn’'t maneuver—you'd
have to walk around like a hunchback. An-
other place for $42,000 had a tiny kitchen.

It also was dark, dingy and dirty.”

The accountant has slowed his search
lately, but not because he wants a home any
less. “With interest rates llke they are, we
probably couldn’t get a mortgage even if we
found a decent place,” he says gloomily.

The Philadelphian's plight illustrates the
extreme difficulties home hunters all around
the country are having these days. Bankers,
real estate brokers and people In the market
for houses agree that the current housing
squeeze is the worst In recent years. Few
predict it will get better in the months
ahead.

Behind this situation is a demand for
money from all sectors of the economy that
has sent interest rates soaring to all-time
highs. On June 9, bankers raised their prime
rate—the interest they charge their most
credit-worthy corporate customers—to a rec-
ord 814 % from Tl %. It was the fifth prime
rate boost since December and the first full
percentage-point increase since 1945.

Mortgage interest rates also have been ris-
ing sharply. The Federal Home Loan Bank
Board reports that the effective interest on
conventional new home loans averaged 7647
in May, up from 7.3% in January and 6.84%
in May 1968. Savings and loan associations
are the nation’s biggest mortgage lenders,
and in recent months their supply of new
funds has slackened as depositors have
sought higher returns elsewhere. The trend
may reduce their lending activity.

The maximum interest rate that lenders
can charge on mortgage loans guaranteed by
Federal agencies still stands at 714 %, but it's
expected to rise to 89 shortly to reflect
money market realities.

High-priced money is threatening to dry
up the already meager supply of homes on
the market. Builders complain that money
for construction loans is scarce at precisely
the time they need more of it to cope with
rising labor and construction materials costs.
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the result is a cutback in their home-build-
ing plans.

The National Assocliation of Home Build-
ers, a Washington-based trade group, earlier
this year predicted that about 1.7 million
new homes would be started In 1969, about
13% more than in 1968. Six weeks ago it re-
vised that estimate to forecast a 3% drop for
the year. Now "“we are going to have to re-
vise that figure down again’ as a result of
the effects of the most recent prime-rate in-
crease, says Michael Sumichrast, chief NAHB
economist.

A shortage of new homes means that prices
of existing homes are going up rapidly—
more than 1% a month in some metro-
politan areas. But homeowners are reluctant
to cash in on this bonanza because it would
entail braving the bruising housing and
mortgage markets again for another home.

SCARED OFF

“A guy will hear about the big prices peo-
ple are paying for homes and come in to
see about selling his,” says Frank La Rosa, a
real estate broker in Westbury, Long Island,
N.Y., “When he sees the current interest
figures, he says, 'My God, 1 can’t give up my
5% mortgage for those rates,’ He decides to
add a room to his present house.”

Mr. La Rosa says he currently has about
259% fewer home listings than at this time a
year ago.

The situation is much the same elsewhere.
“I could get you $3,600 more for your home
today than last year,” Cleveland real estate
man Lloyd A, Lehman tells one former cus-
tomer. “But I can't guarantee you that I'd
be able to find you another home.”

The mortgage money-housing pinch 1s es-
pecially severe in states where usury laws
have pegged the maximum interest rates that
banks can charge on conventional home
loans well below the returns available from
other types of lending. In Illinois, Michigan
and Pennsylvania, for instance, the maxi-
mum mortgage interest rate is 7% (though
banks can get 7!, % on loans guaranteed by
the Pederal Housing Administration and the
Veterans Administration). In New York and
New Jersey, it's 714 %.

Lenders in some areas can circumvent
those limits by tacking service fees known as
“points” on home loans they make; a “point”
is equal to 1% of the amount of the loan,
and It must be pald in cash when the loan
agreement is completed.

In Michigan, where the law doesn't permit
lenders to add “points” to conventional home
loans, many have simply stopped making
such loans. They are adding up to seven
points on FHA-backed mortgages.

In the Chicago area, some financial insti-
tutions responded to the latest prime-rate
increase by boosting their points on T4 %
FHA loans to 81, from five. At that rate, the
service charge on a $20,000 mortgage comes
to a whopping $1,700.

DOWN PAYMENT REQUIREMENTS RISE

Lenders also have moved to make it tough-
er on potential borrowers by ralsing down-
payment requirements. In the Chicago area,
down payments on conventional mortgages
range from 30% to 40% of the home price, up
from 20% to 259% just two months ago. Sav-
ings and loan concerns in Chicago insist they
still are investing most of their funds in local
home mortgages, but real estate men dispute
this.

“The lenders have let us down completely,"”
asserts one real estate salesman in a suburb
north of Chicago. “They're either sitting on
their money walting for the usury rate to go
up (such-a bill currently is pending in the
Illinois legislature), or buying out-of-state
mortgages at higher rates, I've had four
deals collapse in the last two weeks because
my people couldn't get mortgages.”

Home lending hasn’t stopped in New York
and New Jersey, but many lenders have cut
back their activity by accepting mortgage
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applications only from their own depositors
or from customers of real estate men with
whom they do a lot of business. And a few of
them have begun casting a warier eye on loan
applications from savings account holders.

“The other day we gave a $32,000 mortgage
at 7% % with a 25% down payment to a man
who had a $2,600 savings account with us,”
says Cadman H. Frederick, vice president of
Suffolk County Federal Savings & Loan on
New York's Long Island, “It turned out he
deposited the $2,500 the day he asked for the
loan and withdrew £2,400 of it the day after
he got his mortgage. From now on we're going
to check on how long people have had savings
accounts with us.”

Low and middle-income house hunters are
feeling the housing squeeze most. Rising
building costs have pushed many new homes
out of their reach, and they are having an
increasingly tough time making the month-
ly payments required by today’s high in-
terest rates.

In Philadelphia, for instance, A, P. Orleans
& Co., a large building concern, offered row
houses for $17,000 a year ago; the same house
sells for £18,500 today, “We are rapidly losing
the bottom of the market,” says Edward Bo-
rowsky, the firm’s sales manager.

In San Francisco, “there’s slim pickings in
the $20,000 to $25,000 range,” says Lee Bar-
rett, president of Leland Barrett Realty Co.
Real estate men there say few houses are
being built to sell at those prices, and price
increases have taken existing homes out of
that bracket. -

According to some real estate men, the
housing pinch also is affecting the well-to-do,
Says Joe George, manager of Willlam E. Doud
Real Estate in the prosperous Los Feliz sec-
tlon of Los Angeles: “The $100,000 homes
aren’t selling as well as they used to. People
just don't want to borrow that kind of
money at today's interest rates.” (Mortgage
interest runs as high as 9% in Los Angeles.)

At best, the housing pineh is causing home
buyers to lower their standards and stretch
their budgets. Mr. and Mrs. Charles Williams
started out last March looking for a three-
bedroom home near New York; they wanted
to pay about $25,000 and to put $5,000 down.
The Willlamses found a $25,000 home in
Fanwood, N.J., but they had to put down
#5,900 and settled for two bedrooms and an
attic they will have to convert into a third
bedroom. “After three months of looking,
we felt lucky to get what we did,” says Mrs.
Williams,

A Philadelphia machine shop superintend-
ent and his family fared worse. They sold
their 23-year-old row house for $12,000 two
months ago because “the way the neighbor-
hood was changing, we figured it was no
longer safe for our daughters,” says the wife.
After looking at some 30 homes in suburbs
north of the city, they settled for an apart-
ment. “We found just one house in our
price range—at $24,900,” she says. “The roof
leaked and the floors needed refinishing. It
would have cost us another $5,000 to make
it livable.”

Mr. Speaker, these high interest rates
are ripping the American economy apart.
We are fast taking on the economic
character of the banana republics to the
south where 20, 30, and 40 percent in-
terest rates are commonplace.

Like many of these South American
countries, the U.S. economy will collapse
under the weight of these excessive and
usurious interest rates. Unless something
is done and done quickly, we will have
a first-class recession that could quickly
move into a full-scale depression.

Mr. Speaker, earlier this year I inter-
rogated the Federal Reserve Board
Chairman, William MecChesney Martin,
when he appeared before the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee, of which I am chair-
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man. At that time, I described the Fed-
eral Reserve Board Chairman as the
most expensive Government official in
the history of the world.

At the time, I felt that Mr. Martin
would be able to keep his claim on this
title for years to come. But I calculated
this without realizing just how expensive
the new Secretary of the Treasury, David
M. Kennedy, would be to this Nation.

Secretary Kennedy's weak-kneed re-
sponse to the banks brought about the
increase from 7% percent to 814 percent
in the prime rate on June 9. This one in-
crease will cost the American people $15
billion in excess interest on the public
and private debt which now amounts to a
trillion, five hundred billion dollars

If the Secretary continues to make
these kinds of mistakes, he will cost the
American people well over $100 billion if
he stays throughout President Nixon's
first term, So, the Secretary may well be
on his way to surpassing that infamous
record of William McChesney Martin.

Today, Mr. Martin stands charged with
tosting the American people nearly $300
billion in excess interest charges since he
became Federal Reserve Board Chairman
in 1951. That is the excess cost on the
public and private debt resulting from
unnecessary interest rate increases dur-
ing Mr. Martin’s tenure.

Mr. Speaker, I place in the Recorp a
table showing these steady increases in
interest costs under Mr. Martin:

NET PUBLIC AND PRIVATE DEBT, TOTAL INTEREST PAID,
AND AVERAGE RATE OF INTEREST IN THE UNITED STATES,

1951-68
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Mr. Speaker, Chairman Martin is fond
of claiming that these excessive interest
rate charges are the result of natural
market forces and that they just hap-
pened to occur while he was in office.
This is so much hogwash.

Mr. Speaker, we have in the past had
good Federal Reserve Boards that would
protect the public interest and keep in-
terest rates down. Nothing illustrates
this better than an analysis of the yields
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on long-term Government securities
from 1939 to 1952. During this 14-year
period, the rates were kept under 21
percent on this type of Government bor-
rowing. The Federal Reserve pegged the
interest rate at this level and kept it
there during a period that included se-
vere depression, war, and inflation—good
times and bad times.

As soon as the Republicans and Wil-
liam MecChesney Martin gained firm con-
trol of our monetary policies in 1953, the
rate started skyrocketing on long-term
Government securities.

Mr. Speaker, I place in the REcorp a
chart which compares the 14-year pe-
riod, 1939-52, with the 14-year period,
1953-66:

Yields on long-term Government bonds 1939
to present
[Percent per annum]
Yield

. 95
. 48
. 47
.48
.87
.19
.26
. 44
.31
.82
.57
.68
. D4
.66
. 84
.08
.47

43
. 08
.02
.90
. 95
. 00
. 16
. 12
. 85

2.36

. B85

Of course, the rates have continued to
go up and in 1967, they climbed to 4.85
on long-term Government securities and
to 5.26 in 1968.

Mr, Speaker, these rates and yields on
long-term Government securities do not
really tell the full story. These are the
rates to the Federal Government and, of
course, the rates charged the American
public were much higher.

A chart of the prime lending rates
gives an even more graphic illustration
of what has happened:

Prime rate (1939 to 1969) percent per annum
Year:

1939 .50

1940 .50

1941 .50

.50
. B0
50
.50
. B0
.76
.75
.00
.00
. 50
00
.26
.25
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Prime rate (1939 to 1969) percent per an-
num—Continued
Year:

Source: Federal Reserve Board,

I also place in the Recorp a chart
which describes the increase in the FHA
interest rate to its present level of 8 per-
cent, including the insurance fee:

FHA interest rate?
(1939-69)
[In percent]

1 Figure shown is maximum legal rate for
that year.

iTo this figure should be added ;% for
insurance.

Source: Department of Housing and Urban
Development.

Mr. Speaker, these figures make it ob-
vious that something must be done at
the highest levels of the Federal Govern-
ment to bring about a reversal in this
trend toward higher and higher interest
rates.

Yet, we have an administration which
moves in the opposite direction. An
example of this came last week when
the Treasury Department announced
plans to eliminate the 51-year-old limit
of 414 percent on long-term Government
securities.

The removal of the 41;-percent ceiling
is tantamount to a surrender to a per-
manent state of high interest rates in
the U.S. economy. I do not accept this
and I am convinced that the majority
of the Members of the Congress are un-
willing to write high interest into law on
a permanent basis.
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The Federal Government should
finance its operations at short terms—
under 7 years—while interest rates re-
main at their historic highs.

It is foolhardy and irresponsible to
lock in long-term Government borrow-
ings for 30, 40, and 50 years at these
high rates. It is accepted and common
practice for business corporations to bor-
row short term when rates are high and
long term when rates decline. The Gov-
ernment should follow the same sound
business practice and not recommend re-
moval of the 4%;-percent ceiling,

I recognize that the 4V;i-percent ceil-
ing is well below existing market rates,
but this is all the more reason to hold the
line against long-term borrowings at
high interest rates:

The 4Y;-percent ceiling has always
been a warning to remind the Federal
Government that the American people
expect their representatives to follow a
policy of low and reasonable interest
rates.

This is true despite the fact that this
administration has violated this policy
on all fronts.

The recommendation for removal of
the 414-percent ceiling is an obvious
signal that the Nixon administration
plans to keep interest rates high for an
indefinite period.

Mr. Speaker, the American people are
in desperate need of help—in desperate
need of officials who will live up to their
responsibility on monetary policy.

Instead, we have twin mynah birds
at the Treasury Department and at the
Federal Reserve—one croaking out,
“Fight inflation, fight«inflation,” and the
other, “There is nothing I can do, there
is nothing I can do.”

It is now obvious—painfully so—that
the people cannot turn to the Secretary
of the Treasury for help on interest
rates. He has turned a deaf ear to the
demands from the people.

The Secretary continues to hold “win-
dow dressing” meetings with the bankers
at the Treasury Department—get-
togethers for his old friends. There is
another of these sessions scheduled for
tomorrow at the Department.

As I mentioned earlier, these meetings
were originally billed as discussions of
the prime rate—hopefully discussions to
bring that rate down. But they have
turned into nothing but political gather-
ings designed to shore up the strength
of a weak Secretary of the Treasury. Mr.
Kennedy hopes to demonstrate his
strength among the bankers and the big
business community. He has given up
any hopes of reaching the people. He is
now appealing to the special interests to
keep him in office.

Mr. Speaker, it has become more and
more obvious that the Congress must
seize the initiative if anything is to be
done to bring interest rates down and
to prevent them from going even higher.
The administration, thanks to a reac-
tionary Federal Reserve Board Chairman
and an unbelievably weak sister in the
top job at the Treasury Department, has
abandoned its role on monetary policy.

Therefore, today, I am announcing
the formation of a broadly based low in-
terest steering committee among the
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Democrats in the House of Representa-
tives. In the next few days, I will be
asking my colleagues to join me in this
effort.

Mr. Speaker, this steering committee
will be designed to fill the enormous
vacuum that has been left by the Nixon
administration. It will be designed to
provide direction and national policy
on monetary affairs with particular em-
phasis on discovering ways to bring
down interest rates.

In recent weeks, Members of the
House from all sections of the Nation
have contacted me about the high-
interest-rate situation and expressed
deep concern that the administration
was doing nothing. The formation of
this committee is an answer to these
requests.

Initially, Mr. Speaker, the steering
committee will work to mobilize strength
in the House to oppose the administra-
tion’s ill-conceived attempt to lift the
4Y;-percent ceiling on long-term Gov-
ernment bonds. The steering committee,
however, will move into broader areas of
the interest rate question and will at-
tempt to mobilize congressional and
public sentiment behind efforts to roill
back the prime rate and other key inter-
est rates that are forcing up the cost of
money in the economy.

Mr. Speaker, we formed a steering
committee in the late 1950’s and it did
much to hold down interest rates in the
Eisenhower administration. This com-
mittee was directly responsible for
blocking the attempt to raise the 4%;-
percent ceiling on long-term securities
which President Eisenhower had pro-
posed.

Today, there is even greater sentiment
for action on interest rates. I know for
a fact that mail is pouring into many
Members’ offices, and I have received
over a thousand letters and telegrams
from virtually every State in the
Nation.

Mr. Speaker, we must have action to
bring down interest rates and it is in-
cumbent on the 91st Congress to fill the
leadership vacuum that has been
created by the administration and its
monetary officials.

COMMENDING THE ATTORNEY GEN-
ERAL ON HIS VOTING RIGHTS
POSITION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Louisiana (Mr, WAGGONNER)
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, you
will remember that I spoke on a number
of ocecasions during House consideration
of the Voting Rights Act of 1965 in op-
position to the measure. I am sure you
will recall as well that I centered my op-
position around the undisputed fact that
it was sectional legislation, punitive in
nature, carefully proscribed so that it
applied only to a few States in the South.
At that time, the baying of the hounds
was loud and clear. Those of us who
tried unsuccessfully to make this or any
other legislation equally applicable to all
States were hooted down.

The Attorney General has now pre-
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sented to the House Judiciary Committee
and the Senate Committee on the Judi-
cilary a new proposal recognizing the un-
fairness and the inequity of the present
law. This new proposal provides that
whatever is enacted is to apply to all
States and, further, it places the burden
of proving discrimination on the Federal
Government rather than requiring, as is
now the case, the States or other geo-
graphical or political subdivisions to
prove their innocence.

Nothing could be more democratic,
more in keeping with the American tra-
dition of equity and justice.

I am not surprised, however, that the
same array of men who voted for the
present diseriminatory legislation 4 years
ago is now uniformly horrified over the
prospect of this law applying to their
States as well. I have questions about
certain aspects of the proposal myself,
but, in regard to the equity of its being
applicable to all States, I have none.
As a matter of fact, if this were not
such a serious subject, their display of
demagoguery would be outlandishly
funny.

But, as I say, this is a serious subject.
In truth, there can be no intelligent
argument advanced to deny that the
Constitution of the United States gives
to the several States the right to set
their own voting requirements as long
as the standards are uniformly applied
to all people. Yet, the existing law for-
bids that right to the States.

I have had bitter personal experience
with the present law and how its discrim-
inatory provisions have been used. If is
a matter of record that the former At-
torney General, Ramsey Clark, sent
hordes of Federal registrars into my dis-
trict and others, there to round up men
and women like so many cattle and herd
them to the voter registration offices,
providing only that they were Negro.

I asked Attorney General Clark face
to face if any person in any parish of
my congressional district had been guilty
of discrimination against any person
who had attempted to register and he
said there had not been a single instance
that he knew of.

I then asked him if he intended to
make the same registration drive among
whites because I am in favor of every-
one being registered to vote who wants
to be. In response, Attorney General
Clark said he was not interested in regis-
tering whites, only Negroes.

Thus this act was abusively used to
register tens of thousands of illiterates all
over the South who had never expressed
any interest in registering or voting be-
fore.

The present Attorney General is right
of course, in taking the position that
whatever is law in one State must also
be law in all others. He is right when he
says there should be no sectionalism, but
equal justice under law. It is the dis-
tilled essence of demagoguery for any-
one to attack him or this position as
some are doing. Those who are doing so
are the ones who voted in favor of this
discrimination back in 1965. They are
the ones who have been discriminating in
the intervening years. The chickens have
come home to roost
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In all sincerity, I salute the Attorney
General for his effort to provide equity
under the law rather than discrimination
as his predecessors did. Both he and the
administration are to be commended
for their forthright approach.

NONSILVER $1 COIN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. CONTE) is
recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
in strong opposition to a bill that was
introduced last week by my colleague,
the gentleman from Idaho, and 145 co-
sponsors. The bill, H.R. 12744, author-
izes the minting of clad silver dollars
bearing the likeness of the late Dwight
David Eisenhower.

At the outset, I want to make it clear
that my opposition is not to the com-
memoration of our beloved President.
The fact of the matter is that I was the
first to introduce such legislation. I did
it almost 2 months ago, on May 19. My
bill, H.R. 11404, specifically provided
for the minting of a nonsilver $1 coin
bearing the likeness of President Eisen-
hower.

My opposition, Mr. Speaker, is to the
use of silver in this coin. And I want to
take this opportunity to explain my posi-
tion to you and the rest of my colleagues,
especially those who joined in the bill
to authorize the minting of a silver dol-
lar coin,

On May 12 of this year, the Joint Com-
mission on the Coinage held a very im-
portant meeting that was chaired, inci-
dentally, by Secretary of the Treasury
David Kennedy. As many of you know,
this bipartisan commission has the re-
sponsibility of giving advice on silver and
coinage problems to the President, the
Secretary of the Treasury, and the Con-
BIress.,

I am currently a member of it, and
have been since its inception several
years ago. As a result of this position, I
have studied the problems of silver and
coinage very closely.

At this meeting, the Joint Commission
on the Coinage recommended, among
other things, that silver be taken out of
the half dollar and that it be replaced
by a nonsilver half dollar, and a non-
silver $1 coin. As a result of this recom-
mendation, the Treasury Department
urged prompt enactment of legislation
to that effect, and I introduced my bill.

I might add at this point, Mr. Speaker,
that these recommendations were not
arrived at overnight. They were the re-
sult of more than 2 years' work, during
which time the silver situation was
studied with a fine-tooth comb. Every
aspect of the problem was looked into,
and I can assure you that no table was
left unturned.

I think that Secretary Kennedy's
statement to the Commission explains
the problem very well. He said, and I
quote:

The first recommendation, for the minting
of a non-silver clad half dollar, is consistent
with the conclusions reached by the com-
mission at its meeting last December. I think
the convinelng argument here is that de-
spite the minting of some 760 million 40 per-
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cent silver half dollars over the past three
years, very few of these coins are actually cir-
culating, Even if we were to continie pour-
ing all of our remaining 150 milllon ounces
of surplus silver into the silver half dollar,
it is extremely doubtful whether the coin
would circulate in any quantity. Moreover,
this use of our remaining silver would re-
quire a halting of surplus silver sales which
would very probably drive the price up ex-
cessively and further stimnlate the hoarding
of these coins. In short, the 40 percent half
dollar in our past experience is simply a los-
ing proposition. (Emphasis added.)

That statement, I repeat, was made by
the Secretary of the Treasury and you
can readily see that it applies to the use
of silver in any coin.

Mr. Speaker, to call the 40-percent
half dollar a losing proposition is to
state the case mildly.

The point is that we are wasting our
precious supplies of silver on a coin that
does not even circulate, while our domes-
tic industry desperately needs the metal.
And the legislation my collegues have in-
troduced would not only continue this
wasteful practice, but also would aggra-
vate it. In addition, it would be incon-
sistent with the Joint Coinage Commis-
sion recommendations.

A few figures should put what I am
saying in the proper perspective.

For example, since 1964, 267 million
ounces of silver have been used in the
minting of more than 1 billion half dol-
lars. This amount of silver alone would
have been enough to fill the gap between
domestic production and consumption
for a period of 215 years.

Or to put it another way, the United
States used 60 percent more silver in
minting the half dollar than the rest of
the entire world consumed during 1968
for this purpose.

The fact that the coin would not circu-
late even at the annual production rate
of 300 million coins should be proof that,
so long as silver is used, it will not serve
as a medium of exchange.

And the mint reduced the production
of the 40-percent half dollar to 100 mil-
lion a year last July. Even at this re-
duced rate—15 million ounces of silver
per year—more silver is consumed in 1
year than is consumed by the domestic
photographic industry in 4 months or
the electronics industry in 5 months.

In addition, U.S. industry uses about
four times the amount of silver pro-
duced in this country. Thus, foreign
silver must be purchased to fill the gap.
At 1968 prices, this could mean a $175 to
$256 million per year balance-of-pay-
ments deficit.

Mr. Speaker, simply stated, a new sil-
ver coin would not serve the purpose for
which it was intended. It just would not
circulate. But there are other reasons as
well for not using silver in our currency.

For example, the Government could
make more money on seigniorage by
minting nonsilver coins. Seigniorage, as
some of you know, is the difference be-
tween the face value and the intrinsic
value of a coin.

The Treasury Department only has
about 150 million ounces of silver left in
its reserves.

Legislation authorizing silver coins
could start an inflationary upward move
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for silver like the one that occurred last
year.

And finally, I would remind all my
colleagues that it was Congress that
originally authorized taking silver out of
our currency. Under Public Law 89-81,
which pased on July 23, 1965, silver was
taken out of the dime and the quarter.
Unfortunately, it was not completely
taken out of the half dollar, which re-
tained 40 percent silver: The reason for
this action was clear, and I should know.
I fought hard for it, including removal
of all silver from the half dollar which
we lost on. Congress recognized that sil-
ver was much too precious and its sup-
plies much too limited to waste on cur-
rency.

And yet, in spite of all this, Mr, Speak-
er, some of my colleagues are asking for
a silver coin. I just hope that they will
take a good hard look at the silver situa-
tion, and in so doing, I would ask them to
balance the crying need that domestic
industry has for silver against the need
for its use in a coin that would not even
circulate.

I know it is a rare day that finds me
quoting the Chicago Tribune, but today
is indeed one of those rare days. In an
editorial on June 7, the Tribune com-
mented on the Treasury recommenda-
tions I have already mentioned. I quote:

Mr. Kennedy's plan is sensible and time-
1y. . . . (It) would give wus half-dollars
we can use, and the vending machines are
starved for them. It might give us back the
old cartwheel . . . even minus its silver, It
would increase the profit . . . which the mint
makes on its coinage. And nobody can com-
plain that he will be seriously hurt by the
proposal.

I repeat, that was the Chicago Tribune.

Even more interesting and somewhat
ironical, are the comments of the Denver
Post. On May 15, the Post ran an edi-
torial entitled, “Wrong Time for Silver
Oratory.” Therein, they came out against
the specific coin in question because they
felt it would not ecirculate so long as it
contained silver, And I would remind
you that Colorado is a great silver-min-
ing State.

Before concluding, I think there is
something else we should all keep in
mind. All the coins in question would
bear the likeness of our late President,
Dwight David Eisenhower. I am sure
that my colleagues would agree with me
that this is a fitting tribute to one of our
greatest leaders. It would indeed be un-
fortunate if we failed or even delayed to
commemorate him in this manner.

I regret to say, however, that this
may well be the case if the silver dollar
coin is pushed. I say this because I am
confident that when my colleagues study
the silver situation, they will have se-
rious second thoughts about the wisdom
of their action.

There would follow a period of sub-
stantial delay, during which time our sil-
ver supplies would be further depleted.
In the end, we would either end up with
no coin, or the nonsilver coin which I
have advocated, and for which I have in-
troduced legislation.

I might note that my nonsilver coin
would not look like the brown-edged
clad coins currently in circulation. It
would be esthetically appealing, and far
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superior in appearance than the dime
and quarter. In addition, I am informed
that the new Philadelphia Mint can de-
velop such a coin. Thus, there will be no
need to spend money for a private con-
tract to develop it.

I am anxious to see our beloved Presi-
dent commemorated—and now I know
that my colleagues feel the same way. I
also know that they would want to do
this in a way that will have no detrimen-
tal effect upon anyone.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that I have made
my position clear, and at the same time,
given my colleagues some food for
thought. Thank you for the opportunity
to make these remarks.

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

Mr. CONTE. I yield to my colleague,
the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. MacGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, I was
delighted to learn my distinguished col-
league, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts, has recently found it in order
and not at all painful to quote from the
Chicago Tribune.

I would hope that in the future my
distinguished friend from Massachusetts
might read the Chicago Tribune and its
editorial policy, with the hope that per-
haps he might find further areas of
agreement with it.

Mr. CONTE. I found it to be very en-
lightening on this subject. I intend to
pursue and read it as often as I can.

Mr. MacGREGOR. I am delighted to
hear that.

Mr. CONTE, I thank the gentleman.

NO TAXATION WITHOUT
REFORMATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Pucinskl). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin (Mr. Reuss) is recognized for 20
minutes.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, yesterday I
again stressed the need for substantive
tax reform in testimony before the Sen-
ate Finance Committee. The text of that
testimony follows:

Mr. Chairman, I applaud your intention
that any proposal to extend the income tax
surcharge be consldered simultaneously with
recommendations on meaningful tax reform.

My testimony this morning makes two
points:

(1) how very necessary such a marriage be-
tween the surcharge and tax reform is if we
are ever to get tax reform; and (2) a warn-
Ing about some new loopholes which, strange-
ly enough, appear in the surcharge—invest-
ment tax credit repealer bill before you.

The position you have taken on the sur-
charge and tax reform s supported by a very
large number of House members. Unfortu-
nately, 1t seems not to have found favor with
the Administration. The Administration’s
position is: “Disaster impends if the sur-
charge extension is delayed. If you will but
pass the surcharge now, tax reform in abun-
dance will be forthcoming by the end of the
summer."”

I have my doubts about both of these
Administration claims. I am not convinced
that doom will be upon us if we merely con-
tinue to extend withholding rates without
extending the surtax. Nor am I convinced
that the Administration’s professed ardor for
meaningful tax reform will survive passage
of the surtax.
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If we extend the withholding rates each
month to give Congress time to complete
work on tax reform, there will be no great
administrative burden on businessmen or on
the Treasury. Taxes will continue to be with-
held at the same rate as they have been In
the past.

If we grant the Administration its argu-
ment that this tax revenue must be taken
out of the economy in order to lessen infla-
tionary pressures, extending the withholding
rate will do this as well as an extension of
the surcharge.

If we are concerned about the inflationary
effect of delaying repeal of the 7 percent in-
vestment tax credit, we should recall that
repeal, when passed, will be retroactive to
April 18, 1969, Since businessmen know they
can no longer count on the investment tax
credit, a few months delay in enactment will
not affect their investment plans.

As for the Administration’s commitment to
tax reform, there are signs that it is less
than total. In such critical areas as the oil
depletion allowance, tax-exempt state and
local bonds, capital gains, stock options, ac-
celerated depreciation on speculative real
estate, and payment of estate taxes by the
redemption of government bonds at par, one
looks in vain for Adminlistration loophole=-
plugging proposals. The reason, I suspect, is
that there are strong anti-reform voices with-
in the Administration blocking action in
these areas,

Take the 27.5 percent oil depletion allow-
ance, In a November 1, 1968, campaign speech
in Lubbock, Texas, Mr. Nixon solemnly prom-
ised that he would never tamper with that
sacrosanct loophole,

Or tax-exempt bonds. Attorney General
John Mitchell was a leading tax counsel for
the issuers of tax-exempt bonds for many
years. Since becoming Attorney General, he
has said that taxing income from such bonds
would be unconstitutional, even though the
great welght of legal authority is to the
contrary. Vice President Spiro Agnew is an-
other Nixon Administration figure who op-
poses taxing the interest from these bonds.
Agnew, a former Governor and county execu-
tive, has reportedly been urging state and
county officlals to lobby against any pro-
posals for tax reform in this area.

In the capital gains area, it has been re-
ported that Dr. Arthur Burns, President
Nixon's top economic advisor, does not be-
lieve that capital gains should be taxed at
all, It was the influence of Dr. Burns, it is
sald, that kept any changes in capital gains
taxation out of the April Nixon tax package.

Moving on to stock options, we find that
Secretary of the Treasury EKennedy, earlier
this year, negotiated successfully with the
Senate to take advantage of the stock op-
tion loophole with regard to stock in his
Chicago bank. Because he disposed of this
stock before six months had passed, how-
ever, the bargained-for tax benefits turned
out to be unavailable.

With regard to the loophole allowing ac-
celerated depreciation on speculative real
estate, we find Housing and Urban Develop-
ment Secretary George Romney arguing that
no changes can be made in this provision
without doing irreparable harm to programs
for low and middle income housing—despite
the fact that only 6 percent of the tax bene-
fits from this provision go to those investing
in low and moderate income housing.

It should be clear from this that the Ad-
ministration’s commitment to “prompt and
meaningful tax reform" would be strength-
ened by strong pressure from the outside.
The only way to keep this outside pressure
strong is to say to the Administration: No
surtax without tax reform! No taxation with-
out reformation!

Tax reform cannot pass without Republi-~
can votes. The amassing of 164 Republican
votes for the tax surcharge in the House on
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June 30 demonstrates the wonders that can
be worked when President Nixon and his
Congressional leaders apply thelr persuasive
skills.

Turning briefly to the investment tax
credit repealer, the transition rules adopted
by the House in connection with the repeal
in at least three instances grant special privi-
leges to individual companies which are very
difficult to justify by any objective standard,

The transition rules generally allow the
credit for expenditures after April 18, 1969,
if the expenditures are made under a binding
contract in effect on that date. In addition,
the credit is allowed for an entire facility in
certain cases in which, prior to the cut-off
date, there is an economic commitment evi-
denced by expenditures constituting more
than half the cost of the facility.

But there are three sections, tightly drawn
to cover only a few companies, which allow
the credit in situations not covered by the
general transition rules.

The first, designed to save thirteen gas
pipeline companies some $14.2 million in
taxes, would enable these companies to take
the Investment credit on pipeline which they
have not yet bought but for which approval
was sought from the Federal Power Commis-
sion before April 19 (Sec. 4(a) of the bill and
Sec. 49(b) (6) (B) of the code). The theory
is that the companies should not be pen-
allzed for delay by a Federal agency. But
there are a great many other analagous sit-
uations in which a company must hold off
entering into a binding contract while wait-
ing for a Federal agency to act that are not
covered by this provision. How about the
thousands of legitimate businessmen who
didn't have a firm contract because they were
waiting for commitments from the Inter-
state Commerce Commission, Securities and
Exchange Commission, Civil Aeronautics
Board, or the Small Business Administration?
The provision is very carefully drawn, how-
ever, so that only the thirteen pipeline com=-
panies can benefit, If there Is so much merit
in the pipeline companies' argument, why
isn't similar largesse extended to everyone in
the same position?

Another point—If it Is the possible tardi-
ness by a Federal agency which justifies this
exemption from the general rule, why is it
made available, as it is, to companies that
sought Federal Power Commission approval
only a day or two before the April 18 cut-off
date? Surely these companies could not have
expected action on their application within
the space of a few days,

Finally, many economists have argued that
the investment credit should never have been
extended to utilities such as these pipeline
companies in the first place, since they al-
ready recover all their investment costs plus
a reasonable rate of return under the rates
set for them by regulatory commissions,

The second special interest exception to
the regular transition rules is designed to
aid three shipping companies and would save
them an estimated $3.5 million (sec. 4(a)
of the bill and sec. 49(b) (9) of the code).
The provision extends the investment credit
to unordered and unbuilt barges which are
to be carrled on a new type of sea-going
cargo vessel. The barges are made eligible for
the credit If the ships which are to carry
them are eligible, even Iif the barges have
not been ordered before April 19. A general
transition rule would make these barges ell-
gible if they represented less than half the
total cost of the ships plus the barges, but the
special rule makes them eligible irrespective
of this general provision. Again, the special
exception is carefully drawn so that only
the favored companles can benefit from It,
leaving others In analogous situations to
complain about the unfairness of the legis-
lative process in Washington,

The third speclal provision 1s designed to
ald the Lockheed Aircraft Corporation (sec.
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4(a) of the bill and sec. 49(b) (10) of the
code). The provision is tightly written to
cover a contract Lockheed made last Decem-~
ber with several companies for a new coms-
mercial plane. The planes will not all be
delivered until 1973, and Lookheed has not
yet bought all the tools needed to produce
them. The provision would extend the credit
not only to these tools, but to “all tangible
personal property placed in service by [Lock-
heed] before January 1, 1972" which is re-
quired to carry out the contract, irrespective
of the normal 50 percent rule. Once again we
have a provision drafted in general terms
which in fact applies to only one firm and
which cynieally excludes all others in similar
situations.

My point, Mr. Chalrman, is not that the
Committee should seek out all others in
slmilar circumstances so that the benefits
unjustifiably extended to some are extended
to all. Rather, I would urge the Committee
to strike out these special Interest pro-
visions and leave these companies to be
dealt with under the general rules that ap-
ply to everyone else. The Treasury Depart-
ment has made a conscientious effort to
draft transition rules that are as fair to
everyone as possible. There will of course
always be companies who are denied the
credit under these rules who can plausibly
claim to be entitled to it, but Congress ls
not well equipped to deal with these indi-
vidual cases. The Congress should draw up
rules which are generally applicable, leaving
to the courts the task of applying them in
individual cases. Once we get into the busi-
ness of drafting special laws for special peo-
ple, we simply compound the inequity of the
laws we pass, while fostering cynicism and
disillusionment among those who are ex-
cluded from the special benefits.

PANAMA SEA LEVEL PROPOSAL:
VIEWS OF DISTINGUISHED GEOL-
OGIST

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania, (Mr. Froon) is
recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, in a most
timely book by Teller, Talley, Higgins,
& Johnson on “The Constructive Uses
of Nuclear Explosives,” published in 1968
by McGraw-Hill, the factual details and
results of the Plowshare program were
presented in honest scientific form and
are thus available for objective appraisal
of the nuclear excavation proposal by
independent and experienced engineers
and geologists.

As I stated on October 11, 1968, when
commenting on the fourth annual re-
port of the Atlantic-Pacific Interoceanic
Study Commission before this body, such
evaluations should not be made by those
who may benefit from their own recom-
mendations, but by independent persons
not employed in current canal studies
that are rooted in the executive branch
of our Goverrment,

Prior to this date, on August 6, 1968,
a distinguished physicist wrote me com-
mending the Teller, et al. book, de-
scribing the “idealistic” proposed sea
level project in Panama as “probably at
this time actually impossible, dangerous,
and unproven' as a realistic proposition.

The latest communication concerning
the indicated book and the construction
of a proposed sea-level canal in Panama
is from Dr. Howard A. Meyerhoff, re-
cently the chairman of the department
of geology of the University of Penn-
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sylvania. Because Dr. Meyerhoff’s letter is
illuminating and reflects the disciplined
judgment that comes only from a back-
ground of study, experience, and obser-
vation, I quote it as part of my remarks
and commend it for reading by all con-
cerned with the ecanal question:

TuLsa, OKLA.,
June 18, 1969.

Dear Mr. Froop: Some months ago, you
sent me a copy of a letter referring to the
book by Teller, et al, on The Constructive
Uses of Nuclear Energy. You asked for my
opinion on Its contents, specifically with
reference to the feasibility of blasting a sea-
level canal across some point in the isthmus
or elsewhere in the "narrows" between the
American continents.

I am sorry to have been so long respond-
ing, but I have had trouble fitting the as-
signment into an over-committed schedule.
I cannot pretend to understand the physics
involved, but I can comment on the engi-
neering and geological impracticalities of
the scheme. As you know, I have worked in
Panama and am famillar with its. topog-
raphy and geology; and up to the time of
my retirement two years ago, I taught en-
gineering geology at the Unilversity of Penn-
sylvania.

First, without writing an essay on the
subject, there s no other site than the Zone
where a sea-level canal could (or should)
even he considered, although there are 4
where a lock canal of greater length could
conceivably be bullt.

Second, the use of nuclear explosives for
major excavations has not even emerged
from the inciplent experimental stage; to
employ the method for a major engineering
project would, at this point in time, be folly.
You are, I am sure familiar with the fact
that the method was given prolonged con-
sideration for the much simpler project of
harbor excavation in Australia, and was re-
cently abandoned because of dublious feasi-
bility.

Third, a substantial—and formidable—
part of the Zone, as well as of alternative
interoceanic routes, consists of geologically
young, poorly consolidated and unstable
sedimentary rocks. At present canal eleva-
tions, slope instability resulting in slides has
caused no end of trouble. An increase in
the depth of certain of the cuts (Culebra,
for example) by the difference between pres-
ent elevation and sea level will increase the
frequency and the volume of the slides dur-
ing Panama's rainy season, roughly, by the
square of the increase in depth. Callfornia’s
troubles during the torrential rains of last
winter (and ante) Illustrate the inability
of sophisticated engineering to cope with
the problem. Downward compaction of un-
stable material by nuclear blasts would ac-
tually aggrevate the problem, as can readily
be shown.

All these points can be elaborated, but I
trust this summary will be helpful, even
though very tardy.

Sincerely,
Howarp A. MEYERHOFF.

RETIREMENT OF LT. GEN. WILLIAM
F. CASSIDY, CHIEF OF ARMY EN-
GINEERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Maryland (Mr. FALLoN) is rec-
ognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. FALLON. Mr. Speaker, Lt. Gen.
William F. Cassidy, the Chief of Army
Engineers and one of the finest gentle-
men in the Federal service, will retire
August 1 of this year. General Cassidy,
a distinguished soldier-engineer, has been
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responsible for many solid achievements
as the director of the nationwide water
resource development program of the
Corps of Engineers since his appointment
as Chief of Engineers in July 1965.

During General Cassidy’s tenure as
Chief of Engineers, our Nation has grown
in strength, nurtured by a water and re-
lated land-development program that
has exceeded a billion dollars annually.
Even though our rivers .and harbors
work has been slowed due to pressing de-
mands for tax dollars on our military
front, the Corps under General Cassidy
has brought nearer to completion many
projects in our big river basins.

The Missouri River stands on the
threshold of being flood-free thanks to
the chain of dams which today is storing
a record 66 million acre-feet of water.
Work in the lower basin is transforming
Kansas and Missouri into lake-dotted re-
gions of flood control and other multiple-
water uses,

The Southwest, long a staging ground
for dust and crop failures, is rapidly be-
ing developed with corps built reservoirs
on the increase. And the Arkansas River,
where red water once was the only thing
moving, today hears the whistle of tow-
boats as commercial navigation pushes
upstream bringing new industries and
opening up a new economic frontier.

The Ohio River Basin, a bastion of in-
dustrial might, but also the scene of ag-
ing locks and dams, is now taking on a
new look through a modernization pro-
gram being pushed as rapidly as appro-
priations will permit by General Cassidy
and his Corps of Engineers.

The Pacific coast locked in a race with
a booming population is being boosted in
the North by a growing list of dams on
the Columbia River and its tributaries.
California points with pride to its model
water resources program which is receiv-
ing major benefits from flood control
and storage projects built by the Corps of
Engineers. The disastrous storms in the
winter of 1968-69 and the spring of 1969
in California caused considerable dam-
age. But Corps flood-control projects,
which cost the Federal Government
$872,000,000 to build, prevented damages
in the amount of $1,600,065,000. The At-
lantic Seaboard also reflects General
Cassidy's philosophy of “Let’'s get on with
the job.” The excellent Chesapeake and
Delaware Canal project in Delaware and
the State of Maryland is testimony to
this fine attitude. Floodwalls and flood
control dams have been built in New
England to protect that area from the
drenching rains that follow in the wake
of hurricanes. Great strides are also be-
ing made in building protective works
along coastal areas to ward off destruc-
tive tidal flooding.

Since General Cassidy has been at the
helm, the corps has participated and
continues to be involved in a new series
of studies and comprehensive planning
undertakings which eventually will en-
compass every major region and river
basin in the country. The innovative
Chesapeake Bay basin model study is
illustrative of this fine work being per-
formed by the corps,

Like many others who work in the
service of their country, General Cas-
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sidy has felt the sting of criticism, much
of it in the controversial and sensitive
areas of conservation and preservation.
But the general quietly and with dignity
is winning over many crities by demon-
strating that the corps is devoting much
effort to the preservation and enhance-
ment of the esthetic and ecological values
of natural environments in the planning
and building of all corps projects.

General Cassidy leaves behind a boom-
ing new recreation industry that has
sprung up almost overnight. During 1968
attendance at corps-built lakes reached
227 million visits—more than 23 million
over the 1967 total, the previous all-time
high.

The Chief also leaves a solid portfolio
in other water resources dividends. To-
day the corps has 53 reservoirs which
provide a dependable yield of nearly 3%

billion gallons of water per day to cities,

towns, and rural areas with more than
315 million people. Hydroelectric power
generated at corps dams produce about
a fifth of the Nation’s total hydropower.

One of the great accomplishments of
General Cassidy and his corps was re-
corded this spring in answer to the Pres-
ident's call for a coordinated national
emergency effort to meet the immediate
threat of severe flooding in 25 States
across the northern half of the Nation
and down the west coast to California.
Working under the auspices of the Office
of Emergency Preparedness, the corps
quickly launched Operation Foresight—
an emergency construction program
deploying men and large stores of
flood-fighting equipment and supplies
throughout the threatened areas. Al-
though final returns have not yet been
recorded, the corps spent $15 million,
thus far, damages prevented total $250
million.

General Cassidy leaves a glowing rec-
ord of accomplishments, a topflight en-
gineering and construction agency, and a
well-stocked inventory of water resource
projects. In his major responsibility as
the supervisor of all military engineer-
ing functions in the Army—you might
call him the Army’s systems manager—
he has counseled, advised, and assisted
in the tremendous volume of construc-
tion and combat support contributed by
Engineer troops to our forces and our
allies in Southeast Asia. He also carried
the added responsibility for the expand-
ed military construction program at
home and in other parts of the world.

General Cassidy’s retirement will mark
the end of a distinguished military career
that started in 1931 when he was com-
missioned in the Army Corps of Engi-
neers upon graduation from the U.S.
Military Academy, West Point. Prior to
his appointment as Chief of Engineers,
General Cassidy was Commanding Gen-
eral, U.S. Army Engineer Center at
Fort Belvoir, and Commandant of the
Engineer School, Fort Belvoir, Va., from
1963 to 1965. He was Deputy Chief of
Engineers from 1962 to 1963 and for the
3 preceding years, Director of Civil
Works, Office of the Chief of Engineers.

The general’s tremendous back-
ground of experience includes prior as-
signments as Division Engineer, South
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Pacific Division, and Senior Logistics Ad-
viser to the Republic of Korea.

Mr. Speaker, as chairman of the Com-
mittee on Public Works—the committee
which has jurisdiction over the eivil
works activities of the Corps of Engi-
neers—I speak for his many friends in
saluting him for his achievements and
wishing him continued health, happiness,
and success in the years to come.

VIETNAM

(Mr. CLEVELAND asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr, CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, during
the Fourth of July recess, I went to Viet-
nam. Because we are all intensely inter-
ested in our Nation’s commitment there,
I would like to share with my colleagues
a rather hastily written and sketchy re-
port on my trip; prepared for my Bi-
weekly Washington Report. We all thirst
for knowledge and information about
Vietnam, so I think it is appropriate to
share some.of my impressions.

The report follows:

WasHINGTON REPORT No. 8

In my last Report, I indicated I would
vote for the surtax extension and gave my
reasons. Also that I delayed a trip to Vietnam
to be present for the vote. At the time, I did
not realize just how important each vote
would be. The final vote was 210-205, fol-
lowing a bruising debate, which probably
influenced nobody, and some arm-twisting
that probably did.

TRIF TO VIETNAM

My trip to Vietnam was most successful,
interesting and informative. Last year, fol-
lowing my trip to the Far East, I reported
that “generally speaking, the motivation and
morale of our troops appear good. They are
troubled, however, by an apparent lack of
support on the home front. . . .” This ob-
servation still obtains. Also in my Report last
year, while commenting on the fact that my
trip was worthwhile, I commented that one
tends to become a bit ingrown, and that per-
son-to-person contact and sharing of expe-
riences with persons involved in one of the
best potentials for a better world. This obser-
vation, too, still obtains.

Space does not permit a full account of my
trip, but here are some of the highlights:

I flew to Vietnam (at my own expense) by
private carrier under contract to the mili-
tary via Travis Air Force Base, Honolulu,
Guam, to Bien Hoa. On the return trip, via
Okinawa, Honolulu, Travis, and from San
Francisco back to Washington. On the plane,
I had the opportunity to meet and talk with
many military personnel. During layovers,
there were informative tours of the bases.

THE DELTA

In the Delta area, from which the 9th
American Infantry troops are now with-
drawing, I visited 4th Corps Headquarters
for orientation. From there I went to Sa Dec,
a province capital (provinces in Vietnam are
the rough equivalent of our states), for a
first-hand look at our pacification and eco-
nomic development activities, These are
usually conducted by AID officlals. There is
a wide diversity of opinion as to how success-
ful these efforts have been. On balance, I re-
ceived the distinet impression we are mak-
ing some real progress. A good deal depends
on the area, of course, and whom you talk
to. Among the more encouraging statistics is
the fact that in 1954 only 5% of eligible stu-
dents were in primary school; the figure is
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now approximately 80% . Approximately 756%
of the Vietnamese are doing as well or better
than before the war in regard to such mat-
ters as wages, living conditions, food, and
material possessions. A land-reform bill,
which will vest title in a large number of
tenant farmers, has been introduced in the
National Assembly and passage is expected
this summer.

While in the Delta, I visited the 89th ARVN
(Vietnamese) Division at Regimental, Bat-
tallon and outpost levels. The key to con-
tinued withdrawal of American troops rests
with the skill with which we help train
South Vietnamese troops. Here again, there
1s a broad spectrum of opinion as to how
successfully we are accomplishing this. Vet-
erans of Korea, and I spoke to many, re-
peatedly assured me that the South Viet-
namese have as good or better potential than
South Koreans, But it will take time. There
is a haunting fear frequently expressed, and
at all levels, that impatient and uninformed
public opinion may trigger a precipitous
withdrawal, undoing what has been done.
All agree the first step has been wise, a first
step towards shoving the bird out of the
nest, so to speak—the de-Americanization of
the war that I urged following my visit last
year. While in the Delta, I was privileged and
proud to join with a Province Chief in the
presenting of military medals to members of
a River Patrol, who also took me for a trip
on one of their patrol boats. Otherwise, my
travels were almost entirely by helicopter.

SAIGON AND THE NATIONAL ASSEMBLY

During the time I spent in Saigon, I visited
a Fourth of July reception hosted by Am-
bassador Bunker. Later I met with him
privately for more than an hour—a most in-
formative and encouraging conference. Of
particular interest was my visit to the South
Vietnamese National Assembly and meeting
several of their Senators and Deputies.
Deputies are elected from areas, usually
provinces. Senators on a country-wide basis.
One constructive suggestion that I intend to
act on is to work out a method by which the
United States Congress can establish a liaison
with the South Vietnamese Assembly. By the
sharing of experlences, I believe we can help
them along the trail toward developing an
effective legislative branch of government.
Not that our own Congress, so badly in need
of reorganization and reform itself, s any
shining example, but I do feel that some of
our experience and staff know-how would be
helpful to the South Vietnamese Assembly
during its infancy.

THE 3D BATTALION, 197TH FIELD ARTILLERY

Perhaps the highlight of my visit was the
day I spent with all elements of New Hamp-
shire's National Guard F. A, Battalion in the
3d Corps area. For tactical reasons, the firing
batteries have been spread out to form
widely-dispersed fire support bases. One of
them, in northern Phuoc Long Province, is
within range of the Cambodian border, It is
referred to as Fire Base Ann. Three guns of
"B” Battery are located there in support of
Speclal Forces on constant search missions.
The search 1s not only for North Vietnamese
and Viet Cong troops, but just as important,
for their caches of supplies. Those caches are
built up painstakingly over long periods of
time and then used as a base for troops
quickly infiltrated from Cambodia to mount
battalion and regimental (main force) at-
tacks. Troop morale was good and our com-
manders had nothing but pralse for the ex-
cellent performance of the New Hampshire
men. When they return in September, I hope
they do so as a group and with their colors.
The Granite State should extend a proud
welcome, While visiting the 25th Infantry
and the 1st Cavalry Divisions, I met many
New Hampshire men and was greatly im-
pressed by the morale, technical proficiency
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and uncanny new techniques and tactics
we have adapted to the situations en-
countered.

NATIONAL CHILD ABUSE ACT

(Mr. PODELL asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. PODELL, Mr. Speaker, it is be-
coming increasingly obvious that child
abuse in the United States is growing
into a major problem. Strictures of mod-
ern society are often too much for a good
many marginal people. When they hap-
pen to be parents of small children, they
too often turn upon such helpless young-
sters, venting their feelings upon them.
In case affer case, the evidence is mas-
sive and damning. Our country is allow-
ing a situation to come into being almost
unnoticed, which, if unchecked, will con-
tinue to warp and perhaps ruin or end
the lives of thousands of youngsters.

It is imperative for our National Gov-
ernment to act swiftly before this situa-
tion is completely out of hand. A set of
national standards can be set up through
passage of the National Child Abuse Act
of 1969, H.R. 11585, which my distin-
guished colleague (Mr. B1accr) has pio-
neered in this body. I am most gratified
to join him in sponsorship of this
measure.

More often than not, Mr. Speaker,
there is intent to aid neglected and
abused children. Almost every jurisdic-
tion and program contains such an ele-
ment. Funds, however, are sadly lacking.
Programs refiect this shortcoming. With-
out financing, we shall possess only good
intentions, and the problem will con-
tinue to. grow.

This measure would provide necessary
funds with which to mount a national
effort in the area of child abuse.

In cases where parents are on welfare,
the bill ecalls for immediate cutoff of wel-
fare funds if child abuse is proven. These
funds, in turn, would be turned over to
an agency or person charged with re-
sponsibility for the child.

If either parent of an abused child is
found to be a drug addict, the bill pro-
vides for immediate mandatory removal
of the child. I feel these provisions are
fair and necessary. Facts increasingly
coming to light are shocking, particularly
to a society which gives such blaring lip-
service to morality. Shall we not act as
we speak? It has been stated by the
medical director of one of New York's
major hospitals that one or two children
are killed daily by their parents in this
Nation. Child abuse, therefore, is reach-
ing epidemic proportions. More than
9,000 cases were reported nationally last
year alone. The trend is constantly up.
Think of how many cases which were
completely hushed up.

This bill would also provide immunity
from civil or criminal liability to any
person reporting a case of suspected child
abuse. Often, this is the only manner in
which such cases can be brought to at-
tention of appropriate authorities. A
child, young, frightened, and in a state
of shock, is hardly likely to go to authori-
ties. In fact, that is probably the last
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thought to enter the mind of such a per-
son. Some State laws still designate the
medical profession as the reporting group
rendering such a clause essential,

The final noteworthy section in the
measure would establish a child iden-
tification system requiring the Federal
Government to issue social security num-
bers to all newborn babies. It would then
become mandatory for all hospitals and
doctors to file the numbers of children
who have been treated for abuse or
neglect.

Mr. Speaker, I see precious little rea-
son for debating this measure in great
depth. Our problem is obvious and
worsening. Our responsibility is clear.
Our solution is immediately available. Its
cost would be minimal. All we have to do
is act accordingly on this excellent piece
of legislation.

WHY DO AMERICA'S CONSUMERS
PAY DOUBLE THE WORLD PRICE
FOR OIL?

(Mr. PODELL asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, our oil in-
dustry is the coddled darling of the
American tax structure. No single seg-
ment of their tax privileges is more es-
sential to their continuing grip on the
American consumer’s jugular than our
present system of mandatory oil import
controls.

Established in 1959, their original pur-
pose was to guard a lush American mar-
ket against a flood of cheap foreign oil.
Such a danger then seemed imminent
because of proliferation of major oil
finds and their swift commercial exploi-
tation. Today these controls are used to
reap a rich harvest of extra dollars from
America's consumers. It is blatant ex-
ploitation, to say the least. These con-
trols are now as necessary as Carrie
Nation at a distillers convention.

Why should our consumers be forced
to pay nearly double the world price for
0il? This is a proven figure. A barrel of
light Iranian crude can be delivered to
our east coast for about $2 per barrel.
It costs $3.78 for a barrel of east Texas
sweet crude to be brought in by tanker
to the Philadelphia-New Jersey area.

We are told that national security is
the reason, a phrase which covers more
than one scoundrel’s activities. Our coun-
try produces more than a quarter of the
world’s oil, consuming more than a
third of world production. We are told
we dare not become dependent upon for-
eign oil sources. Yet evidence accumu-
lates that, despite massive subsidies, our
industry cannot keep pace with domestic
demand. It is increasingly obvious that
such subsidies are costing the public be-
tween $4 and $7 billion annually. Testi-
mony to this effect has been given and
proven out before the Congress.

Obviously, since their inception, these
quotas over the past 10 years have cost
the American buying public in the area
of $40 to $50 billion. These massive sub-
sidies come straight from the pockets of
every American consumer, Bringing in
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cheap foreign oil would lower prices
swiftly on every oil product sold the
public.

Today we are allowed to obtain only
about 20 percent of our oil from foreign
sources. We now consume 12 million bar-
rels daily, and our needs by 1980 will ex-
ceed 18 million barrels daily. Our sup-
port of artificially high domestic prices
is costing us vast sums—all going as pure
profit to oil companies.

The artificial wall against cheap for-
eign oil was supposed to provide incen-
tives to domestic explorers and produc-
ers to expand domestic reserves. Proof
has been brought forth in testimony be-
fore Senator HarT'S Subcommittee on
Monopoly and Antitrust showing that
exploration and drilling in our country
have actually declined in the 10 years
since mandatory curbs were imposed.

+ We have encouraged wasteful domestic
production while subsidizing exploration
and exploitation abroad. Couple these
facts with foreign tax credits, domestie
and foreign depletion allowances of 2714,
percent, the highest allowed, and the
rest of the range of oil tax privilege. The
American consumer is a cow standing
quietly as it is consistently milked by the
oil industry. Half the oil moving in world
trade is foreign oil American companies
produce and sell, all subsidized by the
taxpayer.

Dropping import barriers substantially
is eminently sensible. Oil is available,
controlled by American companies. It
can easily be shipped to the United States
in quantity, lowering prices here in short
order. Millions of Americans would ben-
efit, for a change, at the expense of our
leech-like oil industry. Our domestic oil
would be saved and available for any
emergencies, such as in the case of na-
tional defense.

Otherwise, we see a ftotal picture
emerging which borders on the fantastie.
Taxpayers are subsidizing foreign invest-
ment by our oil companies, which in turn
are deliberately keeping their oil out of
our domestic market to maintain high
prices. Simultaneously, they are taking a
systematic series of tax breaks. It boils
down to a simple equation. What is theirs
is theirs. What is ours is negotiable.

Mr. Speaker, today is the last day for
filing opinions on possible revision of our
oil import quota system with the Cabinet
Task Force Committee headed by Secre-
tary of Labor Schultz. All interested par-
ties have filed, including the petro-
chemical industry—except the oil in-
dustry. It is worth noting further that
not a single oil company has filed. But,
of course, there is no conspiracy—is
there?

THE POT DEBATE

(Mr. KOCH asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REcorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, yesterday,
we had read to us President Nixon's
message setting forth his plan to deal
with the problem of narcotic usage in
this country. That problem is so over-
whelming and has caused so much per-
sonal heartache to so many families that
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we must all welcome any attention paid
to this problem.

While I applaud much of what is in
the message, I do want to suggest to the
President and his advisors that they have
committed the same error so often made
in the area of drug abuse. Their error is
in failing to make a distinetion between
the use of hard narcotics such as
heroin and the use of marihuana. It is
estimated by the President that those
using hard narcotics such as heroin are
estimated to be in the hundreds of thou-
sands. The estimate of those using mari-
huana is in the millions. The difference
in usage and the problems involved do
require that different approaches be
tried. The use of hard narcotics has been
demonstrated scientifically to be adverse
to the individual and to society. Few, if
any, have any doubts respecting its de-
structive qualities. On the other hand,
there is no overwhelming point of view
which has been accepted by the public
as controlling in the area of marihuana
usage,

It is because the public is confused
and desires some definitive report on
this subject that on April 14 of this year
I introduced a bill to establish a Presi-
dential Commission on marihuana—a
Commission which would take a new look
at marihuana use and educate itself and
the American people. That Commission
would conduct a study of marihuana in-
cluding but not limited to the following
areas.

First, the extent of use of marihuana
in the United States to include number
of users, number of arrests, number of
convictions, amount of marihuana seized,
type of user, nature of use;

Second, an evaluation of the efficacy of
existing marihuana laws;

Third, a study of the pharmacology
of marihuana and its immediate and
long-term effects both physiological and
psychological ;

Fourth, the relationship of marihuana
use to aggressive behavior and crime;
and

Fifth, the relationship between mari-
huana and the use of other drugs.

It appears that without an authorita-
tive study concerning these questions,
there is little hope that the criminal
penalties for the use of marihuana will
be significantly changed. The present
Federal penalties for first-offense posses-
sion include a minimum of 2 years in
prison to a maximum of 10 and for sec-
ond-offense possession 5 years minimum
to a maximum of 20, Can anyone serious-
ly suggest at this point that the millions
of young people who have violated the
law and used marihuana be subjected to
such harsh criminal penalties?

There are those who, without the
benefit of scientific inquiry, advocate the
legalization of marihuana use. I think
such precipitous action taken without
being certain of the medical, social, and
legal consequences is just as wrong as
the other extreme which mandates harsh
criminal penalties to the user, ruining
the lives of tens of thousands of our
youth of today and leaders of tomorrow.
Because there is no definitive report to
support either of these positions, it is in-
cumbent to ascertain what the facts are
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according to the best medical and scien-
tific evidence now available to us.

And it is for that reason primarily that
I urge my colleagues to support H.R.
10019 in order to establish the facts be-
caues it is only when we have the facts
that we can rationally deal with any
subject. Tens of thousands of young peo-
ple in this country have been arrested
and convicted for using marihuana and
they have done so in my judgment be-
cause they refused to accept the point
of view buttressed by our harsh criminal
laws that the use of marihuana and its
consequences is no different than that
of heroin. I think it is high time that
the best scientific minds in this country
decide what the facts really are and give
those facts to the American public.

This subject has been commented up-
on by the noted writer, Willilam F.
Buckley, Jr., as recently as July 12 and,
because I believe his comments to be
very relevant, I am inecluding a copy of
his article which appeared in the New
York Post of that date:

THE Potr DEBATE

Unfortunately, the dispute over marijuana
has become ‘highly idealogized, and this is
true of both sides, i.e., true of many of those
who favor the retention of stiff penalties
agalnst marijuana smoking, and true of
many of those who belleve in legalization.
Unfortunately, because there is obviously a
pressing need to know more about a drug
which, according to the latest college poll,
has been tested by approximately 50 per cent
of the undergraduate population.

Newsweek has sald of the great marijuana
war, “It's the clinclal version of should we
stay in or get our of Vietnam."” One doctor
wrote recently, “Marijuana is much more a
symbol than it 1s a drug, and this accounts
for most of the extremism, polarization, and
confusion. Along with the international Com-
munist conspiracy, the marijuana mythology
is a primary religlous belief, the primary
source of action and attitude of many Amer-
icans. The stepping-stone theory has as much
validity as the domino theory in our forelgn
policy, both being deliberate creations of
those who want to perpetuate policies that
are otherwise untenable by adding to fear
and hysteria.”

Such analysis is of course left-Birchism,
but it is significant that it is being made,
and discouraging to any attempt to figure
out just what it is that's going on, which
we need sorely to know. Because it appears
to be true, as Dr. David Smith of the Haight-
Ashbury Medical Clinic reports, that “Mari-
Juana has become one of the major vehicles
in America’s generation gap. Alcohol is the
social drug of this generation and pot is the
soclal drug of the next generation.”

The so-called “stepping-stone’” theory holds
that those who begin with marijuana finish
in hell. That they graduate from mari-
juana into narcotics. Dr. Robert Baird,
director of the Haven Clinic in Harlem, is
most emphatic on the point. *“There's not the
slightest doubt in my mind that 95 per cent
of heroin addicts start with marijuana. . . .
Searching for bigger kicks, they go on until
they're on heroin.”

Dr. Smith believes this to be utter non-
sense. He contends, and the figures as they
appear to a layman would seem to support
him, that the percentage of marijuana
smokers who graduate to heroin is small;
about 20, roughly speaking, and (altogether
coincidentally?) the same percentage as
drink whiskey and then go on to alcoholism,

Recently the Supreme Court sprang Dr.
Timothy Leary, the drug guru who was
caught bringing grass into the country from
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Mexico. The court ruled that the law under
which Leary was convicted was uncon-
stitutional, because it required that someone
importing marijuana pay a drug duty. But
anyone paying that drug duty revealed him-
self to loecal authorities as having imported
the stuff to begin with, exposing himself to
the dire penalties of the individual states.

Meanwhile, prosecutions are likely to be
tougher rather than less so, Because federal
prosecutors had the discretion of putting im-
porters of the drug on probation (they are
over-whelmingly students coming in from
abroad) for fallure to pay the customs tax.
Now they must turn them over for prosecu-
tion by the local states, many of which
forbid probation.

Again, grass may prove to be a way sta-
tion to hell, but it would appear plain that
the marijuana laws are not much more
effective than Prohibition. Indeed they may
prove to be no more effective. Those who
desire pot probably find and smoke it in about
the same proportion as those who desired
booze found and drank it. We need a crash
program of testing and Investigation, and
above all, the de-ideologization of the
arguments.

COAL MINE HEALTH AND SAFETY

(Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia
asked and was given permission to ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and to include extraneous

matter.)

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, my always colorful friend,
George J. Titler, vice president of the
United Mine Workers of America, is a
well-beloved man who has fought many
a good fight for the coal miners of this
Nation from the days of bloody Harlan
down to the present. All the good inten-
tions of vice president Titler, however,
are submerged by the fact that his
superior, W. A. “Tony” Boyle is the
actual president of the United Mine
Workers of America and has the final
say-so. Recently, I wrote a letter to Mr.
Boyle, dated July 8, concerning the
pending coal mine health and safety
legislation, as follows:

JuLy 8, 1969.
Mr. W. A, BoYLE,
President, United Mine Workers of America,
Washington, D.C.

DeEAr Mr. BoyLE: You are as aware as any-
body that the coal miners of West Virginia
and the nation are in a restless mood. They
know that in past years many promises of
protection have been freely bandied about,
yet when legislation was finally written it
has been weakened and riddled with loop-
holes by the coal operator lobbies.

This year the miners are determined that
their health and safety be fully protected
through effective legislation. To succeed in
their efforts, the muscle of the miners must
be shown on Capitol Hill to counter and over-
come the extremely effective lobbying which
is going on by the coal operators.

- Today (Tuesday), the Dent Subcommittee

i meeting in executive session. Tomorrow
(Wednesday) the full Senate Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare is meeting in ex-
ecutive session. Both groups will be making
crucial decisions this week on the form and
substance of the bill—decisions which will
determine whether the bills will be strong or
weak when they reach the House and Senate
floor later this month for debate.

At this critical juncture, all those devoted
to effective protection of the coal miners
must jJoin forces to press for a strong law
without weakening loopholes. The United
Mine Workers of America can make the
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difference if you would direct every available
man to come up to Capitol Hill and per-
sonally contact every member of the House
Subcommittee and the Senate full commit-
tee on behalf of a strong bill. Furthermore,
nothing would be more effective than to
charter several busses to bring miners on
vacation to the Capitol to work on behalf of
effective legislation for their own protection.

I shall not attempt to affix blame for the
dismally small turnout of miners at the Jef-
ferson Memorial on Independence Day. It
seems to me that if you could send observers
to that rally you could have also sent some
participants to join in the effort to help all
coal miners. But this week you can summon,
mobilize and start rolling toward Washing-
ton the men who could really make the dif-
ference between a strong bill and the same
kind of dishwater compromise which has
been slopped in the face of the miners in the
past.

I have personally pald the way of several
miners to come to Washington this week.
Can your vast organization afford to do less?
Senate and House members tell me they are
under heavy pressure by coal operator inter-
ests. Why aren’'t they under the same pres-
sure here and now on behalf of the rank and
file of coal miners whose lungs, limbs and
lives are on the line? What are you doing
about getting effective legislation? Are you
going to pass up this opportunity, and con-
firm the charges which some are making
that you are really in league with the oper-
ators? I assure you that if you do not act,
the miners and their new leaders will act for
you and history will pass you by.

It is evident that any effective legislation
must include some of the following princi-
ples, which I hope that with your help and
the muscle of the miners brought to Wash-
ington we can persuade Congress to enact
into law:

1. Mandatory Penalties To Assure Compli-
ance.

This means that violations of the law must
be punished, and not simply leave discre-
tion as to whether they be punished. Penal-
ties should be stiff enough to deter negli-
gence, and should stick instead of being
brushed aside. Firm authority to close mines
which violate safety and health standards
must be written clearly into the law.

2, Coal Dust Standard.

Coal dust produces black lung, enhances
the danger of explosions, and limits visibility.
We must start with the premise of what in-
jures a coal miner's health and safety—and
not take the position that the industry has
some kind of vested right in economics or
technology to destroy a man’s lungs. The
Surgeon General has testified that 4.5 milli-

per cubic meter of coal dust produces
potentially 50% more cases of black lung
than 3.0 milligrams. Some mines can reach
3.0 milligrams right now and must be di-
rected and encouraged to do so. If industry
undertakes an all-out effort, a level of 2.0
milligrams should be attainable within three
years; even beyond that, a dust level of 1.0
milligrams should be the goal within five
or six years.* Any walvers should be accom-
panied by a rigid requirement to submit
engineering plans and specific timetables for
progressive reduction of dust levels over the
shortest possible time span. The cost to in-
dustry can never exceed the cost in human
debris stricken by pneumoconliosis. Any miner
who shows evidence of early development of
pneumoconiosis should be allowed to work
in areas where the dust level is no more
than 1.0 milligrams per cubic meter of air.
Resplirators are no substitute for strict coal
dust standards.

3. Board of Review.

*Ultimately, we should press for 0.2 milli-
grams within eight years.
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Coal operators have testified strongly in
support of an independent Board of Review
which ecould nullify efforts of inspectors and
health and safety officials to protect the coal
miners. Judicial review already provides suf-
ficlent protection agalnst arbitrary adminis-
trative action, and a Board of Review would
be a serious loophole to overturn efforts to
move effectively to protect health and safety.

4. Elimination of distinction between gassy
and non-gassy mines,

A string of accldents in so-called non-gassy
mines has proven that coal miners can be
killed just as dead in these mines using dan-
gerous, non-permissible electrical equipment.
Here again the argument is economic vs. hu-
man, and we have had enough tragedy in
the coal fields to dictate that for once Con-
gress must declare that coal miners working
in all types of underground mines deserve
to be protected as human beings. The cost
of new equipment should not outweigh the
cost in human lives. Every time mine safety
bills are debated, tears are shed over the
poor little mine-owner who can't afford safe
equipment and might be driven out of busi-
ness, It's about time some tears are shed
for the coal miners who are killed and crip-
pled in such mines.

6. Administration by Secretary of Labor,
and by Public Health Service.

It is natural that the Bureau of Mines and
Secretary of the Interlor should wish to
maintain jurisdiction over enforcement of
the health and safety features. No law, how=-
ever strong, can be effective if it is admin-
istered on behalf of production rather than
protection, as has been the case in the past.
There should be a clean sweep of tired old
inspectors, production-oriented methods of
safety enforcement, and an entirely new ap-
proach is demanded if the coal miners are
to be protected adequately. The Surgeon
General should be given responsibility for
x-ray and other physical examinations, in-
cluding application of the results of up-
dated research on pneumoconiosis. The Sec-
retary of Labor should be given clear respon-
sibility for enforecing safety standards.

6. Right to sue should be given to coal
miners in case of owner or operator negli-
gence.

One of the greatest incentives for the
owner and operator to enforce health and
safety requirements would be to empower
the coal miner to file suit, with trial by
jury, for accidents or impairment of health
due to owner or operator negligence.

Sincerely,
KEN HECHLER.

Mr. Speaker, on June 20, Vice Presi-
dent Titler wrote me a rather interesting
letter, in the course of which he stated:

I demand you have this letter inserted in
the Congressional Record.

It is a great pleasure for me to honor
Mr. Titler’s subtle suggestion and print
the entire text of his June 20 letter, along
with my reply dated July 11, Although
Mr. Titler’s letter was widely circulated
in the newspapers 3 days prior to my
receipt of the original text, I have made
certain that he received my response sev-
eral days in advance of its publication:

. WasHINGTON, D.C., June 20, 1969.
Congressman KEN HECHLER,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Sm: I am getting tired of reading your
lles in the newspapers. You are apparently
some kin to Herr Goebbels who believed that
if a lie was told often enough people would
eventually belleve it.

You and your two cronies, Drew Pearson
and the Instant expert “The Pled Piper of
Lebanon" are what Harry Truman sald about
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Drew Pearson, except you are also a prismatic
liar.

You keep harping about my drawing $40,-
000 per year retirement pay. Nothing could
be further from the truth under our present

lan.

¥ For your information I find you can re-
tire from your position as Congressman (If
you accept the government plan) at a mini-
mum of $12,600 per year tax free, after only
twelve years of service. You object to my
drawing less than $10,000 after taxes after
forty years service, If you do subscribe to the
government plan I would be pleased to trade
pensions with you. Many labor unions have
much more liberal retirement plans than our
union.

The resident officers of the United Mine
Workers of America have not had a raise in
wages in the last twenty-one years, and re-
fused a raise at the 1968 convention. I see no
place in the record where you refused your
$12,500 raise making your salary $42,500 per
year. It is now time for you to “fish" or “cut
bait.”

You and your cronies have been telling lies
and half-truths continuously about the Wel-
fare and Retirement Fund, about safety and
about “black lung”, in hopes of destroying
the confidence of the coal miners in their
officers.

You laud John L. Lewis in one breath as
a great leader and call for an investigation
of his welfare fund in the next. Make up
your mind; was he good or evil? “Consistency
thou art a jewel”,

You criticize the union for owning a bank
with its profits redounding to the benefit of
the miners; you criticize the Welfare Fund
for having too much Inactive money in its
checking account; you aver that the union
does nothing about safety and Pneumoconi-
osis, which is entirely contrary to the record.
In fact you are a “monkey searching for a
flea”., You are trying to prove to the coal
miners of West Virginia that you are a “Do-
Gooder”, and the officlals of the United Mine
Workers of America are “No-Gooders".

You insult the Intelligence of the miners
with your distortions. You are a square peg
in a round hole. I resent your trying to scab
me out of my job.

Your “hot air” statements, you inserted in
the Congressional Record, is only organic
mulch which has cost the taxpayers of Amer-
fca thousands of dollars for printing with
no tangible benefits,

What sinsister motives do you have In
mind? Who is paying you; and/or for what
are you running?

I am very much interested in helping you
out—way out!

I expect you and your two buddies to get
your facts straight, and immediately issue
& public apology so the public will know
what kind of prevaricators you are. Inasmuch
as you have inserted in the Congressional
Record at taxpayers expense many articles,
statements and letters regarding the candi-
dacy of many seeking office in the UMWA, I
demand you have this letter inserted in the
Congressional Record.

I will put my record for integrity and
veracity against the instant experts or any
other muckracker any day of the week,

Your reply is expected.

Sincerely,
GEORGE J, TITLER,

Jury 11, 1969.
GEORGE J, TITLER,
Vice President, United Mine Workers of
America, Washington, D.C.

Dear Georce: Your letter of June 20
puzzled me both by what it said and what
it did not say,

How do you figure that a Congressman
with 12 years of service can retire ‘at a
minimum of $12,500 per year tax free”? You
surely should check to find out the facts,
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which are that all Congressmen must pay in
715 percent of their salary in order to draw
any retirement, that it will be at least five
years before I will be eligible to draw retire-
sent, and that only the actual amount pald
in is received back tax free. This means that
after two years of drawing back what I have
put into the retirement fund, I will be pay-
ing full taxes on all my retirement pay. So
why do you make such outrageous state-
ments without checking the true facts?

Second, you object to my stating that you
will be able to draw $40,000 per year retire-
ment pay. You deny this, despite the fact
that the official records at the Department of
Labor clearly stipulate that if you serve ten
years as an International officer “who has
served as International President, Inter-
national Vice President, and/or International
Secretary-Treasurer”, then your pension
shall be at the rate of your annual constitu-
tional salary. Perhaps your outraged denial
that you can draw your full $40,000 salary
“under our present plan” simply reflects your
fear that you will not be re-elected as Vice
President, and thereby not serve out the full
ten years necessary to qualify for that plush
100-percent-of-full-salary, non-contributory
pension, The pennies, nickels and dimes of
UMW dues-paying members have apparently
been taken out of the UMW Treasury and
set up In your Natlonal Bank of Washington
as a special kitty just to pay the top plush
retirement pensions of the fat cats in your
headquarters—meaning you and Mr. Boyle
and Mr. Owens.

Since you didn't, haven't and won't con-
tribute one red cent of your salary toward
your retirement, of course every penny of
your plush retirement fund when pald you
will be taxed. All Congressmen, including
myself, pay 71, percent of our salaries into
our retirement fund. Therefore, we will be
getting back that 71, percent if and when we
retire in the future, and then we will pay
taxes on all the rest. So your comparisons are
not very accurate, my good friend.

You wrote me: “I see no place in the record
where you refused your $12,600 raise making
your salary $42,500 per year.” Let me tell you
some of the ways I have spent that $12,500
(about half of which goes for taxes):

1. Starting off the year, I contributed
$1,000 of my own money to the Black Lung
Assoclation to help them get the law through
the West Virginia Legislature to protect and
compensate miners afflicted by pneumoco-
niosis.

How much have you contributed of your
salary to ald the cause of black lung at the
state level in West Virginia?

2. At my personal expense, I financed a
trip to Washington, D.C. by five of the
widows of the Farmington disaster on Feb-
ruary 24, who came here to urge Secretary of
the Interior Hickel to retain John F. O'Leary
as Director of the Bureau of Mines and urge
him to support strong mine health and
safety legislation?

How much of your $40,000-a-year salary
have you personally contributed in the fight
to retaln John O'Leary and support strong
mine health and safety legislation?

3. I personally pald the expenses out of
my salary to fly Mrs. Willls Jessie and her
foster mother to San Antonio, Texas, and
Miami, Florida, and return to West Virginia
with her three-year-old child who had been
hi-jacked on a plane to Cuba. I did this be-
cause Mrs, Jessie Is a resident of Holden,
West Virginia, and her whole family are coal
miners, active and disabled.

How much of your $40,000-a-year salary
have you personally dounated to help active
and disabled coal miners who are in trouble?

4. On March 19 and March 20, I person-
ally paild the expenses of three of the Farm-
ington widows, Mrs, Kaznoski, Mrs. Snyder
and Mrs. Rogers to fly from Clarksburg to
Washington to testify before the Senate Sub-
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committee considering the mine health and
safety bill, Their testimony was very effec-
tive,

How much of your $40,000-a-year salary
have you personally contributed to bringing
witnesses to Washington to testify?

5. On March 19, and March 20, 1969, I
personally paid the expenses of three Logan
County disabled coal miners afflicted with
black lung to fly to Washington and testify
before the Senate Subcommittee. Their
names are Otis Ratlif of Davin, W. Va.;
Huda Balley of Mount Gay, W. Va.; and
Henry Mann of Amherstdale, W. Va. I pald
their plane fare round-trip, made arrange-
ments for them to be picked up and driven
to their homes, and paid their meals and
hotel accommodations while in Washington
presenting very effective testimony.

How much of your $40,000-a-year salary
have you spent personally to bring home to
the Members of the Congress the real facts
concerning those who actually suffer from
black lung?

6. At my own personal expense, I have
travelled the length and breadth of West
Virginia to talk with coal miners about the
need for stronger mine health and safety
legislation. Among the places to which I have
travelled, always at my own personal ex-
pense and not reimbursed by the govern-
ment, are Logan, Beckley, Clifftop, Gilbert,
Morgantown, Farmington, Princeton, Vivian,
Oak HIill, Madison—and many other com-
munities large and small. When I fly from
Washington to make these trips, I fly tourist
class; I sometimes see you fiying on the same
planes and you are always flylng first-class.
Congressmen can be reimbursed for one trip
per month while Congress is in session, so
long as it is on official business; none of
the trips I have taken to the coal flelds have
been made al government expense, and I
wonder just now many of your own trips
were made at UMW expense,

How much of your $40,000-a-year salary
have you spent personally to travel to the
coal fields and acqualnt the people with the
facts on the need for coal mine health and
safety legislation?

7. At my personal expense, In April, I
flew to San Antonio, Texas, rented a car
and drove to the Mexican border at Eagle
Pass, Texas, and proceeded to the site of
the major coal mine disaster which killed
over 160 coal miners in Mexico. While on
the scene, I also visited and inspected a
comparable mine in the vicinity and spent
considerable time underground.

How much of your $40,000-a-year salary
have you spent personally to travel to other
countries to get the facts on what is needed
to make our mines safer?

I have not hitherto made public the ex-
tent of my personal expenditures out of
my salary on behalf of the coal miners I rep-
resent and on behalf of strong and effective
coal mine health and safety legislation. I
can now assure you that durlng 1969 the
amount of my salary increase has already
been more than expended personally on the
above and other related projects designed
to help coal miners. I consider this my per-
sonal as well as official duty.

Speaking of what you term “lies”, what
truth Is there in the statement made by
UMW President W. A. Boyle, quoted in the
Washington Evening Star of June 25, 1969,
that the expenses of the World Premiere of
“The Bridge at Remagen™ (based on my
book) were paid by the American Pe-
troleum Institute? I wonder if you would
care to repeat and endorse this libelous state-
ment made by your immediate superior.

Finally, it has become apparent from re-
marks made to me by a number of UMW
officials who had a half-hour conference in
the Capitol on July 10 that your organiza-
tion is now afrald my efforts might produce
a bill which 1s “too strong”. Are you per-
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sonally afrald that a bill which genuinely
protects the health and safety of the coal
miners might be dangerous? I'd be inter-
ested in your views.
Sincerely,
EKEN HECHLER.

Mr. Speaker, the Huntington, W. Va.,
Herald-Advertiser carried an account of
a further statement which was made on
coal mine health and safety, which
follows:

Rep. EKen Hechler charged today that
United Mine Workers President W. A, Boyle
is “dragging his feet” on coai mine health
and safety legislation pending in Congress.

“Last Tuesday, I personally called at Mr.
Boyle's office to confer with him on the
urgent items which must go into any effec~
tive bill to protect coal miners. Not only did
he refuse to see me, but he informed me he
would telephone when he was ready. That
was four days ago. If the coal miners have
to wait for Mr. Boyle, they will have to en-
dure the same kind of misery which has
killed, crippled and given black lung to
thousands of miners and then thrown the
miners or their widows and families out on
the streets with only pennies for compensa-
tion and retirement,” Hechler said.

Noting that President Boyle, Vice Presi-
dent Titler and Treasurer John Owens are
scheduled to address a miner’s rally in Welch
this afternoon, Rep. Hechler sald:

“Let Mr. Boyle explain at Welch where he
stands on giving coal miners or their fami-
lies the right to sue owners or operators
whose negligence causes death or mine in-
Jurles. Let President Boyle explain where he
stands on the Infamous Board of Review
which the coal operators want in the law
to overrule and nullify the recommendations
of safety and health inspectors. Let President
Boyle tell the miners whether he really wants
to bring the coal dust standard down to the
level where human beings can live, work and
breathe freely without being endangered by
black lung. Let President Boyle tell where
he stands on giving real authority to the
Public Health Service to protect the health
of the coal miner.”

Congressman Hechler, a long-time ecritic
of the top leadership of the United Mine
Workers also stated that “various officials
of the UMW have told me that it would be
wrong to support a strong, effective mine
health and safety law because such a law
might cost the operators too much and re=
sult in closing down mines and loss of jobs."
Rep. Hechler labelled this point of view
“dangerous propaganda, designed to weaken
the pending legislation.”

He added: “Down through the years, the
United Mine Workers have always glven in
to the coal operators when it comes to writ-
ing laws which really provide genuine pro-
tection for the coal miners. Now that we
have the best chance in years to replace this
skim milk legislation, the UMW comes up
with the novel theory that cream is too rich
for the miner’s blood.

“It’s high time that Mr. Boyle and his
henchmen say exactly where they stand on
mine health and safety, and elther work to
protect the miners or get replaced by leaders
who will get out and fight for their people,”
Rep. Hechler concluded.

DICTATORIAL AND ANTILEGAL
ACTS

(Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia asked
and was given permission to extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, in efforts to hold on to the reins
of power, the top officials now holding
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office in the United Mine Workers of
America have engaged in a number of
acts which would seem to violate provi-
sions of the law. Pursuant to section 601
of the Labor-Management Reporting and
Disclosure Act of 1959, the Secretary of
Labor has been asked to investigate the
activities of the present officers of the
United Mine Workers of America. I have
also urged the Secretary of Labor to pur-
sue this investigation to ascertain if the
law has been violated. There follows the
text of a letter to the Secretary of Labor
detailing in full the possible violations
of the law by the present officials of the
United Mine Workers of America:
RAUH AND SILARD,
Washington, D.C., July 9, 1969,

Hon. GEORGE P. SHULTZ,

Secretary of Labor, Department of Labor,

Washington, D.C.

DEaR MR. SECRETARY: Joseph A. Yablonskl,
candidate for President of the United Mine
Workers of America, and H. Elmer Brown,
candidate for Vice President thereof, hereby
request an immediate and continuing in-
vestigation, pursuant to Section 601 of the
Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure
Act of 1959, of the illegal activities of the of-
flers of the Union seeking to prevent the
nomination of Mr. Yablonskl and Mr. Brown
for those offices. If the investigation is to be
effective, it must commence immediately and
encompass substantially all of the districts
and local unions, and especially must include
monitoring of local union nomination meet-
ings through Government observers.

The Constitution of the United Mine
Workers was amended in 1964 to require
nominations by 50 local unions (previously it
had been 5) in order for a candidate to have
his name placed on the official United Mine
Workers ballot. Pursuant to the Mine Work-
ers Constitution, nominations are to be made
during the period from July 9 to August 9,
1969, and there is a requirement that all local
union members be given one week’s notice
of the nominating meeting. Since the nomi-
nating process starts today, Mr. Yablonskl
and Mr. Brown urgently request immediate
investigatory action by the Department of
Labor.

We set forth below the massive efforts
being made by the incumbents, W. A.
(“Tony’) Boyle, President, George J. Titler,
Vice President, and John Owens, Secretary-
Treasurer, all of whom are candidates for
reelection, to prevent Mr. Yablonski and Mr.
Brown from meeting the new requirement of
50 local union nominations. Before describ-
ing the specific illegal acts of the Incumbent
officers and those working with them, we
refer, as background, to some of the methods
used by the incumbents to maintain abso-
lute control of the union.

The Labor Department brought sult, in
1964 (Civil Action No. 3071-64) in the United
States District Court for the District of Co-
lumbia against the widespread and now al-
most universal practice of placing United
Mine Worker districts into trusteeship and
directing the affairs of local unions through
appointed district officers. The Labor De-
partment suit against the United Mine
Workers and the appointed district officials
seeks to outlaw certain trusteeships and re-
turn the districts to democratic control. This
suit has been delayed for 5 years by the In-
cumbents (i.e. Boyle, Titler, Owens), but the
facts of their overwhelming power through
trusteeships are well known to the Depart-
ment. The presidents and secretary-treasur-
ers of 19 of the 23 Mine Worker districts in
the United States are appointed by Mr.
Boyle; the International Executive Board
members from 15 of these 23 districts are
c¢hosen by Mr. Boyle and ratified without
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discussion or opposition by the Mine Work-
ers Convention, In addition to the power
exercised through this trusteeship process,
the records of the Labor Department are re-
plete with nonrepayable loans made by the
International Union to the districts, thus
making the control through the power of
appointment absolute through the power of
the purse. It is against this background of
the increase from 5 to 50 locals for nom-
ination, widespread trusteeships, and loans
to districts, that the Department must con-
slder the facts set forth below of the incum-
bents’ illegal activities to prevent the nomi-
nation of Mr. Yablonski and Mr. Brown.

1. Immediately following Mr. Yablonski's
public announcement of his candidacy for
President (May 29, 1969), he addressed a let-
ter to Mr. Boyle asking that the Unlon mail
campaign literature at his own expense to
the members of the Union in compliance with
Section 401(c) of LMRDA. Despite the ex-
press terms of Section 401(c) requiring
unions to make such mallings, Mr. Boyle in
flagrant violation of law rejected even this
modest request. On June 23, 1969, District
Judge Corcoran ordered the incumbents to
mail Mr, Yablonski's literature in compliance
with Section 401(ec) (Civil Action No. 1662-
69). Despite Judge Corcoran’s order, an at-
torney for the United Mine Workers delib-
erately sought to sabotage the malling.

2. One week after Mr, Yablonski's an-
nouncement of his candidacy (l.e., on June 6,
1969), Mr. Boyle removed him from his office
as acting director of Labor's Non-Partisan
League and threatened him with further re-
prisals. These reprisals are now the subject
of Mr. Yablonski’s second suit in the District
Court here (Civil Action No. 1799-69).

3. On June 28, 1969, Mr, Yablonski ap-
peared before a group of local union leaders
in Springfield, Illinols seeking support for
his nomination. While the meeting was
breaking up, an as yet unknown assailant
knocked Mr, Yablonski unconscious. Accord-
ing to Mr. Yablonski and his doctor, the
blow was from the rear and of a professional
nature. This matter is under Department of
Justice investigation.

4. On the following day, June 29, 1969, a
rally of Mr, Yablonski's supporters at Shen-
andoah, Pa., attended by Mr, Brown because
of Mr. Yablonski’s injury, was broken up by
pald officials of the United Mine Workers.
These officlals imported into the area more
than 50 hired goons who intimidated per-
sons seeking entrance to the meeting, pre-
vented speakers from being heard, forced
others to leave, and caused cancellation of
the meeting. The full story is reported in
the Shenandoah Evening Herald of June 30,
1969. This matter is also under Department
of Justice investigation.

5. Supporters of Mr. Yablonski have been
systematically approached and directed to
support Mr. Boyle. When they refused to do
50, they have been threatened with later re-
prisal. Among those so approached are Victor
Pezzoni, Pete Sabo and Eli Matovich,

6. A variation of the threats in the last
paragraph was made to Jack Peters, Secre-
tary-Treasurer of Local Union 1787, of
which Mr. Yablonski is President. One week
after Peters refused to succumb to pressure
to support Mr, Boyle, Al Lamo, International
Auditor, went to Peters’ home and de-
manded the books of his local union under
threat of charges against him.

7. Local union officials who were support-
ing Mr. Yablonski were offered jobs on the
United Mine Workers payroll to persuade
them to disavow Mr. Yablonski's candidacy
and to go for Mr, Boyle. Among the men so
approached are Andrew F. Surma, Joe
Bitos, Victor Pezzoni, and Nick Devince.

8. In District 5 where Yablonskl will ob-
viously get many local union nominations
because he is the democratically elected In-
ternational Executive Board member and
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former President of the- District, all local
unions having 20 members or less were dis-
banded by letter dated June 27, 1969. This
effort to deny him nominations is a clear
violation of the Constitution of the United
Mine Workers, Even worse, this discrimina-
tory dechartering of small locals was done
only in the area where Yablonski is strong
and not in other districts. This action is in
strange contrast to the recognition at recent
Mine Workers Conventions of logal unions
of far less than 20 which were regularly
seated. In one case at least, a local with only
one member was seated.

9. On June 23, 1969, the charter of Local
Union 247, Minonk, Illinois, was revoked at
the direction of the Intermational Union.
This local, in which there was strong sup-
port for Mr. Yablonskl, had been in con-
tinuous operation even though the mine
was closed down in March, 1951. Now, 18 years
later, for no reason except that there is an
election coming up and opponents of the
incumbents are seeking nominations, the
charter has been revoked.

10. On Sunday, July 6, 1969, Local 7113 was
having its regular meeting. Desplte the fact
that this was prior to the time for nomina-
tions and despite the fact that no notice had
been given that nominations would be made
at the meeting, financial secretary John
Alello assumed the chairmanship of the
meeting, nominated Mr. Boyle, ruled out of
order a nomination of Mr. Yablonskl, closed
the nominations and declared Mr. Boyle
nominated. Alello is a pald employee in Dis-
trict 17, a trusteed district.

11. The same illegal conduct was sched-
uled for Local Union 2339 the previous day.
Five District and International representa-
tives attended the meeting for the purpose
of obtaining a similar surprise nomination
for Mr. Boyle and blocking off one for Mr.
Yablonski. Luckily, Mr. Yablonskl himself
attended this meetlng and the surprise
nomination did not occur.

12. On July 2, 1969, in an obvious attempt
te repeat the action at Local 7113 and the
intended action at Local 2339, Mr. Budzano-
ski, President of District 5 and one of those
who has threatened Mr., Yablonski's sup-
porters, addressed a letter to all recording
secretaries in District 5 asking for the date,
time and place of the local union meetings
at which nominations are to be held. He
demanded an immediate response in a self-
addressed return envelope and sald he had
“certain responsibilities” in connection with
the nominations. Like Springfield (par. 3),
Shenandoah (par. 4), Local 7113 (par. 10),
and Local 2339 (par. 11), Mr. Budzanoski's
letter portends continuous unlawful activi-
ties at nomination meetings,

13. United Mine Workers funds are being
illegally used in connection with the nom-
inating process. We have already referred to
job offers, but that is only the beginning. To
break up the Shenandoah rally (par. 4),
$20.00 a person was paid to goons, On June
25, 1969, $10.00 a car load was paid for per-
sons to attend a rally at which Boyle, Titler
and Owens were present.,

14. An anonymous and llbelous sheet
about Mr. Yablonski, which has been cir-
culated throughout the Union, was prepared
by Mr. Justin McCarthy, editor of the United
Mine Workers Journal, and other employees
of the Union, all at Union expense.

15, For years the Mine Workers Journal
has been a public joke for its efforts to keep
the Incumbents before the Union member-
ship. Some editions have had more pictures
of Mr. Boyle than pages. Recognizing thlis,
Mr. Yablonski, immediately upon the an-
nouncement of his candidacy, asked for
equal space. Not only was this rejected by
Mr. Boyle, but in both of the issues since
Mr. Yablonski's announcement, there has
been no single reference to Mr. Yablonski
and Mr. Boyle has been prominently and
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favorably displayed. In the June 15th edi-
tion, a very prominent picture of him with
John L. Lewis was captioned with Mr. Boyle
as Lewis's “protege”. In the July 1lst issue,
Mr. Boyle is shown in 5§ pictures and re-
peatedly glven credit for alleged achleve-
ments of the Union.

16. At an International Executive Board
meeting in February 1969, Mr. Boyle told the
presidents of various districts to request a
loan from the Washington office in order to
finance his reelection campaign. The district
presidents at this meeting were Budzanoski,
Younker, Philpott, Pass and Eelly. We have
made a complaint to the Department of Jus-
tice about specific conversions of these loans
into Mr. Boyle's election funds.

17. The incumbents have access to and
have utilized the list of officers of the local
unions of the United Mine Workers. Despite
this fact, when counsel for Mr. Yablonski
asked for a copy of the list, counsel for the
United Mine Workers refused to turn same
over to him.

What we have set out above 1s only the
part of the lceberg above the water line,
The terror inside a union where a candi-
date for President is knocked unconscious
and where a rally for that candidate is
broken up by goons is even greater when it
comes to the individual members. The reign
of terror makes it hard to get the facts.
Many have told Mr. Yablonski and others
the same storles as those listed above, but
they also talk about their penslons, and
their jobs, and their families, and they say
that they cannot speak out. What we have
presented here is only a small part of the
total illegal activities of the incumbents. But
it is enough to know that every local union
is threatened with unlawful activities up to,
during, and after their nomination meetings.

There can be no question from what has
been set out above that the incumbents are
engaged in massive violations of the Lan-
drum-Griffin Act in order to save their posts
in the Union. It is thus clear that the Labor
Department will have to take action under
Tilte IV of the Act. The time to get the
evidence is while the action is on, during
the nominating period starting today. We
ask the Department to move now.

Respectfully submitted.

JoserH L. RavuH, Jr.,
Attorney for Joseph A. Yablonski and
H. Elmer Browmn.

PERSONAL EXEMPTION INCREASE—
PROGRESS REPORT

(Mr. SAYLOR asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, in keep-
ing with my promise to inform the
House of the progress in the drive to in-
crease the personal exemption amount,
I am happy to report that another 12
Members have joined me today on a hill
that would raise the amount to $1,000
from its present level of $600.

With these 12 cosponsors, the net,
hard-core support for this measure now
stands at 190 Members. In my report of
June 25, I did not make allowance for
Members who had introduced or co-
sponsored more than one bill. I think
you will be interested to know that 21
of the 27 Members of the Pennsylvania
delegation are sponsors or cosponsors of
similar bills, and that there is support
for Members representing all but nine
of the States. The goal is 218 Members;
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however, considering the closeness of the
vote on the surtax extension, perhaps
we may not need quite that number to
convince the Ways and Means Commit-
tee that the country is demanding this
legislation.

I noticed that the Ways and Means
Committee has just issued a list of “ten-
tative decisions” concerning tax reform.
Although the decisions taken do not
touch on the subject of the personal ex-
emption amount, I am heartened by the
report because it indicates that the sub-
ject of tax reform is not a “dead issue”
as I was beginning to fear. I feel certain
that by now the committee understands
that “tax reform” means “tax relief” for
the middle-income taxpayer and that
the taxpayer is not going to be satisfied
with the work of this session of Congress
unless his expectations on tax relief are
met.

I have cited statistics in the past point-
ing out how much of the Federal tax
burden the middle-income taxpayer
bears. The Tax Foundation recently pro-
duced a chart showing just how much
taxation is costing the wage earner as a
portion of his daily income. It takes ex-
actly 2 hours and 34 minutes a day for
the average wage earner to pay for his
share of Federal and State taxes. That is
8 minutes more than it required last year
and 15 minutes more than it did in 1966.
But an even more dramatic fact is that
the “tax share” is the largest single item
in a wage earner’s budget based on an 8-
hour day. Of the 2 hours and 34 minutes
work time required to meet taxes, 1
hour and 47 minutes would be worked to
pay the Federal tax share. If you are in-
terested in how much working time is
spent each year in earning money for
taxes, the foundation says it takes 117
working days out of the year, on average,
to meet tax obligations. Is it little wonder
that the hard-pressed American middle-
income taxpayer is in the mood for revolt
against Government spending excesses.

I have heard the cry, Mr. Speaker,
about the cost of tax reform and I ap-
preciate the concern that such reform
could mean in the loss of considerable
Federal revenue. However, I want fo
point out that if the income tax system
was going to be truly revised, that is, a
have introduced. With an expanded tax
base and doing away with all the special
privileges, preferences, and exemptions,
there would be no need for legislation I
have introduced. With an expanded tax
base, flat but progressive rates of tax on
all income, there would probably be suf-
ficient revenue to run the Government
at its current level. In fact, pending the
release of the results of the study under-
way by the Treasury Department, I would
make a guess that the Treasury could
expect more, rather than less revenue
under such a system. But we all know
that such a total reform of the tax sys-
tem is not in the offing for this year, so
one must find alternatives.

There appears to be at least two alter-
natives. The first and best alternative is
to cut the Federal budget by at least the
amount of expected revenue decrease.
However, we have seen in the first 6
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months of this session that Congress is
not in the mood to economize to any great
degree. The second alternative is to close
the tax loopholes that currently exist.
Some of these loopholes are in the proc-
ess of being closed—repeal of the T-per-
cent investment tax credit is a step in
the right direction. But that was a tiny
step compared to the giant strides that
are needed to make the present tax sys-
tem more equitable.

The newly formed National Commit-
tee on Tax Justice, under the chairman-
ship of our distinguished former col-
league, Paul Douglas, has recently in-
formed the membership of both bodies
of the tremendous size of the revenue
loss the Government suffers because of
the multitude of tax loopholes. The com-
mittee reports that in 1968, an estimated
$12.5 billion was lost because of these
loopholes. Now I cannot personally verify
every single one of the dollar figures the
committee used to arrive at that figure,
but I think it is important to note that
the figures were gathered from estimates
by the U.S. Treasury Department so we
should be able to rely on their authen-
ticity.

The point is simply this: the potential
revenue is there to offset the loss from
giving the middle-income taxpayer a
break if only we in Congress have the
courage to go and get it. Congress has the
responsibility to begin the process of a
redistribution of the tax load and we
should start the process by recognizing
that the middle-income taxpayer has
shouldered more than his share long
enough. Raising the personal exemption
amount this year to at least $1,000 would
be a direct notice to the American mid-
dle-income taxpayer that we have heard
his ery for tax reform and are fulfilling
our obligation. We have all made a prom-
ise to the middle-income taxpayer, that
“this is the year for tax reform’—it is
time we acted to keep that promise.

THE FIVE-SIDED RIDDLE: OR, THE
PENTAGON, WHO IS IN CHARGE
HERE?—PART III

(Mr. FULTON of Tennessee asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
to include extraneous matter.)

Mr., FULTON of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, in this morning's Washington
Post Mr. Bernard D. Nossiter reports:

A proposal affecting contractors’ profits
that could lead to a sharp cut in military
costs has been stalled in the Pentagon for
18 months. No action is in sight.

Mr. Nossiter’'s article is another
shocking chapter in this disturbing
volume of evidence clearly indicating
that our defense contracting and pro-
curement is in a scandalous state of af-
fairs, costing the American taxpayers
billions of wasted dollars each year and
seemingly impregnable to economizing
efforts or ideas.

Mr. Speaker, I include Mr. Nossiter’s
article, “Pentagon Sits on Plan To Cut
Military Costs,” in the Recorp at this
point:
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PENTAGON SITS ON PraN To CuUT MILITARY
CosTs

(By Bernard D, Nossiter)

A proposal affecting contractors’ profits
that could lead to a sharp cut in military
costs has been stalled in the Pentagon for 18
meonths. No action is in sight.

The proposal, a new guideline for Defense
Department negotiators, would link profits
to suppliers’ investment instead of the pres-
ent system that relates earnings almost en-
tirely to suppllers' costs.

For economists and nondefense businesses,
this i1s a standard procedure. But many aero-
space companies rely on Government plants,
Government machinery and Government
working capital. They don’t want a system
that tles their profits to their relatively
small investment.

Supporters of the proposed guldeline argue
that it would achleve at least three useful
things: Remove the present Incentive for
defense suppllers to inflate their costs In
order to realize larger profits; encourage
contractors to use cost-saving machinery, a
goal that present contracting procedures
hardly touch and discourage companies from
leasing a Government property while stimu-
lating them to risk more of their own money.

PROPOSED IN 1968

The proposal was advanced on February 3,
1968 by Lt. Col. Bruce Benefield, a special
assistant to the Pentagon's Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Procurement. Benefield de-
scribed it at a private meeting of top pro-
curement officlals and a verbatim transcript
of that gathering has now become available
to The Washington Post.

Benefield was vigorously supported by the
Pentagon's former Comptroller, Robert An-
thony, who now teaches at the Harvard
Business School.

Anthony warned, in effect, that continuing
the present system of basing profits almost
exclusively on costs could be embarrassing.

“There are quite likely coming to light at
some times some fantastically high returns
on capital that certain companies are mak-
ing,” he sald, “that are going to, I think,
cause us trouble.”

BACKED BY GENERAL

The late Gen. Thomas Gerrity, head of the
Afir Force Logistics Command, also argued
for Benefield's approach.

But Benefield's immediate boss, John M.,
Malloy, the Deputy Assistant Secretary for
procurement and a long time Penatgon offi-
cial, was unenthusiastic. He said: "I really
don’'t see this as maybe as clear cut as I
believe Gen. Gerrity does. I'm afraid to fiy
with this so fast—too many unknowns, I
think, yet.”

Ever since then the scheme has been
languishing. Benefield says that it 1s not
dead, that it is being actively considered and
constantly refined.

It Is known that the plan has been studied
by a panel of aerospace contractors brought
together by the Pentagon's Industry Advisory
Council. But defense officials are close-
mouthed about thelir response.

FIRMS OPPOSED

However, one source sald that large com-
panies with little Investment of their own
are firmly against the new guideline, Big
companies with substantial investment are
reported to be only lukewarm because of
their uncertainty over a new procedure.

Benefield's proposal would tie only 30 per
cent of profits to investment and leave the
remaining 70 per cent linked to costs. He
suggested a 25 per cent rate of return for
the investment-linked components.

The following example illustrates how a
negotiated profit based exclusively on in-
vestment contracts with one based entirely
on costs:

Assume that the Pentagon is buying $500
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million of avionics widgets. General Military
Inc. has $100 milllon of its own assets but
relies largely on federal plants. If the Pen-
tagon allows a 10 per cent profit on costs,
GMI would net $50 million, a rate of return
of 50 per cent on its capital.

However, if GMI were limited to a 25 per
cent return on its assets, or investment, it
would net only $25 million, This might en-
courage the company to put up more of its
own money and invest in cost-cutting ma-
chinery, and diminish any incentive it had to
expand costs.

COMPANIES DIFFER

Among the large defense contractors, those
engaged in civillan business generally have
large investments. Thus, the assets of Gen-
eral Motors and General Electric typically
amount to two-thirds of annual sales, But
companies whose business is almost entirely
military—General Dynamics, Lockheed and
the old North American Aviation, for exam-
ple—typically have assets that are only one-
third of their yearly sales. It is this latter
group that could be expected to take the
coolest view of any change.

Barry Shillito, the Pentagon's current pro-
curement chief, took part in the February,
1968, meeting as the Navy's purchasing boss,
He sald yesterday that the delay in establish-
ing the new guideline is due to its “complex-
ity.”

In principle, he said, he was for it. “We are
golng to do this. It's going to happen. We've
got to give some consideration to (invested)
capital,” he sald.

However, he said, negotiating officers in the
fleld would have trouble determining pre-
cisely how much capital to allocate to each
company’s contract, a necessary step in de-
termining the amount of profit. This he sald,
accounts for the delay in adopting the pro-
posal.

Mr. Speaker, the very abuses of which
Mr. Nossiter writes are precisely those
which were exposed in Report of the
Economy in Government Subcommittee
of the Joint Economic Committee, “The
Economics of Military Procurement.”

Over the past 2 weeks I have been
placing portions of this report in the
Recorp. I intend to place another por-
tion today and would like to bring it to
the particular attention of my colleagues
because in a section of it the problem of
cost analysis of which Mr. Nossiter
writes is discussed.

Mr. Speaker, I place the third install-
ment of the report “The Economics of
Military Procurement” in the Recorp at
this point and commend i% to the atten-
tion of my colleagues:

THE EcoNoMICs OF MILITARY PROCUREMENT—
ParT III
10. THE CONCEPTUAL PROBLEMS IN USING HIS-

TORICAL COST ANALYSIS AND THE FAILURE TO

USE “SHOULD COSTING"

The analysis of cost and pricing data is
a cruclal factor in determining the amount
the Government spends on Wweapons pro-
grams. Without good cost analysis and cost
estimation, the Government is unable to
control the costs of procurement, much of
which is based on original cstimates. That is,
the price of a contract is negotiated on the
basis of cost estimates submitted by the con-
tractor. An infiated estimate can result in
an inflated price unless DOD can properly
evaluate estimated cost data. Yet, as indi-
cated above, the Defense Department’s
ability to adequately analyze cost data is
severely llmited by the lack of information
on profitability, the absence of data on sub-
contracting, the shortcomings of the Truth-
in-Negotiations Act, and the nonexistence of
uniform accounting standards.
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Another obstacle to adequate analysls is
the fact that cost estimation presently relies
extensively on past experience; that is, his-
torical costs are used to provide estimates
of the future costs of proposed weapons
systems. Historical costs refer to the actual
costs of performing earlier contracts. They
are often insufficlent and misleading guides
to estimating the costs of new contracts for
several reasons. For example, it is possible for
the cost of performing a contract to be
inflated intentionally or through contractor
inefficiency, and for the costs of that con-
tract to influence the estimation of costs on
subsequent contracts.

As the testimony showed, historical costs
are no better than the underlying data on
which they are based. If the costs of previous
procurements were obtained without com-
petition, estimates based on them probably
would not be comparable to costs determined
competitively. As we know, most procure-
ments In the DOD data bank were not
awarded competitively. In fact, many of the
earlier contracts were the CPFF type in which
some of the most extreme cases of cost over-
runs occurred.

The use of historical costs may give the
contractor a premium to inflate his cost base.
The inflated costs of previous contracts may
then become the new cost base figure for
subsequent production runs and subsequent
contracts. If profit is calculated by DOD as
a percentage of costs, the contractor may
be given a profit motive to increase costs.
The only party hurt in this scheme is the
American taxpayer.

Implicit in the criticlsm of historical cost
is the point that the cost of a particular con-
tract may have been excessive because of
contractor inefficiency. The possibility that
contractor inefficiency may be a significant
problem was brought out in the testimony
of Colonel Buesking (U.S. Air Force, retired)
and A. E, Fitzgerald, Deputy for Management
Systems, Office of the Assistant Secretary of
the Air Force. Both witnesses compared the
probable cost approach, which employs
historical costs, and the should-cost ap-
proach to Government estimates.

The should-cost approach attempts to de-
termine the amount that weapons systems or
products ought to cost given attainable ef-
ficlency and economy of operation. The
method of determining the should-cost figure
is based on a combination of industrial en-
glneering and financial management prin-
ciples. Briefly, a study is made at a contrac-
tor’s plant of each of the cost elements of
the contractor’s operation to ascertaln what
the product should cost the Government,
assuming reasonable efficlency and economy
on the part of the contractor. Obviously, this
approach differs sharply from the tradition-
al one in which costs are estimated in ad-
vance on the basis of earller costs, and in
which the Government thereafter reimburses
the contractor for incurred and allocable
costs without finding out whether the costs
wer¢ reasonable,

According to the testimony, when the
should cost approach was employed by the
Navy in connection with the TF-30 engine
contract for the F-111 program, substantial
inefficlencies were detected in the contractor’s
plant. As a result of the study, the con-
tract price was later reduced by more than
£100 million,

It is difficult to see how the Government
can be assured that incurred costs will be
reasonable on negotiated contracts without
the benefit of a should-cost type in-depth
study and evaluation. Col. A. W. Buesking
(U.B8. Alr Force, retired) testified that se-
lected evaluations of resource planning and
control systems conducted to assess con-
tractor's capability to meet standards of ef-
ficlency revealed that control systems es-
sentlal to prevent excessive costs were ab-
sent. He estimated that costs in such plants
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are 30 to 50 percent In excess of what they
might be under competitive conditions. When
Admiral Rickover was asked to comment on
Colonel Buesking's statement, he said, “His
estimate is a conservative one.” Establishing
objective cost performance standards would
be an important step toward cost control.

11. ABSENCE OF ONGOING COST REPORTS TO
CONGRESS

Equally important is the need for devising
a method to periodically report actual costs
to Congress as they are incurred on large
negotiated contracts. Presently, it is dif-
ficult for the Members of Congress and the
public to know whether a program is staying
within or exceeding original cost estimates
and the negotiated price, during the period of
contract performance. Reports of actual costs
should be correlated with planned cost of
work segments satisfactorily completed. In
this way, cost estimates could be compared
with incurred costs.

It may also be desirable to relate progress
payments to real progress, In the sense of
work segments satisfactorily completed,
rather than simply incurred costs, and to re-
port the volume and cost of contract change
notices, Finally, a full cost report system
would include the profit rate negotiated and
realized, and estimated and realized profits as
a return on investment, If this were done,
Congress would at least have avallable to it
indicators of contract objectives and contract
costs which would make it possible to detect
serious overruns and delays, and to deter-
mine on an ongoing basis the cost status of
the contract.

C. The manifestation of these practices are:
1. High Defense Profits

Perhaps the most glaring fact about de-
fense profits is that not enough is known
about them. The DOD cannot accurately
state what profits are in defense procure-
ment, First, it defines profits as a percentage
of costs, and does not report profits as a
return on investment. Second, DOD does not
obtain complete information about profits
on .firm fixed-price contracts. During fiscal
year 1968, firm fixed-price contracts made up
about 53 percent of total expenditures for
defense procurement., Third, without uni-
form accounting standards, it is difficult, if
not impossible, to discover the costs and
profits in defense production unless months
are spent to reconstruct contractors’ books.
The reason for this is that contractors are
not required to maintain books and records
on most defense contracts. Thus, while the
profit rate is designated at the time a con-
tract is negotiated, the profit actually real-
ized in the performance of the contract can-
not be known and verified without an ex-
pensive, time-consuming audit.

The DOD collects data on less than half
of annual contract awards, and the data it
collects is inadequate, Studles conducted In-
dependently of the Pentagon are admittedly
sketchy. Among other problems, (1) the
trend toward conglomerate mergers among
large defense suppliers obscures the oppor-
tunity for determining defense profits as
their data is published in the aggregate with-
out separating sales and profits by division,
and (2) neither the DOD nor their contrac-
tors will readily furnish profit data to con-
gressional or academic investigators.

No complete and comprehensive study of
this subject has ever been made by any
agency of the executive branch or by the
GAO. Contractors are not required to report
their profits on most Government contracts.
The DOD does not keep adequate records of
contractors’ profits. In view of the tens of
billlons of dollars of taxpayers’ money spent
on defense contracts each year, the Govern-
ment’s lack of knowledge about defense
profits is inexcusable.”

One difficulty is in defining what Is meant
by profits. GAO and DOD surveys deal with

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

profits as a percentage of costs. On this basis
a l10-percent profit rate on a contract for a
weapon that cost $1 million to produce would
result in a profit of $100,000. But profits as a
percentage of costs or sales is often an inac-
curate indicator of true profits. For example,
if a contractor Is able to use Government-
owned equipment or operate in a Govern=-
ment-owned plant, he may have a relatively
small investment in a given contract. In
such a case, his profit may be more accu-
rately measured as a percerntage or return on
investment. Thus, on a $1 million contract,
performed in a given year, where the con-
tractor had an investment of $500,000 worth
of plant and equipment, a $100,000 profit
would be equal to a 20-percent return on
Investment.

An example of how a low profit as a per-
centage of costs can be misleading is found
in a case decided by the Tax Court involving
Alr Force contracts (North American Avia-
tion Inc. v. Renegotiation Board, 1962). In
that case, while the contract provided for 8
percent profits as a percentage of costs, the
Tax Court found the contracts returned 612
percent and 802 percent profit on the con-
tractor’s investment in 2 succeeding years,
according to Admiral Rickover. In that case
99 percent of the contractor’s sales was to the
Government. Indeed, profits as a return on
investment is the preferred method of meas-
uring profitabllity. Stockholders are con-
cerned with the return on their investment,
not with profits as a percentage of costs or
sales, Return on investment is also a better
indicator of the profit in relation to the
contractor’s input.

It is interesting to note that defense com-
panies operate on smaller profit margins,
based on percentage of costs, than do typical
industrial corporations. Basically, this is be-
cause they often operate with large amounts
of Government-supplied capital. Professor
Murray Weidenbaum studied a sample of
large defense contractors doing three-fourths
or more of their business with the Govern-
ment compared with similar sized industrial
companies doing most of their business in
the commercial market, Net profits as a per-
centage of stockholders’ investment was 17.5
percent for the defense contractors and 10.6
percent for the industrial firms, for the pe-
riod 1962-65.

The first question asked in this investiga-
tion was whether defense contractors’ profits
are too high, Much criticism of defense profits
has been made in recent years, Critics main-
tain there is a serious problem of excessive
profits, ‘Others assert the opposite, that de-
fense profits may be too low.

Although our present knowledge is incom-
plete, there is evidence that profits on de-
fense contracts are higher than in related
nondefense activities, and higher for the
defense industry than for the manufacturing
industry as a whole. There is also evidence
that this differential has been Increasing.
The arguments of the Department of De-
fense to the contrary are unconvincing. The
Pentagon's own figures show a 22-percent
increase in profit rates on negotiated con-
tracts under the weighted guidelines method
of profit computation. GAO found a 26-per-
cent increase in a study comparing the 5-
year perlod from 1959 through 1963 with the
average profit rate negotiated during the last
6 months of 1966. DOD claims the increases
relate only to “going in" profits negotiated,
and that actual “coming out” or realized
profits are less. But the DOD in-house profit
review survey shows that contractors are
coming out with profits that are substan-
tially the same as the going in rates. In addi-
tion, when Admiral Rickover made a com-
parison of profits reported and actual profits
as determined by Government audit for five
contractors, actual profits were found to be
much higher than profits reported. Admiral
Rickover also testified that suppliers of pro-
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pulsion turbines are insisting on 20~ to 25-
percent profit on costs as compared with 10
percent a few years ago, that several nuclear
equipment suppliers are requesting 15- to 20-
percent profit, that profit percentages on
shipbuilding contracts doubled in the past
2 years, and that a large company recently
priced equipment to a Navy shipbulilder at a
33-percent profit.

Col, A. W. Buesking testified that profits
based on return on investment in the Min-
uteman program, from 1958 to 1966, were 43
percent. Profits for the large companies seem
to be relatively higher than the smaller and
medium-sized ones, according to the studies
already completed,

Officials of the Department of Defense have
attempted to answer the criticism of high
profits in defense contracting by citing Re-
negotiation Board figures. Yet, in the annual
reports, the Renegotiation Board warns
against using 1its figures for generalizing
about defense profits. One of the reasons for
not using these figures is the fact that a
large amount of contract awards are exempt
from renegotlation and therefore do not show
up in the totals for renmegotiable sales. In
addition, the Board does not publish figures
for profits as a return on investment, nor
does it disclose the names of contractors who
have been ordered to return excessive profits
to the Government and the amounts in-
volved. Unless such disclosures are made so
that profits on renegotiable sales can be
fully analyzed, we agree that Renegotiation
Board figures should not be used to general-
ize about profitability in defense contracting.

Officials of the Department of Defense have
also attempted to answer its critics with the
results of a study performed by the Logis-
tics Management Institute (LMI). LMI was
created by the DOD and in the past has
worked almost exclusively for DOD. The LMI
profits study was financed by DOD.

The LMI study used unverified, unaudited
data which was obtained through the volun-
tary cooperation of a sample of defense con-
tractors. Those who did not wish to do so
did not participate in the study. Forty-two
percent of those contacted provided us data.
As Admiral Rickover pointed out, one of the
faults with such a study is that the contrac-
tors making high profits would naturally
be reluctant to supply information and could
simply choose not to participate. In addi-
tion, the study fails to distinguish between
profits of the larger contractors and the
medium sized and smaller ones.

These facts are cited to underline the con-
tinued need by Congress for an objective, in-
dependent, and comprehensive study of de-
fense profits. This need cannot be satis-
fied by a DOD in-house study, or by an or-
ganization dependent upon the DOD for its
funds.

2. Cost Overruns: The C-56A Cargo Flane

The Alr Force selected the Lockheed Air-
craft Corp. as the alrframe prime contractor
for the C-5A, a large, long-range, heavy logis-
tic alreraft, on September 30, 1065, after pro-
posals had been received in response to Re-
quests for Proposals (RFP) from 5 firms,
and preliminary contracts had been entered
into with 3 of them in 1964. It is not clear,
from the evidence, how much price competi-
tion had to do with the selection. Secretary
Charles testified that there was competition
among the firms. But when asked how low
Lockheed's bid was compared to the others,
he refused to disclose the figures on the
grounds that “this is company proprietary
information.” A similar procedure resulted
in the selection of General Electric as the
engine manufacturer.

The contract with Lockheed is a negoti-
ated fixed price Incentive fee contract. It is
also the first contract utilizing the total
package procurement concept (TPPC). Two
major objectives of the concept, according to
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the Defense Department, are to discourage
contractors from buying in on a design and
development contract with the intention of
recovering on a subsequent production con-
tract, and to motivate contractors to design
for economical production and support of
operational hardware. Thus, TPPC is sup-
posea to act as a deterrent against cost over-
runs and less-than-promised performance.
To accomplish this, all development, produc-
tion, and as much support as is feasible of
a system throughout its anticipated life, is
to be procured in a single contract, as one
total package. The contract includes price
and performance commitments to motivate
the contractor to control costs, perform to
specifications, and produce on time. As the
C-5A is an incentive contract (TPPC does
not necessarily result in incentive contract-
ing) it contains the usual financial rewards
and penalties assoclated with incentive
contracting.

The C-5A contract for the airframe pro-
vides for five research, development, test and
evaluation (R.D.T. & E.) aircraft plus an
initial production run of 53 airplanes (the
total of 58 planes is called run A), and a Gov=
ernment option for additional airplanes. The
present approved program for the C-5A is
120 airplanes comprised of run A (58 air-
planes) plus run B (57 airplanes) plus five
airplanes from run C.

The testimony received during the Novem-
ber 1968 hearings indicated a cost overrun in
the C-5A program totaling as much as $2 bil-
lion. A “cost overrun” is the amount in ex-
cess of the original target cost. According to
the testimony, the program originally called
for 120 C-5A airplanes to cost the Govern-
ment $3.4 billion, but because of cost over-
runs mainly being experienced in the per-
formance of the Lockheed contract actual
costs would total $5.3 billion.

Following the November hearings, Senator
Proxmire asked GAO to investigate into the
causes and amount of the C-5A overruns and
other matters relating to the contract.

On November 19, 1868, the Air Force an=
nounced, in a press release, that the original
estimate for 120 C-5A alrcraft was $3.1 bil-
lion, compared to the current estimate of
$4.3 billion. Subsequently, in response to a
request by the subcommittee, Mr, Fitzgerald,
who was responsible for the development of
the management controls used on the C-5A
and who was on a steering committee direct-
ing a financial review of the C-5A, supplied
a breakdown of the estimates of C-A pro-
gram cost to completion. This data showed
Alr Force estimates for 120 airplanes was $3.4
billion in 1965, and $5.3 billion in 1968, indi-
cating an overrun of about $2 billlon. The
difference between the Air Force press release
and the data supplied by Mr. Fitzgerald seems
to be accounted for in the figures for spare
parts. The data supplied by Mr. Fitzgerald
shows $0.3 billion for spares estimated in
1965, and $0.9 billion in 19€8. If the figures
for spares are added to the estimates in the
Air Force press release, the two set of fig-
ures are close to one another.

In the January 16 followup hearing, GAO
reported on its investigation, the nature of
which is discussed below on page 40. Briefly,
GAO transmitted to the subcommittee figures
supplied by the Air Force 2 days prior to the
hearing. These figures Indicated a substan-
tlal overrun but a smaller total cost for the
overall C-5A program than the $5.3 billlon
figure shown in the November hearings. The
reason for the lower total was the omlssion
by the Alr Force of the costs of the spares.

Nevertheless, testimony and other evidence
received in the course of the hearings con-
firmed the existence of the approximately $2
billion overrun in the C-5A program, the re-
verse incentives contained in the repricing
formula, and large overruns in other Air
Force programs. The latest estimate of the
total cost of 120 C—5A’s, including spares, pro-
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vided by Secretary Charles, is $5.1 billion.
This is close to the estimate previously sup-
plied by Mr. Fitzgerald, and about $2 billion
more than was estimated in 1965. The follow-
ing table shows the estimates supplied by Mr.
Fitzgerald, the Air Force press release of No-
vember 19, 1968, and Assistant Secretary
Charles:

COMPARISON OF ESTIMATES OF C-5A PROGRAM
[In billions of dollars]

Air Force
Charles

press
release |

Fitzgerald
1965 1968 1965 1968 1965 1968

120 aircraft:
R.D.T. & E. plus
roduction
AFLG ? investment. .

1 The Air Force press release of Nov. 19, 1968, did not provide
cost breakdowns between R.D.T. & E. (research development,
testing, and engineering), production runs, and AFLC invest-
ment. The figures given seem to omit AFLC investment.

% AFLC (Air Force Logistics Command) investment submitted
by Fitzgerald includes spare parts; that submitted by Charles
includes initial spares, replenishment spares, and support.
Table submitted by Secretary Charles (hearings, pt. 1, p. 311)
does not include estimates for 1965.

The cost growth of the C-5A program can
be seen in the table. The figure supplied by
Fitzgerald show an increase from $3.4 billion
in 1965 to $5.3 billion in 1968. The Alr Force
press release can be reconciled with the Pitz-
gerald figures if the AFLC Investment
(spares) is added to each of the estimates.
Thus, the $3.1 billion estimate for 19656
would total $3.4 billion, and the $4.3 billion
estimate for 1968 would total $5.2 billion.
Secretary Charles’ own figures for 1968 total
$5.1 billion. The subcommittee rejects the
attempts of Air Force spokesmen to minimize
the size of the program or the size of the
overrun by removing spares as an item of
cost. Spares are an integral part of the C-5A
program and should be included in any con-
sideration of costs.

According to the Air Force, the cost growth
In the C-5A program has resulted from nor-
mal development problems associated with
complex weapons and inflation, However; the
subcommittee notes that the C-5A was
chosen for the first application of the total
package procurement concept partly for the
reason that it was not considered a highly
complex weapon system requiring technolog-
ical advances beyond the state of the art.
The inflation argument, which is supposed
to account for $500 million of the cost
growth, appears questionable. The contract
contains an inflation provision to protect the
contractor from unforeseeable price changes
in the economy, to go into effect 3 years after
the issuance of the initial contract, that is,
October 1, 1968. The initial 3-year period was
supposed to be considered a normal business
risk. The Air Force official explanation of this
provision states: “The contract thus Included
in the price an amount which reflected a pro-
jection of the mounting cost trend in the
economy of labor, materials, equipment, and
subcontract prices.” If future inflation for at
least 3 years was included in the price, it is
hard to see why inflation should be a major
factor in later increasing the price. Without
a more thorough investigation of the C-5A
program, the technical problems encountered,
the failure to anticipate them at the time of
the negotiations, and operations of the in-
flation provision, the subcommittee cannot
form any firm conclusions about the reasons
for the enormous overrun,

A repricing formula built into the contract
was also revealed in the November testimony.
The repricing formula is one of the most
blatant reverse incentives ever encountered
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by this subcommittee. It should be recalled
that the C-5A contract is supposed to repre-
sent an important step toward cost control.
An Alr Force manual on the total package
procurement concept dated May 10, 1966,
states that "It should produce not only lower
costs on the first production units, but, in
turn, a lower take-off point on the produc=
tion learning curve, thus benefiting every
unit in the production run.” The facts about
the C-5A are just the reverse. Costs for the
first production units are greatly exceeding
original estimates, resulting in a higher take-
off point on the production learning curve,
thus inflating every unit in the production
run. In addition, the contract is supposed to
provide the Government with binding com-
mitments on price and performance. Obvi-
ously, there is in fact no binding commit-
ment on price if the price can be modified
upwards, as is being done in the C-5A, be-
cause actual costs are exceeding estimates.
Whether the actual performance of the C-
5A lives up to its promise remains to be seen.
On the matter of delivery, it Is interesting to
note that the Air Force announced on Feb-
ruary 25, 1969, a 6-month delay in the first
operational C-5A alreraft, from June 1969
to December 1969.

Not only were the price increases made pos-
sible by the repricing formula, but the cost
overruns which are resulting in the higher
prices may very well have been encouraged
by the existence of the formula and by the
nature of the formula. For the mere fact that
& repricing provision existed in the contract
constituted a built-in get-well remedy for
almost any kind of cost growth. According to
this provision, the price of the second incre-
ment (run B) could be increased on the
basis of excessive actual costs on the first
increment (run A). The motivation, if any,
of the incentive feature of the contract is
thereby largely nullified, provided the con-
tractor is confident that the Government will
exercise the option. Why bother to keep costs
down if their increase forms the basis for a
higher price? Additionally, because of the
nature of the formula, the higher the per-
centage of overrun over the original contract
ceiling price on the first increment, the
higher the percentage by which the second
increment is repriced.

The subcommittee learned, on the morn-
ing of the January 16, 1969, hearing, that the
Air Force had exercised the run B option for
57 additional C-5A aircraft, apparently com-
mitting the Government to spend at least
$5.1 billlon on aircraft originally estimated
to cost $3.3 billlon, The subcommittee was
dismayed to learn that this decision was made
before the completion of the GAO investiga-
tion and without a full disclosure of the rea-
sons for the cost overruns. The publiec inter-
est in economy in Government was not
served by this precipitous decision, an-
nounced a few hours before the start of a
congressional hearing and a few days before
the Inauguration of the new President.

PLAN FOR RACIAL BALANCE IN
PUBLIC SCHOOLS OF MOBILE
COUNTY, ALA.

(Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks at this point in the REcorp and
to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, on July 10 the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare filed in
U.S. District Court in Mobile, Ala., a
plan for the imposition of racial balance
knl the public schools of Mobile County,

a.

The plan would call for the busing of
some 2,105 pupils over substantial dis-
tances within the city and the county of
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Mobile. Beyond that it calls for the clos-
ing of some schools and the construction
of new ones.

Aside from the cost of implementation
of this proposal which would be very
substantial, it seems to fly in the face of
section 407(a) of title IV of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 which states:

. . nothing herein shall empower any
official or court of the United States to issue
any order seeking to achieve a raclal balance
in any school by requiring the transporta-
tlon of puplls or students from one school
to another or one school district to another
in order to achieve such racial balance, or
otherwise enlarge the existing power of the
court to insure compliance with constitu-
tional standards.

What certainly appears to be a HEW
plan in direct contradiction to the law
must be of genuine concern to this Con-
gress and to the people of the United
States. Mr. Speaker, the law on busing
is clear and I call on the Secretary of
HEW to abide by that law and withdraw
his plan.

On July 11, I directed a telegram to the
Secretary, asking prompt action and I
include the text of that telegram at this
point in my remarks:

JuLy 11, 1969.
Hon, RoBerT H. FINCH,
Secretary, Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, Washington, D.C.:

In the last several weegks I have heard you
say In my presence on two differenct occa-
sions that HEW recognizes that the law pro-
hibits forced busing of students for purposes
of obtaining racial balance and that you in-
tended to comply with the law, And yet bus-
ing is being forced on the Mobile County
(Alabama) School Board by HEW in a plan
filed in the U.S. District Court in the South-
ern District of Alabama on Thursday, July
10, 1969. I have seen the map concerning
elementary school busing and I cannot be-
lieve that you could condone such a flagrant
violation of the law. And yet the Mobile Press
Register of Friday, July 11, 1968, reports that
“the HEW plan hinges heavily upon cross-
town busing of pupils from predominantly
Negro areas to accomplish a greater measure
of school integration.” The paper quotes the
HEW proposal as follows:

“Our recommendations undoubtedly ralse
the question whether, under the circum-
stances here, assignments legally are required
to be in the desegregation plan if they re-
quire substantial additional transportation.
This is a legal question which we can only
leave to the parties and to the court.”

If this is the position of HEW then 1t
means your attorneys either cannot read the
law or that HEW is embarking on a court
challenge of the clear intention of Congress,
In any case the actions of HEW are contrary
to my understanding of your position and I
insist upon an Immediate clarification.

In addition to the guestion of busing the
HEW plan is designed to promote integra-
tion only and completely disregards normal
requirements of a properly run educational
system. It ignores natural boundaries, prox-
imity of students to existing schools and
hazards.

It calls for mass conversion of schools for
purposes other than those for which they
were constructed. Elementary schools would
become junior and senior high schools and
high schools would become elementary
schools. Schools would be closed and others
required to be constructed. The resulting
expense would be overwhelming, You and I
have also discussed this problem and you
made it clear there were no federal funds to
help a school district in such a case. Where
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do you suppose the local school board will
get the money?

In short, Mr. Secretary, the HEW plan is
in many respects contrary to law, is un-
realistic in the extreme, and is obvliously the
wild notion of your stable of dreamers.

Because of the urgency of his matter and
the great concern of the people of Mobile
County, I will appreciate a reply by wire or
by messenger. In the meantime, I believe it
is entirely in order for you to instruct HEW
officials to withdraw the plan now in view
of the busing proposals.

I am sending a copy of this wire to the
Attorney General of the United States be-
cause of the fact that the plan of HEW was
filed in a suit in Federal Court. Wire copy
also to Bryce Harlow.

JAacK EDWARDS,
Member of Congress, First District, Ala-
bama. .

FOREIGN INFORMATION ACT

(Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama asked
and was given permission ‘o extend his
remarks at this point in the ReEcorp and
to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, at no time in America’s history
has it been more important that the
story of our Nation is understood in
other countries throughout the world.

The Congress has established a pro-
gram for the purpose of pursuing this
objective, with all its complexities and
problems.

We have also established a special
body, the U.S. Advisory Commission on
Information, for the purpose of conduct-
ing a continuing and independent over-
view of this program.

Current chairman of the Commission
is Mr. Frank Stanton, president of the
Columbia Broadcasting System.

In May of this year the Commission
issued its 24th report to Congress in
which it repeated its earlier recommen-
dation that a searching reexamination
be made of our Government overseas in-
formation programs.

On July 10 I introduced legislation
designed to carry through this recom-
mendation. Several of our colleagues
joined in cosponsorship of that bill, H.R.
12726. My remarks of that day appear in
the REcorp on pages 19124 and 19125,

Today I am pleased to say that the
bill is being reintroduced with two new
cosponsors, the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. Anperson) and the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. Tart). I invite others to join
in this effort.

The report of the Commission is brief
and to the point. It raises questions which
ought to be the concern of every one of
us in this Congress. The object of the
legislation is to help find answers to
these questions and many others related
to them.

I call attention to the text of the
report, as follows:

THE 24TH REPORT: U.S. ADVISORY COMMIS-
SION ON INFORMATION, May 1969
FOREWORD

The United States Advisory Commission on
Information—created in 1948 to watch over
a communications dialogue with the rest of
the world—has arrived simultaneously at its
majority and an inescapable conclusion:

Our national commitment is incomplete.

We are qu.ick to advocate “mutual under-
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standing,” but slow to establish the condi-
tions for its accomplishment.

We lament communications gaps, or credi-
bility gaps, or information gaps, but throw
few lines across them.

We claim to be motivated by “a decent re-
spect to the opinions of mankind,” yet keep
those charged with that concern at arm’s
length from the national policy process.

We profess to seek the solution to men's
problems with words, not weapons. But:

In fiscal 1968, we spend $80.5 billion for
“national defense"” and $4.6 billion for “in-
ternational affairs and finance”—a ratio of
946 to 5.4. United States Information Agen-
cy: $194,255,000.

In fiscal 1969, we anticipate spending $80.9
billion for ‘“‘national defense” and $3.9 bil-
lion for “international affairs and finance'—
a ratio of 954 to 4.6 USIA: $173,168,000.

For fiscal 1970, we have budgeted $81.5
billion for “national defense” and $3.8 billion
for “international affairs and finance"—a
ratio of 95.5 to 4.5b. USIA: $177,650,000.

Our concern is a matter of record. “There
are four channels through which a nation
may conduct its forelgn affairs. The first is
diplomaecy. The second is trade. The third is
communication, The fourth is force. Three
are complementary, the last is alternative.
Indeed, the last alternative. It is indicatlive
of the disordered priorities of our time that
95 percent of our foreign affairs moneys are
devoted to the channel that the other 5
percent is dedicated to avoid.”

But the essential problem is not in dollars,
It is'In direction.

Which way best leads from where we are
to where we want the world to be?

How are the two hundred million of us to
convince the thirty-three hundred million
of them that we are on the right path, and
that it is wide enough for all to travel.

Eventually, if not now, it must be through
knowing each other, then trusting each
other.

And if eventually, why not now?

That is the petition of the 24th Report.

THE 24TH REPORT

The world's curlosity about the United
States—about its policles and intentlions, its
actions and capabilities—has increased Iin
proportion to the growth of America’s power
and influence. The world's opinion about the
United States has fluctuated measurably. In
recent years, the trend has been down.

To discover why, we must first look to
actions, not words. Yet we may reasonably
consider how much of the fault may lie in
our prevaillng approach to foreign and na-
tional security policy formulations, which
gives but cursory due to public opinion
abroad. This aloofness may well have been
valid in a time when secret diplomacy was
the principal if not the exclusive approach
to relations between nations. It is not today.
It can never be again. The time has passed
when governments could control information
dissemination—and, thereby, what their peo-
ples think. After two decades of experience
with the overseas Information, educational
and cultural programs initiated by Public
Law 402 (the Smith-Mundt Act of 1948) and
now administered by the United States In-
formation Agency, the forelgn affairs es-
tablishment has still to learn this lesson, The
continued avoidance of this truth—and, In
the Commission's view, of this opportunity—
can lead only to further erosion of and dis-
enchantment with U.S. leadership.

Effective, accurate, open communication
can make the difference between peace and
war. Moreover, it can make the difference in
the eventual outcome of the contest now
being waged between reform and revolution.
Between 1948 and 1968, and now under its
fifth Administration, USIA has constructed
a worldwide apparatus capable of transmit-
ting the message and the idea of America.
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Yet a number of opportunities remain un-
exploited, and some past gains must be con-
solidated:

1. The Agency's research is inadequate. It
does not deliver to the foreign policy plan-
ning process incisive inputs on trends in
worldwide public opinion about the United
States, or to USIA management meaningful
data on the success, or lack of it, of the
Agency’s own efforts. As we have sald before,
“The plain fact is that in too many cases the
Agency does not know why it is doing what it
is doing." USIA's research effort—primitive,
timid and stumbling in past—must be sub-
Jected to fundamental overhaul and
strengthening.

2. Over the years, the Voice of America
has established a capability for instant ac-
cess to virtually all cornmers of the world—
essentially via the shortwave bands. But the
world has changed. The transistorized radio,
avallable in abundance and at low cost, has
brought standard medium-wave radio—that
is, local radio—into a dominant position
among communications media in many coun-
tries where the Voice hopes to be heard. (Two
notable exceptions: The USSR, and Red
China, where shortwave remains the princi-
pal courfer for VOA.) This development has
created both technical and programming de-
mands which must be addressed at an ac-
celerated pace if VOA is to retain its position
of influence. It must maintain its capacity
for service in ‘“stress” situations and in
“slack” periods, must hold its audience with
an attractive program service.

8. The 150 libraries and information cen-
ters, the 456 reading rooms and the 130 bi-
national centers can bring basic information
about the U.S. to 101 countries—in English
as well as the host language. These peaceful
symbols of America abroad attract thousands
of visitors daily. They need to be redesigned,
refurbished and restocked with the dynamic
new materials emerging from the American
university presses and from the rest of the
American communications industry,

4. It is overwhelmingly evident that there
is no substitute for a foreign citizen's visit to
this country. Invariably, he takes back with
him profound and lasting impressions of our
energy and purpose. His ability to witness
first-hand the openness of our soclety—from
space adventures to face-to-face confronta-
tlons of Presidents and press—demonstrates
beyond dispute that ours is a free society.
Similarly, the exposure of Americans to for-
eign cultures and viewpoints helps assure the
mutuality of cultural and educational ex-
change—administered joinfly by USIA and
the Department of State—deserves an infu-
sion of Congressional encouragement,

5. New techniques in audio-visual presen-
tations, ranging from television to film exhib-
its, electronies and graphics—all especially
cast for foreign audiences—can help drama-
tize and enhance America's efforts to com-
municate its story to the people of the world.
They must be made part of USIA's skills
inventory.

6. The massive private resources of this
country must be brought into tandem with
the U.S. communications program abroad.
The vein has hardly been tapped. Creative,
constructive talents in radio, press. tele-
vision, film, design, graphics, publishing, edu-
cation, the arts, the soclal sciences and re-

lated professions need to be marshalled more
effectively.

7. Similarly, a speclal effort should be
made to capitalize upon those resources in
forelgn countries which may be used to
USIA’s advantage. The two most conspicuous
are those organizations indigenous to a host
country which identify with the United
States and have common cause with its poli-
cles and objectives, as well as organizations
of the American private sector which have
operating arms abroad and which by the
mere fact of belng there already serve as un-
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official representatives, for good or ill. Or
equal importance are those foreign journal-
ists and news organizations stationed in this
country and thus positioned to perform a key
role in informing their audiences about us.

8. The level of representation allowances
for USIA activities remains scandalously low;
roughly half the level of current expendi-
tures, forcing USIA personnel in the field to
make up the difference from their own pock-
ets. The Commission again urges the Con=-
gress to make adequate provision for this
essential element of the Agency's overseas
operations, and to lift the financial burden
that is now being shouldered by a dedicated
career staff,

9. The creation of a solid corps of profes-
sional officers in foreign communications,
whose ability to communicate with the peo-
ples of the world in their own languages and
with a sensitivity, understanding and respect
for the psychology, customs and traditions of
their cultures, has helped gain acceptance
and understanding of U.S, policy and action.
(In this connection, the Commission is
pleased to commend the 90th Congress—and
particularly the leadership of Senator Clal-
borne Pell of Rhode Island and Representa-
tive Wayne Hays of Ohio—for establishing
a career corps for Foreign Service Informa-
tion Officers, and thereby providing a long
overdue legislative personnel base for USIA
operations.) The importance of encourag-
ing these American “ambassadors’ to bridge
the gaps between rational cultures—and of
strengthening their ability to do so—can-
not be overemphasized.

One basic theme is common to this and the
23 earlier reports prepared by this Commis-
sion for the Congress and the President: that
America’s foreign policy must be strength-
ened by the infusion of psychological or com-
munications factors. This can occur only if
TUSIA is permitted to play a role where the ac-
tlon is—in the National Security Council,
with the Secretary of State, with Ambassa-
dors abroad, and whenever feasible in the
Cabinet. The past 20 years have seen tor-
tured, though discernible, progress toward
that end. It is our hope that the reluctance
of the past will be overcome by the enthusi-
astic endorsement of the future. i

AFTERWORD

We of the United States Advisory Commis-
sion on Information find ourselves one year
older, but of no different mind, than we were
at the conclusion of the 23d Report. It was
then that we called for a major review of (1)
the USIA and (2) the governmental context
in which it operates. We sald it was time to
examine assumptions, and posed eleven gues-
tions that might be among those covered in
such a study.! They are still worth asking:

1A number of courses might be taken in
pursuing the examination. One which com-
mends itself to the Advisory Commission
takes this form:

The President would appoint a Commit-
tee of Nine—one member each from the
Senate, the House of Representatives, the
National Security Council, the Department
of State, the United States Information
Agency and the United States Advisory Com-
mission on Information, and, from the pri-
vate sector, a chairman and two additional
members knowledgeable in the fields of in-
formation, education and cultural affairs,
This committee would select the study or-
ganization, review and approve the direction
and plan for the study, and critique its find-
ings.

The study itself would be conducted by
professional researchers and experts in for-
eign polcy, members either of an existing
research and development organization or,
perhaps, drawn together on an ad hoc basis
under the auspices of a school of interna-
tional studies.
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Is the United States Information Agency
to be but an agent of American "propa-
ganda"?

Should it be more than an arm of foreign
policy?

Are Information, educational and cultural
objectives compatible within one agency?

Were they consolidated outside of the De-
partment of State, should that body have
Cabinet rank?

Or should the reins be drawn together
within a restructured Department of State?

Does the responsibility of those who create
the foreign policy of the United States go be-
yond its declaration?

Should they have charge of its promulga-
tion as well?

Should USIA have a hand in information
dispersal for Government agencles beyond
the Department of State?

Should it play a role in the influence of
policy as well as In Its execution?

Should it help support those private or-
ganizations whose overseas activities had
been subsidized covertly in the past by the
federal government and whose future fund-
ing is under study by a committee chaired by
the Secretary of State?

Do we really intend that USIA work to-
ward “mutual understanding'; is it to help
us understand them as well as to help them
understand us?

As we repeat the guestions, so also do we
repeat the hope that they will be answered.

HIGHWAY SAFETY: COMMENTARY
NO. 7

(Mr. CLEVELAND asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, when
considering highway safety, no one
factor can be considered alone as the
only cause of traffic accidents. As I noted
in my.“Highway Safety Commentary
No. 6,” the driver, the vehicle, and the
road play major and interrelated parts
in fully considering traffic accident sta-
tistics. The interdependent nature of
these three factors should not be over-
looked. However, discussion concerning
each is relevant, as we consider the roles
each play in the drive for highway safety.

Today, I wish to comment on an aspect
of safety standards for vehicles. Congress
passed in 1966 the National Traffic and
Motor Vehicle Safety Act. The act states
that Congress “is determined that it is
necessary to establish motor vehicle
safety standards for motor vehicles and
equipment in interstate commerce.” The
result of this act has been the issuance
of 28 motor vehicle safety performance
standards by the Department of Trans-
portation. The latest of these standards
will go into effect this year.

These safety standards are a neces-
sary and important step toward the
elimination of traffic deaths caused by
improper manufacturing and or design.
Unfortunately, as a practical matter
these standards cannot be made retro-
active. The average lifetime of vehicles
is such that some cars manufactured in
1967, without the features required by
Federal standards, will be on the roads
until 1983, Even in 1975, almost 60 per-
cent of the pre-1968 automobile popula-
tion will still be in use.

The Department of Transportation
submitted a report to the Congress in
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1968 entitled “Safety for Motor Vehicles
in Use,” which illustrated another sig-
nificant statistic. It estimated that about
half of the 94 million motor vehicles in
use today are deficient in one or more
aspects of safety performance due to
deterioration with use, improper main-
tenance, or inadequate initial design,

These facts are significant. Methods
should be found to cope with this aspect
of the problem.

THE DRUG PROBLEM

(Mr. ARENDS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, the mes-
sage which President Nixon sent to
Congress yesterday afternoon is of such
consequence that I feel justified to take
this time to urge every Member to read
it, even reread it, with more than ordi-
nary care. The message deals with one
of our gravest national problems: the
growing traffic in narcotics and danger-
ous drugs.

There is no way of ascertaining the
exact number of drug addicts. The num-
ber has been estimated to be in the hun-
dreds of thousands. And we know from
the crime statistics that the use of drugs,
from the experimental to the addiction
stage, has alarmingly increased among
our youth. Even in our high schools and
our junior high schools, particularly in
our cities, the availability and use of
dangerous drugs has been increasing.

We know that narcotics is a primary
cause of crime. The addict is driven to a
life of crime in a relentless search for
the money to buy drugs. He finds him-
self enslaved. H= finds himself a slave
to the needle to feed an insatiable appe-
tite but also a slave to the gun. He be-
comes a menace to himself and to
society.

Obviously, our present laws are inade-
quate in dealing with this problem. For
all too long our approach to it has been
on a piecemeal basis. It is not simply a
local, State or national problem. It is in-
ternational in scope. At long last, as
President Nixon proposes, we are to enter
upon a broad program, dealing with
every facet of this problem.

In every way—by law enforcement, by
education, by training, by State-Federal
cooperation, by international coopera-
tion—President Nixon has begun an at-
tack on what may be said to be the
American plague—the plague of drug
abuse. I applaud President Nixon's mes-
sage and I intend to give my support to
every phase of his proposed program. It
is a program to protect American youth
and America itself.

COMPREHENSIVE COMMUNITY
COLLEGE ACT OF 1969

(Mr. BINGHAM asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, the gap
between this Nation’s universal system
of secondary education and our com-
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paratively limited system of higher edu-
cation is a key factor in keeping our de-
sire to provide equal education oppor-
tunity for every citizen to the limit of his
interest and capacity from being fully
realized. This gap promises to grow even
wider as society’s demands for college-
educated people and the capability and
desire of our young people for higher
education continue to grow at a faster
rate than the capacity of our colleges
and universities. In such a situation,
cost and competition for available col-
lege and university slots will continue to
increase, putting more and more indi-
viduals and groups in the Nation at dis-
advantage in obtaining an opportunity
for advanced education, thereby taking
us still further from our national goal
of equal educational opportunity for in-
terested and capable individuals at all
levels,

One possible means of closing this gap
and bringing us closer to our national
educational goals is the development of
junior and community colleges. Nearly a
thousand such colleges are currently in
operation, accommodating about 2 mil-
lion students and accounting for almost
half of all institutions of higher educa-
tion in the United States. Seventy new
community junior colleges opened their
doors last year alone.

These institutions offer a number of
distinet educational advantages. They
provide post-secondary educational op-
portunities at low cost to students. They
are located close to the students they
serve. They can offer flexible admissions
arrangements, strong counseling and
advisory services, and a wide variety of
educational programs—academic, voca-
tional and professional. In short, the
educational opportunities afforded by
community junior colleges are the kinds
of opportunities that are relevant to the
most immediate needs and demands of
the particular community in which they
operate.

An additional advantage—or potential
advantage—of community junior col-
leges is their unique ability to meet the
intensifying educational demands of
racial and economic groups that have
long been at a particular disadvantage in
the struggle for higher education. Many
2-year colleges are showing remarkable
progress in this area. A recent survey by
the highly respected Southern Education
Reporting Service indicates that, exclud-
ing traditionally black institutions, only
one public college among all the State
universities and land-grant colleges has
a black enrollment that exceeds 5 per-
cent. There are, however, at least 20
larger urban community colleges whose
non-white enrollments now exceed 10
percent. The New York Times noted re-
cently, for example, that the New York
City Community College has “6,000 non-
white students, nearly half the total—a
higher ethnic concentration than any
other school in the City University, and
almost in the entire State.” Chicago City
College has a black enrollment almost
four times that of the much larger Illi-
nois State University. A single 2-year
campus in Oakland’s Peralta District has
more than twice as many black students
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as the entire University of California
system whose total undergraduate en-
rollment exceeds 65,000.

These figures, of course, indicate a
need for greater access for racial minori-
ties to our major institutions of higher
learning. They also indicate, however,
that community junior colleges are al-
ready serving a very significant function
in providing advanced education and
training for members of minority groups.
It might be fair to say, in fact, that to
the extent that American higher educa-
tion is coming to grips with the challenge
of providing greater educational oppor-
tunities for minority and traditionally
disadvantaged groups, the community
colleges are very much the leading edge.

It is little wonder, then, that the
Carnegie Commission on Higher Educa-
tion, commonly known as the Kerr Com-
mission after its chairman, the distin-
guished educator, Clark Kerr, recom-
mended the construction of 500 new
community colleges to meet the basic
educational needs of communities across
the country by 19786.

Despite the excellent job that existing
community junior colleges are doing
and the intense need for expansion of
such facilities, community colleges have
long taken the last place in line when
Federal funds for education are dis-
tributed. Local and State governments
have so far borne the main burden of
funding these institutions. Out of 24 in-
stitutional-support programs admin-
istered by the Office of Education, junior
colleges are eligible to take part in only
six. Although they serve nearly one-third
of the total student population engaged
in higher education, community colleges
get only 4 percent of national defense
loan funds, 6 percent of educational op-
portunity loans, and 15 percent of college
work-study assistance. Despite a commit-
ment in the Higher Education Facilities
Act of a major Federal assistance effort
for community colleges, construction
grant funds requested in the 1970 budget
amount to only $43 million. Divided
among the 50 States, each with new com-
munity colleges in need of assistance, this
amount will hardly put a dent in the
construction needs of community and
junior colleges.

In other regards, too, Federal ma-
chinery and policy for assisting com-
munity and junior colleges is haphazard
and disjointed. Statements of Federal
policy to community and junior colleges
are uninspiring. No procedures or mecha-
nisms are provided to insure that ade-
quate planning and coordination are
effected in the development of com-
munity and junior colleges within in-
dividual States and across the Nation.
Authority and responsibility for provid-
ing Federal assistance to community and
junior colleges is fragmented and divided
among many sections of the Office of
Education, with no bureau, division,
office, or program devoted to overseeing
and coordinating Federal efforts and
plans in this area.

With these needs and current short-
comings in mind, I am today introducing
legislation entitled the “Comprehensive
Community College Act of 1969." This
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legislation was formulated with the help
of the American Association of Junior
Colleges, and is identical to that already
introduced by Senator WiLniams of New
Jersey on the Senate side. The bill would
establish as official policy of the Federal
Government the intention to provide
“postsecondary education to all persons
in all areas of each State through a pro-
gram of Federal grants to each State for
the purpose of strengthening, improving,
and developing comprehensive commu-
nity college.” Under this proposal, States
would be given a year to produce or up-
date a master plan for postsecondary
education within the State, during which
time the U.S. Office of Education would
organize a Bureau of Community Edu-
cation and a National Advisory Council
appointed by the U.S. Commissioner of
Education to administer all Federal pro-
grams related to community colleges.

Master plans developed under the act
would include plans for the development
and implementation of comprehensive
curricula, training and development of
faculty and staff, formulation of admis-
sions and financial aid policy, develop-
ment of procedures to assure that Fed-
eral funds will not supplant existing
State and local efforts, and—where feas-
ible—arrangement for interstate plan-
ning and cooperation.

To help the States carry out their re-
spective plans, the legislation provides
for the authorization of funds to be ap-
propriated for construction and initial
equipment in the following amounts:
$1.5 billion for fiscal year 1971, $2 billion
for fiscal year 1972, and $2.5 billion in
fiscal year 1973. All institutions included
in each State plan which will provide a
2-year comprehensive program of post-
secondary education to all high school
graduates or anyone 18 years of age or
older would be eligible for such Federal
assistance.

Passage of this legislation by the Con-
gress promises to stimulate and greatly
improve our national effort to provide
high-quality, postsecondary education
short of a 4-year degree at a major in-
stitution of higher learning, not at the
expense of the 4-year institutions but
as a supplement to them. This legisla-
tion would allow us to serve more of those
in our society who want to learn beyond
high school, without regard to degrees,
grade averages, age, or socioeconomic
status. By so doing, we will take a great
step toward the goal of equal educational
opportunity for all by narrowing the ex-
isting chasm between secondary and 4-
year college education—a chasm that
stops so many of our citizens who are
capable of educational achievement be-
yond secondary school from exploiting
that capability.

CONGRESSMAN VANIK SPEAKS OUT
ON THE NEED FOR TAX REFORM

(Mr. ECKHARDT asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REcorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, in the
U.S. Congress there is no man more de-
voted to the interests of the public at
large and more concerned about incur-
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sions upon the public interest in the field
of taxation than the Honorable CHARLES
Vanik of Ohio. His insistence upon tax
reform as a necessary concomitant to
any extension of the surtax, in his pres-
entation to the Senate Finance Commit-
tee, is a further testimonial to his faith-
ful attention to the interests of the mid-
dle-income taxpayer, who is most jeop-
ardized by H.R. 12290. I commend con-
sideration of his statement to Members,
particularly his views with respeet to cap-
ital gains with which I wholeheartedly
concur. This is the single biggest loop-
hole area. His full statement follows:

STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN OCHARLES A.
Vanik, OHIO, BEFORE THE SENATE FINANCE
CoMMITTEE, JULY 11, 1969

Mr. Chairman: First of all, I want to ex-
press my appreclation for the declared in-
tention of your Committee to fit meaning-
ful revenue-raising tax reform into the sur-
tax deliberatlons. Your action reflects the
hopes of most of the 206 members of the
House who have declared that tax reform
can be achleved within the practicable time-
table of this session. The 91st Congress will
overshadow most of its forebears—Iif it could
indeed become known as The Tax Reform
Congress.

In our House efforts for reform we were
out-manuevered—but not defeated—Iif our
best hopes are brought to fruition by your
efforts.

INVESTMENT CREDIT

In connection with the investment credit,
I urge that your deliberations sanitize the
repeal to insure that the exceptions are lim-
ited, explainable and justified. In the Ways
and Means Committee, I urged that the re-
peal date of the Investment credit be set
back to April 1, 1968, to coordinate the
change in the law with the quarterly tax pe-
riod. Congress has no obligation to extend
the tax privilege of the investment credit to
those who exploited the failure of govern-
ment to exercise more drastic efforts to slow
down over-indulgence in the expansion of
our industrial plant.

When it was learned by our Ways and
Means Committee on the day the surtax bill
was reported out that one contractor boasted
the execution of $900,000,000 in contracts on
the Sunday before the scheduled termina-
tion, we moved the tax termination date to
Friday, Midnight, April 18th. In addition to
the one group of $900,000,000 in contracts,
there is reason to believe that an additional
$3 billion in contracts were executed on that
Sunday, and perhaps 85 billion in contracts
executed on Saturday, April 19th, Two extra
days of investment credit repeal affected an
estimated $9 billion in contracts for a po-
tential Treasury gain of $630 million. Setting
the investment credit repeal back to April
1st, 1969, would reach a potential contract
total of $35 billlon for a Treasury saving of
$2.45 billion. Should we provide a tax bo-
nanza for the bad guys who flaunted the
government appeals for restraint and moder-
ation? Should we penalize the responsible
portions of our business sector which de-
ferred expansion and borrowing to help cool
down the inflationary spiral?

Secondly, I urge that within the framework
of the repeal of the investment credit, lan-
guage be inserted to eliminate the exten-
tion of the credit on items produced in for-
eign countries during the transition period.

I was shocked to discover that the invest-
ment credit would apply to items of foreign
manufacture. It was my bellef that the in-
vestment credit was designed to stimulate
domestic industry. The extension of the
credit to items of foreign manufacture—even
during the period of transition—Iis indefen-
sible and adds unwisely to the outflow of
dollars. This provision extends a seven per-
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cent incentive to items of foreign manufac-
ture which ls not reciprocated by any other
country.

Almost simultaneous with the announce-
ment of the repeal of the investment credit,
the Administration announced that depre-
ciation guidelines would be modified and
liberalized to substantially make up the loss
of the investment credit tax advantage., It
would be tragic If the Administration would
glve away in increased depreciation what-
ever is galned by Treasury in the repeal of
the investment credit. For this reason, I
urge that your legislation provide at least
a temporary mandate or moratorium against
further lberalization of the depreclation
schedules.

In our tax reform work in the House, we
have agreed upon a substantial amount of
reform items. We have brushed the kittens
but the fat cats are still roaming the neigh-
borhood. We have not increased taxable rev-
enues. As a matter of fact, we have generated
Treasury losses. However, in the last several
days we have moved into critical areas of
reform which could substantially increase
revenues.

CAPITAL GAINS
Our best hopes for revenue-ralsing re-
form rest in constructive changes In capital
gains preferences, by extending the minimum
holding period, decreasing the tax benefit.
and eliminating the alternative tax.

The minimum holding period on capital
galns was two years between 1922 through
1933. In 1934 it was reduced to one year and
in 1938 was Increased to 18 months. In 1942
the holding period was reduced to six months
where it remains today.

The Revenue Act of 1932 provided for grad-
uated taxation of capital gains. An asset held
over one year and less than two was taxable
at 80% gain. An asset held over two years
and not over five years was taxable at 60%
of gain. An asset held over five years and not
over ten years was taxable at 409 of gain,
while an asset held over ten years was tax-
able at 309% of gain.

The Revenue Act of 1038 provided for
graduated taxation of capital gains as fol-
lows: An asset held more than 18 months
but not more than 24 months was taxable
at 66239 of gain while an asset held more
than 24 months was taxable at 50% of gain.

Our present schedule of capital gains taxa-
tion was adopted in 1942 under war condi-
tions when it was believed that a sudden re-
duction in capital gains taxation would re-
sult in an accelerated capital movement and
increased tax ylelds. That decision provided
a slight (two-year) short-term gain in capi-
tal gains taxation and a 25 year loss of poten-
tial capital gain revenue. The decision was
no bargain for the government.

I do not have a documented recommenda-
tion as to the details of a graduated sched-
ule of capital gains taxation. It seems to me,
however, that the minimum holding period
for capital assets should be extended to one
year—resulting in an annual Treasury gain
of almost $.5 billlon, An increase In capital
gains taxes based on the principles of the
1932 law would be more equitable and pro-
duce about $#314 billlon in annual revenues
from capital gains and still preserve essential
inducements for the investment of risk capi-
tal. Under the present law and the ease with
which losses may be artificially created under
the 31-day rule, too much of the risk in
capital adventure is carried out by the
United States Treasury.

CAPITAL GAINS AT DEATH

Under present laws, we suffer a $3 to #4
billion annual loss in tax revenues by per-
mitting capital gains to escape taxatlon at
death. This 1s totally Irrational and against
the public interest. This type of non-taxa-
tlon encourages the prolonged holding and
immobilization of assets, Rigor mortls sets
in on the blocked capital long before it over-
comes 1ts owner. Philanthropy, family and
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the Treasury will all benefit from a clean tax
slate—with capital gains taxes paid.

INTEREST DEDUCTION

Section 2656 of the Internal Revenue Code,
Section 2, denies the interest deduction to
financial institutions on indebtedness in-
curred to purchase or carry obligations on
which Interest income is tax exempt.

In fisecal 1965, approximately #15 billion in
interest payments by individuals were de-
ducted from the taxes due for a Treasury
loss of $4 billion to 85 billion annually. For
the same year, corporations utilized deduc-
tions totalling $26 billion for a Treasury loss
of 80 billion. In view of the intensified bor-
rowing in recent years, the annual Treasury
loss in the interest deduction must total
$615 billlon for individuals and $13 billion for
corporations. High interest rates have served
to multiply the interest deduction and the
loss to Treasury in recent years.

There is unutilized power in the Congress
to attack interest rates and to simultaneous-
ly increase tax ylelds. For example, a tempo-
rary suspension of the interest deduction on
all debt contracted after a glven date would
eliminate the public subsidy for borrowing
which results from the tax deductibility of
interest pald. Such a provision suspending
the tax deduction on all but housing debt
contracted from this date could produce in-
creased Treasury revenues. At the current
rate of non-housing debt increase, a sus-
pension of the interest deduction would in-
crease tax revenues by almost $4 billion and
guarantee an almost instant reduction in in-
terest rates to acceptable and tolerable levels.

This is strong medicine—but the patient
is very sick with high-interest fever. It takes
this kind of legislative remedy to precipitate
a return to normalcy fron? the high-interest
fever which threatens to destroy our econ-
omy, This is tax reform which attacks high
interest.

DEPLETION ALLOWANCE

I certainly hope that your Committee will
provide for a reduction of depletion allow=-
ances to levels which meet the criteria of
justification. The 27!, allowance was made
arbitrarily and without any relevance to
need. The depletion should be reduced to a
percentage level that can be justified. The
reform should endeavor to reach intangible
drilling and deplorable bookkeeping pro-
cedures which avold fair taxation.

In any event, there is no justification I can
think of for extending the mineral depletion
allowance extra-territorially to American in-
vestors in foreign countries, Some of these
investors have multiple depletion allowances
from America and the host country. When
depletion allowances for foreign extraction is
combined with the benefits of the foreign
tax credit—there is little left for the United
States Treasury. In the meanwhile, billions
of dollars of our foreign commitments in aid
and military assistance are spent to protect
these investors from other foreign invaders
and from the people of the host country who
are coming to resent our extraction of their
mineral wealth.

The elimination of the foreign mineral
depletion privileges coupled with a sizable
reduction in the privilege of domestic min-
eral and oil extraction, should raise $2 bil-
lion annually without adversely impairing
the national security or the multiplicity of
incentives for search and development.

CONCLUSION

What is going on right now in the House
Ways and Means Committee and the fervor
with which your work has begun here—bears
the hallmark of The Great Race for Reform.
Both of our Committees are making reality
from what was considered the impossible.
The anguish of the taxpayer has gotten
through to the Congress,

In this contest for achieving a higher de-
gree of tax justice, there are 70 million win-
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ners, the overwhelming majority of American
taxpayers who pay the full tax assessment
through withholding—the taxpayers who
have no haven, no tax shelter—no special
line of defense from the tax collector.

We are engaged in one of the most vital
tasks of the legislator. We know what needs
doing—and we must do it. We have been
preparing for this day for a long time, We
must not fail the taxpayer who has patiently
waited an even longer time,

PROPOSED BAIL REFORM
LEGISLATION

(Mr, McCULLOCH asked and was giv-
en permission to extend his remarks at
this point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, yes-
terday I introduced legislation proposed
by the President which would amend the

"Bail Reform Act of 1966 in order to re-

duce crime committed by persons re-
leased on bail. The distinguished minor-
ity leader (Mr. Forp) the distinguished
chairman of the House Republican con-
ference (Mr. ANDERSON) 12 Republican
members of the Judiciary Committee and
10 other Republican Members of this
body joined with me in cosponsoring this
most important legislation.

On January 9, 1969, together with 21
cosponsors, I introduced H.R. 2781, a bill
which would amend the Bail Reform Act
to authorize pretrial detention of certain
classes of defendants deemed to consti-
tute a danger to the community. The ad-
ministration bill which I introduced yes-
terday, H.R. 12806, embodies the same
concepts contained in my original bill
with certain changes, such as provision
for a detention hearing, designed to more
fully insure that due process rights of
the accused are fully protected.

Under the Bail Reform Act of 1966, no
defendant in a noncapital case may be
detained prior to trial. The sole criterion
which the judicial officer may apply in
setting conditions of release or the post-
ing of monetary bond is the need to as-
sure the defendant’s appearance at trial.
The court is not permitted to consider the
possible danger to the community posed
by the defendant—that is, the possibility
that he will commit further crimes—in
prescribing conditions of release.

The problem of crime committed by
persons released on bail in the District
of Columbia has become ever more acute
since 1966. About 10 percent of all per-
sons indicted in the U.S. District Court
of the District of Columbia commit these
crimes while out on bail in connection
with another felony case. The rearrest
rate among persons charged with rob-
bery and released on bail, for example,
has ranged between 60 and 70 percent.

The bill which I introduced yesterday,
like the Bail Reform Act itself, would be
applicable in the District of Columbia
and in Federal courts throughout the
country as well. The bill would give the
courts authority to consider danger to
the community in setting nonfinancial
conditions of release on bail. It would
also provide for pretrial detention for up
to 60 days for certain defendants who
are found to be dangerous to the com-
munity,

Pretrial detention is already author-
ized for persons charged in capital cases.
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The bill would authorize pretrial deten-
tion, after hearing, of:

First. Persons charged with a “danger-
ous crime.” This would include certain
offenses with high risk of additional re-
peated public danger; for example, rob-
bery, rape, and sale of narcotics.

Second. Persons charged with a “crime
of violence” who are out on bail in con-
nection with another erime of violence
or who have been convicted of a crime
of violence in the preceding 10 years.
“Crime of violence” is defined more
broadly and covers the whole range of
violent crimes.

Third. Persons charged with crimes of
violence who the court determines, after
hearing, to be narcotic addicts.

Fourth. Persons who threaten wit-
nesses or jurors, regardless of the offense
with which they are charged.

I understand that only about 10 per-
cent of the persons arrested in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, for example, would
fall within one of these four categories.
It should be emphasized that all other
arrested persons would not be subject to
the provisions of the proposed act.

All of the following findings must be
made by the court before pretrial deten-
tion is permitted:

First. There is clear and convincing
evidence that the defendant falls within
one of the four categories of persons sub-
ject to the provisions of the act.

Second. No condition of release can
reasonably assure the safety of the
community.

Third. There is a substantial probabil-
ity that the defendant committed the
offense with which he is charged.

Only those few persons who meet all
these tests may be temporarily detained
prior to trial. These findings must be
made after a detention hearing at which
the defendant is entitled to present in-
formation, testify, and present and cross
examine witnesses. The judicial officer
must then enter a written order with his
findings and reasons, and, of course, the
defendant retains the right to appeal
from such findings. Confinement, where
possible, must be in facilities separate
from those used for convicted persons.
The defendant must be granted an op-
portunity to prepare his defense, includ-
ing release in the custody of appropriate
persons where necessary. And most im-
portant, if the defendant is not tried
within 60 days, unless delay is due to the
defendant, he must be released.

The Bail Reform Aect contains no spe-
cific sanctions for violating conditions
of release. The bill provides two types of
sanctions. First, release may be revoked
and the defendant detained if upon
hearing the U.S. attorney establishes
‘“clear and convincing evidence” of vio-
lations and the court finds that no addi-
tional conditions of release will protect
the community or prevent flight. Alter-
natively, the defendant may be tried for
criminal contempt and sentenced up to
6 months.

The bill also creates added penalties
for persons who jump bail and persons
who commit erimes while on bail.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to make clear that
I am in accord with the basic objectives
of the Bail Reform Act, particularly in-




19646

sofar as it provides a means for the quick
and equitable release pending trial of the
majority of persons who are not chronic
criminals or virtual professionals in the
art of violent crime, I also realize, of
course, that the Bail Reform Act is cer-

tainly not the major reason for the

sharply rising crime rate.

However, when under the Bail Reform
Act—regardless of the gravity and cir-
cumstances of the crime, the weight of
the evidence, or the past history and
dangerous character of the accused—the
arraigning magistrate is forced to regu-
larly release back to the streets, on nomi-
nal or relatively low bail or on personal
recognizance or other seemingly ineffec-
tive conditions, perpetrators of the most
vicious crimes, to continue preying on
the public until trial—often at some far
future date—then I believe it is time to
amend the law.

There has now been sufficient experi-
ence under the 1966 law to demonstrate
that it is proving a windfall to the
chronic violent criminal. I feel that the
law, as it now stands, may be of more
benefit to the habitual criminal then it is
to those for whom it was designed, and
that it is turning into something of a
catastrophe for the law-abiding public,
which is the victim.

PROPOSED BAIL REFORM
LEGISLATION

(Mr. McCLORY asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, I joined
yesterday in cosponsoring the adminis-
tration's proposed bail reform legislation,
introduced by Mr. McCuLLocH, because
of my deeply felt conviction that we in
the Congress must make a start in deal-

. ing with the unacceptable rise in the na-
tional rate of crime. As Attorney General
Mitchell stated at a conference on
“Crime and the Urban Crisis” in early
February:

The simple fact is that crime is intimidat-
ing us, and our inabllity to control crime is
a courtship with national disaster.

It is my hope that by focusing congres-
sional attention on the problems dealt
with by this legislation, we can devise
new initiatives in the battle against crim-
inal activity. We understand, of course,
that by strengthening our pretrial release
procedures we treat only the sickness;
we do nothing to reduce the chances that
others too will become sick. However, we
are aware also that as important as deal-
ing with the root-causes of crime are, the
law-abiding citizens of our Nation de-
serve and demand immediate considera-
tion and protection.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I support Pres-
ident Nixon's proposal to add the con-
cern for community safety to the concern
for equal justice when making pretrial
release decisions.

I do, however, have some reservations
about the legislation as it is introduced
today. First, although my research has
not been exhaustive, the constitutionality
of any preventive detention plan is some-
what suspect. Two possible constitutional
attacks can and, no doubt, will be made.
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Opponents will raise the eighth amend-
ment provision that “excessive bail shall
not be required” to argue that an abso-
lute right to bail exists in all noncapital
cases. They will argue that to forbid
judges from setting excessively high bail
but to permit them to deny bail entirely
would be to invalidate altogether the
constitutional protection. Furthermore,
the U.S. Supreme Court in Stack v. Boyle,
342 U.S. 1 (1951) emphasized the tradi-
tional importance of bail in criminal
cases stating:

Unless the right to ball before trial is pre-
served, the presumption of innocence . , .
would lose its meaning.

On the other hand, the Supreme
Court—by a slim 5 to 4 majority—held
in Carlson v. Landon, 342 U.S. 524 (1952)
that at least as to an alien Communist
awaiting deportation, no absolute right
to bail exists. Some have interpreted this
as a rejection of the theory that the
eighth amendment guarantees a right to
bail, but it is questionable whether this
decision would be extended to the erimi-
nal situation.

A second constitutional problem con-
cerns the fifth amendment right of due
process since preventive detention would
deprive a defendant of his liberty prior to
conviction. Traditionally, however, in any
analysis of due process the interests of
society are balanced against the liberties
of the individual and therefore, if suffi-
cient safeguards are provided in the pre-
ventive detention plan to insure that
fundamental fairness is not violated, it
would appear that this argument can be
successfully met.

The plan introduced has, as Tom
Wicker admitted in the New York Times
of Sunday, July 13, 1969, “about as many
safeguards for the accused as possible.”
Perhaps it can be improved upon. The
committee process will, in addition to
focusing attention on the problems, edu-
cate many of us to the strengths and
weaknesses of preventive detention. Per-
haps we will also learn of alternative
plans which would improve upon the cur-
rent situation without taking the risk of
wrongfully denying liberty to innocent
persons,

Some alternatives to outright preven-
tive detention that have been suggested
and that should receive study are first,
a system of restrictions on the activities
and life-style of the released defendant;
second, a method of expediting trials for
those defendants who present, while
free, the greatest threat to the commu-
nity; third, a reexamination of sentenc-
ing and parole procedures to provide for
increased punishment for offenses com-
mitted while free on bail awaiting trial.
Although the President’s proposal uti-
lizes these alternatives, it does so con-
currently with effectuating a plan for
preventive detention. Perhaps some com-
bination of these alternatives might be
more desirable than the plan introduced,
especially given our present inability to
predict with any great accuracy which
defendants will be recidivists. We will all
no doubt follow the committee hearings
on this subject with intense interest and
it is my hope that legislation will emerge
that will strengthen society’s hand in
dealing with the problems of crime.

July 15, 1969

ATTACKING THE EVILS OF HARD-
CORE UNDEREMPLOYMENT

(Mr, McCLORY asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at
this point in the REcorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr., McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, on
July 7, 1969, HR. 12598 was introduced
by my colleague from Georgia, (Mr.
BrackBURN) and nine Members includ-
ing myself to provide a broad attack on
the evils of hard-core underemployment.

The Nation is becoming aware that
the slum dweller, no matter whether he
be black or white, is often caught in a
vicious cycle of poverty. Because of a
lack of adequate training he is frequently
unable to find worthwhile employment.
As a result, he and his family are eco-
nomically obligated to live in a ghetto

“where his children are likely to go to

poorly equipped schools, play on garbage
strewn streets and develop the “turnon,
drop-out” philosophy that can only re-
sult in future unemployment, crime and
perhaps riot. Unquestionably, we must
begin to break this cycle of poverty, if
only to prevent the disintegration of the
American society.

H.R. 12598 attacks the evils of unem-
ployment by providing new financial in-
centives to the private sector to hire and
train the undereducated and the un-
skilled. This approach is consistent with
President Nixon’s pledge to send to Con-
gress a program of tax credits, designed
to provide new incentives for the enlist-
ment of additional private resources in
meeting our urgent social needs.

H.R. 12598 would, under title I, pro-
vide American industry an income tax
credit of 15 percent for most employee
training expenses, Further, under title II,
smaller employers would receive a direct
refund of up to 50 percent of the wages
paid to qualified trainees during the
training period. Significantly, title I1
would require that the employer provide
the trainee an opportunity for continued
employment after completing the train-
ing period.

Mr. Speaker, the American business-
man has indicated over the years that
he sincerely wants to contribute to solv-
ing the important social problems with
which our Nation is faced. This bill, if
enacted, would make such contributions
profitable. Is there a motivation more
likely to obtain positive results? I think
not.

I urge my colleagues to give this pro-
posal their most serious consideration.

MEDICARE IN MEXICO AND
CANADA?

(Mr. CLEVELAND asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, the
opportunity to travel is a well deserved
aspect of a retirement that many senior
citizens look forward to. Some also
choose, as should be their privilege, to
live in a foreign country for reasons of
climate, cost, or other considerations.

It would seem logical that if a senior
citizen for his own good reasons elects
to travel or live outside of the United
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States, this decision should not cost him
medicare benefits to which he would oth-
erwise be entitled. But this is not the
case.

I have introduced a bill, H.R. 8926, to
insure that eligible persons who are
taken ill while in Canada or Mexico and
require immediate hospitalization outside
the United States, would be covered by
medicare. This proposal is an important
step toward rectifying what I consider
to be an unfair situation.

My bill would allow senior citizens to
spend a vacation in Mexico, visit rela-
tives in Canada, or retirc to one of these
neighboring countries, secure in the
knowledge that their medicare protec-
tion will travel with them beyond the
borders of this country.

For the benefit of my colleagues and
the many readers of the Recorp, I in-
clude an editorial on this subject pub-
lished on July 7 in the Times, a Mexico
City newspaper:

MEDICARE FOR MEXICO

Not only the vote is lacking, Medicare is
too, As with the vote, a flood of mail to US
lawmakers could help this cause. There is
still time, Rep. James C, Cleveland reintro-
duced Bill H.R. 8926 last March to get Medi-
care for retired Americans extended to Can-
ada and Mexico, This would actually repre-
sent a saving to US taxpayers. Medical costs
in the US are soaring, hospitals are over-
crowded. Mexico has well-equipped ones, very
competent physicians, and could administer
US patients the same treatment they get at
home for about one-fourth the cost.

Yet to get Medicare, a retired US citizen
must be physically in the US at the time
illness, a heart atack or an accident hits
him. Rush for the border when bedridden?
It makes little sense. It works a hardship
on the tourist or resldent, It hurts tourism
by the elderly to Mexico—who would other-
wise be free the year around to travel—but
often won't because they feel unprotected
when abroad. By writing one’s own congress-
men, urging friends In the US to do the
same, or directly to Rep. Cleveland, this situ-
ation could be changed. There are hundreds
of retired Americans here, in Guadalajara,
scattered throughout resort areas of the Re-
public, Being disenfranchised with the vote
is bad enough. This other disenfranchise-
ment is worse. It could be lethal in a mo-
ment of need.

“SCHOOL DESEGREGATION, NORTH
AND SOUTH,” A “FACTS & ISSUES”
REPORT OF THE LEAGUE OF
WOMEN VOTERS OF THE UNITED
STATES

(Mr. BRADEMAS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.) *

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, surely
one of the most significant and difficult
problems facing our country is that of
desegregation of the Nation’s schools, in
keeping with the rulings of the Supreme
Court of the United States and other
Federal courts.

One of the most useful compilations of
information concerning the present sta-
tus of school desegregation in the United
States is found in the June 1969 issue of
Facts & Issues, published by the highly
respected League of Women Voters of
the United States.

I insert the text of this issue, entitled
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“School Desegregation, North and
South,” at this point in the REcorbp:
ScHOOL DESEGREGATION, NORTH AND SOUTH

“Separate educational facilities are in-
herently unequal. . . . Segregation of children
in public schools solely on the basis of race
. . . generates a feeling of inferiority as to
thelr status in the community that may
affect their hearts and minds in a way un-
likely ever to be undone.”—U.S. Supreme
Court, May 17, 1954.

“The dominant fact that emerges from
the recent research endeavors . . . is that
educational opportunity is greater in racially
balanced than in raclally isolated schools
. . . beyond any reasonable doubt . . , the
academic attailnments of both white and
Negro pupils are slgnificantly higher in ma-
jority-white classrcoms than in majority-
Negro classrooms.”"—Irwin EKats, University
of Michigan, Desegregation or Integration in
Public Schools? The Policy Implications of
Research.

In the years since the Supreme Court re-
jected “separate but equal” schools and or-
dered desegregation with “all deliberate
speed,” the focus of concern has shifted from
the problem of de jure segregated southern
schools to the more Iintractable—perhaps
even more politically charged—Iissue of racial
imbalance or de facto segregation resulting
from raclally separated housing patterns in
schools across the country.

Under pressure of judicial decrees and ad-
ministrative enforcefnent actions based on
recent civil rights legislation, most school
districts in the 17 southern and border states
which formerly operated dual school systems
are now accepting some school desegrega-
tion—feared by some observers to be token
integration at best. Raclal imbalance grow-
ing out of segregated housing patterns is
most severe in the citles of the north and
west, but experts note a trend toward such
de facto segregation in the south as well.

There is growing recognition that com-
pensatory education programs saimed pri-
marily at inner-city schools often tend to
reinforce patterns of racial isolation. More-
over, the increasingly vigorous drive for local
community control of schools, often linked
with demands for black (or white) sep-
aratism, will doubtless impede progress to-
ward greater racial balance in many areas.

It is important to note that lssues of
racial balance affect various minority groups,
e.g., Mexlcan-Americans, American Indians
and Puerto Ricans, But because the Negro
minority’s problem 1s greatest in terms of
total numbers and national scope, this paper
treats the Issue solely In terms of black-
white balance,

DESEGREGATION ! STATISTICAL YARDSTICK
America’s metropolitan areas

The U.S. Civil Rights Commission’s March
1967 report, Racial Isolation in the Public
Schools, documents extensive and increasing
racial isolation in public schools of more
than 100 city school systems sampled. Al-
though the problem is most severe in the
great metropolitan areas where two-thirds
of the nation’s population now live, the com-
mission found that extent of student seg-
regation was not necessarily related to the
size of the school system, the proportion of
Negroes enrolled or location in north or
south. In 75 representative cities, the com-
mission found (1966-66 school year):

75% of the 1.6 million Negro elementary
school children attended schools in which
student bodles were more than 909 Negro.

839% of the 2.4 million white elementary
school children attended schools whose
student populations were more than 80%
white.

Nearly 90% of all Negro children in these
75 citles attended elementary schools in
which student bodles ranged from 50.57% to
100% Negro,
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More significant, the commission found
rapid growth of segregation in the 13 years
following the Supreme Court ruling in the
Brown case:

A survey of 15 northern school systems
showed an increase in Negro enroliment of
154,000 pupils since 1950—130,000 of these
Negro students In schools where student
bodies were more than 909% Negro.

In southern and border cities, the pro-
portion of Negroes attending all-Negro ele-
mentary schools decreased, yet the number
of children attending racially isolated
schools increased—a result of rising Negro
school enrollments combined with only slight
desegregation.

Major factors in growing racial isolation
have been the massive rural-to-urban, south-
to-north-and-west Negro population migra-
tion of the past 30 years and the explosion
of suburban development since 1850. Both
have produced concentrations of low-income
Negroes in central citles surrounded by white
middle- and upper-income suburbs. While
latest census data show a significant slow-
down in-Negro migration into central cities,
marked changes in racial residence patterns
seem unlikely in view of population patterns
of the past decade plus the recent significant
speedup in the rate of white migration to
the suburbs,

Eleven Southern States

After a slow start during a decade marked
by political obstructionism, harassment and
open violence in some areas, the pace of de-
segregation has speeded up in the south—
20.39% of an estimated 2.5 million Negro stu-
dents in 11 southern states attended desegre-
gated schools in the 1967-68 school years,
compared with 13.9% the previous year and
2% in 1964-65, according to the Department
of Health, Education and Welfare (HEW).
Defining a desegregated school as one at-
tended by Negroes, in which at least 50%
of the students are white, HEW surveys show
that desegregation has progressed more rap-
idly in districts complying with federal ad-
ministrative guidelines issued under Title VI
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 than in dis-
tricts desegregating under court order. States
in the deep south have the lowest percent-
ages of Negro students attending desegre-
gated schools.

The pace of southern desegregation has
therefore been accelerated by greater empha-
sis on Title VI compliance, rather than court
actlon, as a tool to promote desegregation;
more demanding qualifications ("gulde-
lines"), including a requirement for com-
plete desegregation by the 1969-70 school
year; and more effective monitoring of prog-
ress under Title VI proceedings than is pos-
sible in court-ordered desegregation plans.
But this progress should not obscure serious
problems remaining in the south:

Some 2 million Negro children, or B0%
of the total Negro school population, still
attend segregated schools, according to
HEW—and some experts criticize HEW data
as overly optimistic.

So-called ‘“freedom-of-choice” open-en-
rollment plans adopted by most southern
districts have for many reasons failed to
bring about actual school desegregation. In
May 1968, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled
unanimously (Green v. County School Board
of Kent County, Virginia) that a freedom-of-
choice plan could not be “an end in itself.”
A school board “must establish that its pro-
posed plan promises meaningful and imme-
diate progress toward disestablishing state-
imposed segregation.” Freedom-of-cholce dis-
tricts now must prepare new plans to assure
desegregation by the 1960-T70 school year,

More than 120 school districts have chosen
to operate without federal ald funds rather
than prepare acceptable desegregation plans.

“Significant” numbers of white students
attend segregated private schools in many
southern states. According to the U.S. Civil
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Rights Commission, establishment of the '

“yast majority” of these schools 'undoubt-
edly was influenced by” the 1954 Supreme
Court decision. Their organization was “en-
couraged and facilitated” by avallability of
state-financed tuition grants; in some cases,
public school desegregation was made a cri-
terion of eligibility for tuition aid. Some of
these segregated private schools have been
granted tax-exempt status by the Internal
Revenue Service, and the commission found
“tax-deductible contributions from private
cltizens . . . constitute an important source
of financing.” On December 9, 1968, the U.8.
Supreme Court affirmed lower court deci-
slons barring South Carolina and Loulsiana
state tultion grants found to be designed to
circumvent anti-discrimination require-
ments, In February 1969, a three-judge
Federal Court of Appeals volded the Vir-
ginia tuition grant plan, ruling that “any
assistance whatever by the state towards
provision of a raclally segregated education
exceeds the pale of tolerance demarked by
the Constitution.”

The - press reports mounting public and
congressional pressure for a slowdown in de-
segregation, just as Title VI enforcement
staffs come to grips with the most difficult
southern districts. Harassment and threats
of violence still deter desegregation in some
areas.

Northern and Western States

HEW is currently gathering the first de-
tailed statistics on racial enrollment pat-
terns in the north and west. Until these fig-
ures are released later this year, the best
data avallable are the Clvil Rights Commis-
slon’s 1967 estimates on enrollment in 75
cltles.

THE GUIDELINES DESIGNED FOR SCHOOL EBOARDS

HEW'’s Policies on Elementary and Sec-
ondary School Compliance with Title VI of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (the "guide-
lines') are often criticized as arbitrary or
overly demanding. HEW's former director of
clvil rights compliance maintains that these
guidelines are “no more than documents
saying what the courts have sald, a conven-
ient method for telling [school boards] what
is expected of them." The guidelines are con-
tinually subject to review in light of new
court decisions.

Guidelines published in March 1968 for
the first time imposed a time limit (start
of the 1969-T0 school year) for achieving
complete desegregation, A few districts have
been allowed a one-year extension, to Sep-
tember 1970, to complete desegregation.

These policies do not require the correc-
tion of raclal imbalance arising from private
housing patterns; neither do they bar local
school systems from reducing or eliminating
such imbalance.

To qualify for federal ald-to-education
funds, all local school boards must:

Eliminate and prevent discrimination in
all services, facilities, activities and pro-
grams, including transportation, athletlic and
extra-curricular activities, remedial and
guidance services.

Eliminate student assignment or transfer
policies, school attendance zones and school
feeder patterns which segregate students on
basis of race, color or national origin,

Locate new schools or other educational
facilities in a nondiscriminatory manner,

Assure nondiseriminatory policies in hiring
and firing, assignment and promotion of
professional staff. School faculties must be
integrated so that a school is not identifiable
by the racial makeup of either faculty or
students.

Assure that minority students are not
denied equal educational opportunity by
such practices as overcrowded classes, fewer
qualified teachers, less-adequate curricula,
textbooks, equipment, facilitles or services
or lower per-pupil expenditures. “Providing
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equal educational opportunity does not,
however, require school systems to offer an
identical educational program for each
student. ...”
Title VI—Noncompliance proceedings

If HEW enforcement officlals are unable to
obtain voluntary compliance with these re-
quirements, they may initiate compliance
proceedings with a formal notice to the
school district. Determination of noncom-
pliance by a HEW hearing examiner is
subject to review by a three-member board
within HEW before final decision by the
Secretary. The Secretary must notify appro-
priate House and Senate committees 30 days
before a proposed fund cutoff, with a full
written report of clrcumstances and grounds
for such action. If funds are cut off, they can
be restored if the district adopts policies in
compliance with guidelines.

Title VI enforcement in Southern and
border States

From 19656 to 1968, HEW concentrated en-
forcement efforts in those states which had
formerly operated dual school systems.

As of May 22, 1969, 515 enforcement cases
had been initiated since the program’s start;
228 of these districts were involved in cur-
rent enforcement proceedings—including 123
districts whose federal aid funds had been
cut off. Some 217 districts agalnst which en-
forcement proceedings had been initiated
had complied with desegregation require-
ments at some stage before cutoff; and 70
districts whose federal ald funds had been
terminated had moved to comply and were
again receiving federal funds.

Because ald to disadvantaged children
comprises a large portion of federal aid
monies, fund cutoffs often most hurt the
neediest children., Nevertheless, Title VI en-
forcement is regarded as an effective tool for
promoting desegregation, particularly in the
rural south.

SEGREGATION IN THE NORTH

De facto segregation has been widely un-
derstood to arise as an inevitable result of a
neighborhood school policy simply reflecting
raclally segregated housing patterns devel-
oped over the past 30 years or more. But de
facto as well as de jure segregation often flows
from conscious political or economic deci-
sions of public or semi-public bodies. School
boards, as agents of the state with power to
levy taxes and enact regulations having the
force of law, in efflect enact de jure segrega-
tion when they deliberately draw boundary
lines or locate school facilities in a manner
to preserve racially segregated “neighbor-
hood schools.” Moreover, some authorities as-
sert, residential segregation did not arise
naturally but from preconsidered acts of
powerful real estate interests supported by
influential community groups and public
agencies,

State legal or administrative actions

In 1963, the New York State Commissioner
of Education initiated directives requiring
local school officials to develop plans for
eliminating racial imbalance (defined as a
school having 509 or more Negro pupils en-
rolled). The same year, New Jersey's chief
state school officer, responding to -citizen
petitions, directed school desegregation In
three communities, Since that time, a dozen
states have set up official bodles to further
desegregation, Several state courts have up-
held such state-sponsored efforts.

Massachusetts and California have enacted
state laws to correct racial imbalance. Mas=
sachusetts law requires local school districts
to correct imbalance in schools more than
50% nonwhite and gives the State Depart-
ment of Education authority to withhold
state education funds from noncomplying
boards. California law lacks such sanctions:
state policy grants prevention and elimina-
tion of racial imbalance “high priority” in
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school planning and provides that a district
shall consider an integration plan when any
of its schools have minority enrollments
varyilng more than 159% from district-wide
averages.

In 1968, the U.S. Supreme Court in effect
upheld the Massachusetts law by refusing to
review lower court decisions backing the law
agalnst a challenge by the Boston School
Committee, ruling that the suit at issue
failed to ralse “a substantial federal ques-
tion.”

Racial imbalance challenged in courts

Decisions by federal courts in a series of
cases indicate that deliberate segregation is
unconstitutional even when less than com-
plete and accomplished by inaction rather
than by action. The key decision (1963)
states:

“The neighborhood school policy certainly
is not sacrosanct. It is valid only insofar as
it Is operated within the confines established
by the Constitution. It cannot be used as an
instrument to confine Negroes within an
area artificially delineated in the first in-
stance by official acts. If it is so used, the
Constitution has been violated and the courts
must intervene.” (Taylor v. Board of Edu-
cation, New Rochelle, N.Y.)

Responsibility of public school authorities
to eliminate segregation not shown to result
from deliberate official discrimination is not
yet clear. The Supreme Court has not ruled
on the issue, and lower federal courts and
state courts are divided, Most courts have
held that school boards in such situations are
not obligated to remedy imbalance. In 1965,
the Supreme Court let stand an Appeals
Court decision which held that the Constitu-
tion prohibits segregation but does not re-
quire integration. The Supreme Court ruling
in the Green case (May 1968), holding “free-
dom-of-choice” enrollment plans inadequate
if they fall to bring about racial balance,
applies only to states which previously main-
tained dual de jure systems.

In upholding state and local desegregation
plans, the courts have held it is not unconsti-
tutional to take race into account in assign-
ing students to schools.

Administrative enforcement under title VI,
1964 Civil Rights Act

Raclal imbalance per se is not illegal. Title
VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act bars federal
government action to correct racial imbalance
arlsing solely from housing patterns. Con-
gressional anti-busing directives forbid any
federal requirement for school busing to
remedy racial imbalance; local school dis-
tricts which choose to use busing, however,
may get federal funds to aid in planning or
operations.

Prior to 1968, the only effort to implement
Title VI in the north was the unsuccessful
attempt to withhold funds from Chicago
schools in 1965. In 1968, HEW launched an
enforcement program aimed at northern dis-
tricts in which racial isolation could be
shown to result from deliberate acts of local
school boards or governing bodies, e.g.. gerry-
mandering of boundaties, inequitable assign-
ment procedures or school construction de-
cisions that increased racial concentration.
(Expansion of the northern desegregation
effort stems in part from a FY 1968 appro-
priations rider sponsored by Sen. Richard
Russell (D., Ga.) requiring HEW to enforce
civil rights standards as vigorously in the
north as in the south.) y

To date, HEW has investigated 40 school
districts in small to medium size cities in 13
northern and western states. (HEW officials
acknowledge they have not touched the
problem in the larger cities.) Bix districts
(one each in New Jersey, Missourl, Ohio,
Pennsylvania, Michigan and Eansas) have
been warned to produce acceptable desegre-
gation plans or risk loss of federal funds; two
districts have complied. In April 1969, HEW
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began formal action toward cutting off funds
for Ferndale, Michigan, the first northern
district subject to such action. Cases in two
additional districts (Pasadena, California,
and Waterbury, Connecticut) have been re-
ferred to the Justice Department for possible
legal action. !
Desegregation enforcement in the north
will be slow and piecemeal—documenting
discriminatory practices is difficult and time
consuming; enforcement staff is small, and
political pressures pose special problems.
“The law is on the books, and we're going
to enforce it nationally, not just in the
south,” HEW Secretary Robert H. Finch has
promised. At the same time, he suggested
past enforcement efforts were overzealous,
that federal standards should be more “real-
istic.'” As pressures intensify from both sides,
the Administration’s future actions on de-
segregation enforcement will be viewed with
keen interest in both north and south.

TECHNIQUES ADOPTED TO ACHIEVE BETTER
RACIAL BALANCE

Local districts have adopted various tech-
niques to meet situations where simple
boundary changes or strategic location of new
school facilities cannot produce racial bal-
ance. These include:

Pairing. Merge two or more nearby school
areas so that each school serves different
grade levels for a new and larger attendance
zone.

School closing or conversion. Close a segre-
gated school, assign its pupils to other schools
and, if possible, convert the formerly segre-
gated school to special-purpose use.

Single-grade or central schools. Convert
one or more schools into central facilities
for a single grade serving all or a large part
of the city.

Magnet schools, supplementary centers. Of-
fer speclal curricula to draw children from
a wide geographic area for full-time or sup-
plementary part-time attendance.

Education complex or cluster. Group sev-
eral schools administratively and geographi-
cally to pool teachers and services and re-
group stafl and students.

Educational park. A large, consolidated
campus arrangement grouping schools for
varied age levels for children from many
neighborhoods.

Busing within school district. Transport
children from majority-black school to ma-
Jority-white school within district, or vice
versa.

Inter-district busing. Usually moves inner-
city Negro students to suburban predomi-
nantly white schools.

FEW RACIAL BALANCE PROGRAMS OFERATE

Many communities have studied plans for
racial balance, but few programs are actually
in operation. While no one of the above tech-
nigques can resolve big-city segregation, au-
thorities believe each is of educational value
if well planned and executed. Limited plans
can be expanded, serve as models and help
to crack entrenched customs.

In the long run, many authorities believe,
the only real solution to racial imbalance
will be through a metropolitan approach
that frees student assignment policies from
limits imposed by district boundaries and
fiscal requirements. It is important to coun-
ter certain wildely held misconceptions:

Re school district boundaries. District lines
are not sacrosanct; they are a matter of po-
litical will. In the 1950s, there was a strong
nationwide trend of district consolidation,
primarily for economic reasons associated
with declining population in rural areas.

Re neighborhood schools. Special-purpose
schools drawing from a wide geographic area
have operated successfully for many years
in certain areas.

Re school busing. Much opposition to ef-
forts to Improve racial balance has focused
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on busing as a technique for countering ef-
forts of residential patterns. Opponents sug-
gest that busing is uncommon and/or un-
wise. In fact, a recent HEW study notes:
“80% of all districts bus students for one
reason or another . . . to desegregate schools
. . » [Oor] to improve the quality of education
for their children.”

Moreover, recent case studies have shown
that school boards have not been averse to
busing which is designed to separate white
and Negro children.

Commitment is needed

Based on its studies of several local deseg-
regation programs, the Civil Rights Commis-
sion identifies five key elements needed for
successful desegregation: committed leader-
ship by local and state officlals; participation
by all affected elements in the community;
efforts to improve quality of education for all
children, not just for minority-group chil-
dren; careful stafl selection and training, ad-
vance preparation of students for new experi-
ences; desegregation of individual classrooms
within schools and avallability of supportive
services for children needing remedial help.

ACTION PROFOSED TO SPEED DESEGREGATION

Prospects for congressional approval of new
legislation to speed desegregation do not ap-
pear very promising for the near future, and
the Nixon Administration's attitude toward
expanded administrative efforts remains un-
clear. Current proposals for new or expanded
federal or state government action include
the following:

Congressional action

1. Enactment of uniform national stand-
ards for elimination of racial isolation.

2. Expansion of federal assistance aimed
at increasing supply of low- and moderate-
income housing throughout metropolitan
areas, to reduce concentration of such proj-
ects in inner-city areas.

3. Expanded budget support for technical
ald in desegration planning, including more
funds for busing schemes where local districts
wish to use this method.

4, More funds for Title VI enforcement ef-
forts. As of March 1, 1969, HEW employed
51 staff members to enforce desegregation
in some 4,500 southern and border-state dis-
tricts. This year, the northern-western en-
forcement staff is to be expanded from 53 to
61 for nearly 20,000 districts—a tiny stafl
for the task.

Federal administrative action

5. Requirement by Department of Housing
and Urban Development that approval of ap-
plications for low- and moderate-income
housing projects or urban renewal plans be
contigent on site selection and project plan-
ning that will help reduce racial concen-
tration in housing, thus reducing racial
isolation in schools.

6. Justice Department action to encourage
courts supervising desegregation in certain
southern school districts to revise early de-
crees to conform to more rigorous standards
in administrative guidelines.

7. Internal Revenue Service denial of tax
exemptions held by certain segregated pri-
vate schools established in the south to avoid
public school integration.

Proposals for State government actions

8. Adoption of statewide, long-term inte-
gration plans with support for metropolitan
planning and urban-suburban cooperation.

9. Adoption of statewlde standards, with
both financial incentives and penalties to en-
courage racial balance.

10. Revision of state education aid formu-
lae which often provide more financial sup-
port for rural and suburban schools than
for city school systems, thus reinforcing ex-
isting inequities in per-pupil spending based
on school district tax resources.
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ADDRESS BY CLAUDE S. PHILLIPS,
JR., PROFESSOR OF POLITICAL
SCIENCE

(Mr. BRADEMAS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, a most
thoughtful discussion of the relation-
ships among students, faculty and ad-
ministration in international higher edu-
cation is contained in an address deliv-
ered on April 18, 1969, by Prof. Claude S.
Phillips, Jr.

Dr. Phillips is professor of political
science and director of the Institute of
International and Area Studies, at West-
ern Michigan University at Kalamazoo,
Mich.

His remarks were delivered at the an-
nual spring conference of the Michigan
Association for Higher Education and
Wayne State University.

I insert Professor Phillips’ address at
this point in the REcorD;:

STUDENT-FACULTY-ADMINISTRATION RELATION-
SHIPS IN INTERNATIONAL HIGHER EDUCATION
(By Claude S. Phillips, Jr.)

Probably the first thing we note in the title
is that we are concerned with a relation-
ship, in this case of student, faculty and ad-
ministration. One approach would be to em-
phasize the student end of the relationship
in response to student-initiated movements
related to sex, drugs, discipline and grading.
Another approach would be to emphasize the
generation gap and argue, as Margaret Mead
does so persuasively, that *as long as any
adult thinks that he, like the parents and
teachers of old, can invoke his own youth to
understand the youth before him, he is
lost.” 1

However, I cannot deal with sex and liquor,
exciting as they are, or with the generation
gap, deplorable as it 1s to anyone over thirty.
The relationship with which this paper i=
concerned is qualified by the phrase “in in-
ternational higher education”. That quali-
fication, of course, is not self-explanatory.
For example, some of you might think that
I am going to describe student-faculty-ad-
ministration relationships in various univer-
sitles around the world. Valuable as that
might be, I doubt that I am qualified to do
it. My own personal experience involves only
two foreign universities, one in India and one
in Nigeria. In India, in the summer of 1961, I
witnessed a student strike to oppose an in-
crease in fees and to protest the introduc-
tion of a general education requirement in
the curriculum. The argument used against
general education was that most of it was
not “relevant” to the student's main subject
of study. “I want to be a chemist,” one of
the students told me, “so why should I study
world history, economics and political sci-
ence?"

In Nigeria in the fall of 1961, I listened as
members of the student union condemned
the Peace Corps as a mnest of CIA sples
and demanded of their government that the
spies be sent home. In this case, the students
were interested in foreign policy and not
curriculum matters, and told their govern-
ment in no uncertain terms what the for-
elgn policy should be. In both the Indian
and Nigerian cases, university administra-
tors counseled students not to be rash, and
faculty members were conspicuously absent.
In both cases, politiclans and news media
were especially verbose. In both cases, the
students lost.

Footnotes at end of article,
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I give you these two cases, not to pile
up other {llustrations from around the world,
but to point out the parallels we see in stu-
dent protest movements in our own univer-
sities and colleges. Yet when the cases I
mentioned occurred in 1961, our own stu-
dents were still referred to as the silent
generation. What a difference eight years
have made! Our students, as well as stu-
dents in many different countries, are strik-
ing, rioting, seizing university buildings, and
presenting demands on many subjects. The
range of their grievances Is broad indeed.
Btudents, abetted by some professors, have
torn universities apart to protest govern-
ment policies, domestic and foreign. With
equal vigor they have protested disciplinary
rules, the investment of endowments, the
hiring and firing of professors, the curric-
ulum (both what is offered and what is not
offered), and the whole decision-making
process of the university, “Relevancy” has
become the catchword of the day. Not only
must the course of study be relevant to each
student, but the university must be relevant!
These demands have put serious strains on
the university, created doubts in many quar-
ters about the purposes of higher educa-
tion, and revealed that many of us have in-
deed become middle-raged.

Let us be clear of our context. Most stu-
dents probably have only one goal, to get a
degree as quickly and easily as possible. On
the other hand, two to three percent of the
students are thorough-golng activists. Some
of these want to destroy the university and
apparently have no educational goals re-
lated to the present system. Others merely
want changes peculiar to their group or
conforming to thelr political and sociological
interests, In between the dormant and activ-
ist groups is a large group of uneasy students,
As Professor Joseph J. Schwab of the Uni-
versity of Chicago has concluded from a re-
cent study, “the current of dissatisfaction
and uneasiness about college curriculum
runs deep and well beyond the borders of the
highly audible protest groups.”?

The target of discontent and criticism has
been the college of arts and sciences and the
graduate school, not the professional schools
of education, business, engineering, etc. The
attacks, therefore, have been on the very
heart of the college and university. More
precisely, the attacks have been aimed main-
1y at, and dissenters have come mainly from,
the social sciences and humanities. To be
even more preclse, the soclal sclences have
received the greatest challenge concerning
relevancy.

RELEVANCY

Relevancy, therefore, becomes a key term,
and we ought to deal with it. It is generally
agreed (though not by Robert M. Hutchins
and his followers) that the American uni-
versity has three functions:

1. Teaching, l.e., the transmission from
one generation to the next of the accumu-
lated knowledge and wisdom of human cul-
ture in its broadest sense;

2. Research, l.e. the acquisition of new
knowledge and wisdom; and

3. Service, Le., providing to the community
at large certain training, information and
expertise which Is peculiar to a community
of scholars, The relevancy of the university,
consequently, must be related to these func-
tlons, But here I would suggest that there is
& long-range relevancy and a short-range
relevancy. Teaching and research, I submit,
must be organized primarily for long-range
relevancy. They are ultimately, and continu-
ously, concerned with the storehouse of
knowledge of mankind. When they get en-
snared In short-range relevancy, they in-
variably become nationalistic, parochial and
anti-intellectual. Teaching for short-range
relevancy becomes propaganda, utilizing
carefully selected facts to produce desired

Footnotes at end of article.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

and not intellectual ends, Research for short-
range goals becomes channeled to political
ends and not to new understanding which is
universal and humane,

On the other hand, the service function of
the university is often short-range in
relevancy, training businessmen, teachers,
techniclans, ete., on the academic side, and
providing extension services, consulting serv-
ices, surveys, and various recruiting activi-
tles on the non-academic side. In regards to
academic services, we have slmply asserted
that even people learning a skill will be
better trained if their tralning is gained in
the university setting.

The non-academic services, however, have
caused some real difficulties. Students have
especially protested the use of campus facili-
ties for recruitment purposes related to the
Viet Nam war. Yet only 256 years ago, and
even during the Korean war, administrators,
professors and students all cooperated in de-
fense of government policy. Without arguing
the merits of either case, I am simply sug-
gesting that universities probably cannot be
separated from the culture which nourishes
them. All we can hope for, nay must demand,
is that the university strive constantly to
perform functions of long-range relevancy,
recognizing that every crisis which forces it
to bow to short-range relevancy weakens 1t
seriously.

The question we must now ralse 1s whether
the university is now in the midst of a crisis
which must force it to provide short-range
relevancy. There is no doubt that we face
problems never before faced by man, espe-
cially in methods of annihilation and in
population growth. Only slightly less press-
ing are the threats to human survival in such
areas as raclsm, urbanization, economic and
soclal inequality, abject poverty and hunger,
propaganda, rampant nationalism, intoler-
ance, hatred, general violence, political cor-
ruption, public deceit, unemployment, waste
of resources, air and water pollution, and
scores of similar problems. Many students,
and some faculty, marshal these deplorable
conditions In defense of thelir claim that the
crisis is s0 severe that the university must
respond on prineiples of short-range
relevancy. I agree that we live in a crisis era
and that the university has a responsibility
to recognize 1t., I disagree, however, with
the assumption that the university has any
short-range principles for handling the crisis.
The deplorable conditions with which we
must deal are not pecullar to the United
States or even to Western culture. They are
universal, human conditigns of all mankind
ensnared in the great vortex of the twentieth
century. We are today caught in the culmina-
tion of great cultural forces which have
finally brought all men into contact with all
other men. Isolation is all but gone, nation-
allsm ls a threat not a security to human
survival, sclence and technology are spread-
ing through the world, communications con-
nect us all together, change is rampant every-
where, and we are multiplying so fast that
population is a greater threat to our survival
than atomic war. If the university has any-
thing to say about the human condition it
can only be in terms of long-range relevancy
and not in short-range palllatives. And long-
range relevancy in higher education requires
a perspective that is global, grounded in his-
torical experlence and explanatory. In other
words, a relevant education is international,
or more accurately, intercultural and univer-
sal, This places the greatest challenge of
relevancy on the college of arts and sciences,
because that college is the only one osten-
slbly committed to the liberal or general edu-
cation of students.

What I have said is simple enough and
sounds like a cliché with which most of us
probably agree. But I now want' to submit
that few, if any, universities in the United
States or any country that I know, have yet
established truly international, universal,
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intercultural educational systems. I submit
further that this weakness, especially in the
social sclences and humanities, creates part
of the frustration of students who seek rele-
vancy. Admittedly, I know of no attacks on
the curriculum which have demanded that
it be made universal or cross-cultural. This,
I believe, stems from the fact that we have so

- protected students from a universal perspec-

tive that they are not even aware of what
frustrates them. Consequently, their de-
mands for relevancy include simplistic ac-
tion-oriented solutions to problems of social
existence which have challenged man since
his beginning. A narrow disciplinary educa-
tion which is also nationalistic and parochial
leaves students bereft of any grasp of their
own limited problems. And it provides them
with no understanding of world problems
which the dally media force into thelir periph-
eral vision,

A REVIEW OF WHERE WE STAND

I will not recount here all of the efforts
of the last twenty years to universalize the
universities and colleges. Massive efforts
from governments and foundations have
been felt on almost every campus, resulting
in area studies programs, new international
curricula, overseas projects and seminars,
AID and Peace Corps programs, and in-
creased foreign research. The impact of these
efforts to date are unbellevably small. As
late as 1964, 909 of the graduates of llberal
arts colleges had not had one single course
which dealt with Non-Western cultures?® A
study which I conducted showed that the
high school social studles teachers in a
Michigan county were overwhelmingly un-
trained to deal with issues outside Western
Civilization,* a pattern which Harold Taylor
found is common in the United Statess It
is, in fact, no exaggeration to say that in-
ternational studies have had little impact
in higher education, less in secondary and
elementary education, and practically none
on the general public.

There have been modest successes, of
course, as international and area studies
were created on many campuses. But the
original expectations have not been reallzed,
We expected that a world perspective would
gradually permeate the academic commu-
nity: that faculties would see their disciplines
in the context of universal manifestations
and that the educated man—surely still the
objective of higher education—would reflect
an intellectual awareness of the human con-
dition. Where did we go wrong? What we
did was to make international studies an
addendum to what already existed. We did
not demand that the curriculum, the faculty
and the departments be universalized but
only that universalistic patches be added.
This has resulted in the grand anomaly:
most professors in the social sciences and
humanities teach the majority of courses
which deal with the United States and Eu-
rope, and a minority of professors teach a
minority of courses which deal with the
other two-thirds of mankind.

What we ran into, of course, was the in-
creasing autonomy of departments. Depart-
ments now largely control the higher educa-
tion process. They determine their own cur-
riculum, select their own colleagues and es-
tablish standards for admitting students, all
largely Independent of any concern for a
definition of the university.? In most social
science and humanities courses one-third of
the students are future teachers, but few
departments even concern themselves with
this fact.” Few departments coordinate their
activities with others in the same division,
much less with other divisions. Programs for
majors and minors are designed for the
minority who will go to graduate school.
The role of the department in the liberal ed-
ucation of students is almost totally ignored.
The trend of departmentalism, as Charles
Frankel has noted, will “produce a breed of
intellectual leaders who cannot speak to




July 15, 1969

one another, or to other men, across the
walls of their specialties,” men who will be
“learned experts who are barbarians.”*® One
historian has attributed the present student
unrest directly to departmentalism: *“the
undergraduate, hemmed In everywhere by
narrow compartments, feels fragmented and
frustrated,” because scholars “prefer to pro-
vide definitive answers to small questions
rather than tentative answers to important
ones,'" ®

Students, therefore, enter the university
with a right to be frustrated. The world
human condition impinges on them in an
unprecedented fashion. We live in an era
in which exponential curves are shooting
almost straight up, in population, in knowl-
edge, in technology, in communications, in
urbanization, in powers of destruction, in
confiiet, in nationalism, and in social change.
But the curve in understanding, in tolerance,
in accommodation, in learning to live to-
gether, is almost a straight horizontal line
from the time of Buddha to the present.
Here I refer to world-wide trends which
challenge the social sciences and humanities
in ways which they have hardly begun to
consider. Our nationalistic and parochially
Western European focus has even led us
to neglect our own changing culture and
practically to ignore the significance of
change on the world scale. And I have not
even touched on other world-wide trends
which we will face in the 1970's, such as
overcrowding, unprecedented starvation,
civil wars, revolutions, air and water pollu-
tion, transportation congestion, wasted re-
sources, increased exploitation of resources,
political and economic frustration, and un-
dreamed-of conditions resulting from a world
in which every culture seeks to accommodate
itself to every other one.

Students, consequently, enter college with
a great deal of apprehension. On the other
hand, they enter college with almost no
knowledge of the cultural world in which
they live. Enowledge of their own culture is
admittedly weak, so we repeat in college the
courses they had in high school. This con-
stitutes their so-called general education
and we then send them on to their majors,
which in history, political science, economics
and sociology means more United States
and some European culture. Anthropology
does deviate from the pattern but neglects
the great cultures of Asia and the contem-
porary complex cultures of the world. Stu-
dents graduate from college with almost no
increased knowledge of their cultural world.
The largest single block of them become
school teachers who repeat the cycle of ig-
norance. Most of the remainder go to work
or enter professional schools, their formal
cultural education ended. A few go on to
graduate studies but even In the soclal sci-
ences only a fraction will be involved in in-
tercultural studies. Armed with Ph.D.'s, and
a narrow speciallzation, they become the
new college instructors.

Steven Muller, Vice President for Public
Affairs at Cornell University, has pungently
described the results. The undergraduate
curriculum, he points out, is increasingly
pre-professional, the courses are as narrow
as the graduate seminars which the instruc-
tor had a few years before, and “the rele-
vance of undergraduate courses to the world’s
and society’s problems is not usually a major
consideration in the determination of cur-
ricula.” 1 He then exclaims that it is no mys-
tery why students are beginning to revolt,
and laments (rightly, I believe) that they
attack the administration when in reality
it is the faculty which is chiefly to blame for
this state of affairs.

The attacks on the administration are not
restricted to the most militant elements,
such as 8.D.S. or the Black Action Movement.
Consider, for example, the testimony on

Footnotes at end of article.
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campus disruption given last month before
the House Subcommittee on Education.
Robert S. Powell, Jr., President of the Na-
tional Student Association, charged that the
university alone is responsible for student
unrest. “I blame our universities,” he sald,
“for teaching powerlessness to the young
people of this country, and I blame that in-
stitution and the people now responsible for
its governance for creating one of the most
undemocratic and authoritarian institutions
through which young people must pass in
order to achieve an educated adulthood.”n

In a similar vein, David Hinshaw, presi-
dent of the Association of Student Govern-
ments, charged that many administrators
“have paid little attention to the intellectual
and emotional arguments for student par-
ticipation in university communication and
policy.” 12

I submit that the students do not under-
stand that the education with which they
are displeased is largely created by the
faculty. Their frustration, therefore, will
surely increase. The administration, having
relinquished curriculum leadership to the

faculty, is unable to respond meaningfully.

If it tells the students that it has little con-
trol over the curriculum, the students recoil
in disbelief and anger. On the other hand, if
it begs the faculty to reassess its curriculum
in terms of long-range relevancy without
adding new staff, the faculty recoils in dis-~
belief and anger.

The administration is caught in a three-
way vice. The board of control and public
opinion harasses from above. The students
and some faculty members harass from be-
low with only whatever responsibility they
impose on themselves. And the major por-
tion of the faculty can simply demand from
the sidelines that the administration take
care of things as quickly as possible as long
as it does not impinge on faculty autonomy.
It is therefore understandable why one
faculty wag has coined a new definition of the
term “meaningful dialogue,” to wit: “an af-
firmative one-word response (usually ‘yes'),
frequently used by college presidents after a
confrontation with militant students.” While
this definitlon is understandable, I doubt
that it is responsible.

Here we come face to face with an im-
portant social principle, namely that any
ethical system must allocate responsibility.
In the university, the main responsibility of
the administration has been budgeting, stu-
dent affairs, public relations, and general
guldance of curriculum; of the faculty, teach-
ing, research and specific development of cur-
riculum; and of the student, learning. Col-
lectively, the ethical purpose of the uni-
versity has been the creation of new genera-
tions of educated people and the acquisition
of new knowledge and understanding. Stu-
dent demands to be involved in the determi-
nation of curriculum now challenge that
ethical system,

It appears to be a matter of simple logic
to say that in any teacher-student relation-
ship, the responsibility of the student is to
learn. We are now faced with the situation
where the learner wants to tell the teacher
what he wants to learn. Such demands are
basically anti-intellectual. They presume
that ignorance, when accompanied by in-
tense emotional commitment, can organize
and direct the intellectual community. On
the other hand, we have admitted that stu-
dents have considerable justification for
condemning at least the social science edu-
cation they are getting, They have reason to
suspect that what they are being taught
provides them with little of the knowledge
they need to cope with survival in today's
world.

WHAT CAN BE DONE?

It must be clear now that the student-
faculty-administration relationship with
which I am concerned rests in the interna-
tional or universal content of higher educa-
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tion. We are Indeed concerned with that dis-
mal subject called curriculum. Students
sense that whatever higher education should
deal with, a minimum requirement is that it
deal with the world in which man lives and
with man himself. It must not only be con-
cerned with explaining how the present got
to be what it is, but in marshaling the alter-
natives for future understanding which cur-
rent knowledge and research can provide. It
is no criticism of students, however, to ob-
serve that they do not know what kind of a
curriculum must be established. If they knew
that, there would be little need for them to
be in college.

On the other hand, when we charge that
the curriculum has become nationalistic,
parochial and self-serving of narrow faculty
interests, it is meant to be a criticism of
faculty and administration. In other words,
faculty and administration must re-examine
their criteria for curriculum development
before students can be brought into a new,
more meaningful relationship with them.
Criterla of curriculum development which
have long-range relevancy would, I submit,
require (1) the universalization of the social
and behavioral sclences, and (2) adminis-
trative leadership in defining the social and
behavioral sciences. (Although I will hence-
forth restrict my remarks to the social and
behavioral sciences, much of what I say
would apply also to the humanities.) Let me,
therefore, expand on the two criteria.

1. The universalization of the social and
behavioral sciences. The main characteristic
of the social sciences since World War II is
that they have become more and more sclen-
tific. This has greatly enhanced our knowl-
edge of social processes and social behavior.
However, the increasing emphasis on tech-
nigue has had two unfortunate results: it
has led to rigid departmentalism, and it
often fails to convey a sense of relevancy at
both the graduate and undergraduate levels.
In view of the impact of science on all our
lives, it is difficult for me to imagine that
a sclentific approach could be taught in
such a way as to be irrelevant and I suspect
the irrelevancy stems from the department-
alism rather than sclence,

A call for universallsm 1s not as revolu-
tionary as it sounds. It is based on trends
already present in the social sclences, trends
which will modify but not destroy depart-
mentalism, trends which have a bullt-in
relevancy. The trends I refer to are those
which intercultural studies have imposed on
the social sclences. Although I noted earlier
that our impact has been small, I must now
suggest that we have succeeded in challeng-
ing and destroying the theoretical base of the
traditional social sciences. Our constant con-
cern with Non-Western and developing areas
forced soclal scientists to look, but when
they looked their ethnocentrically-based the-
ory began to crumble. Social sclentists found
that social systems could not simply be
classified as democratic or dictatorial, capi-
talistic or communistic, traditional or mod-
ern, stable or unstable, literate or pre-liter-
ate, advanced or backward. Social scientists
began to be aware of the fact that Non-
Western peoples—with different historles,
different technologies, different ideologies,
different social systems, different natural
and social environments—simply could not be
understood by the terminology and tools
used in the study of Western man.

The social sciences still have a long way
to go to replace their nationalistic past with
their universalistic future. But a beginning
has already been made, as leading scholars
are becoming more and more concerned with
total llving systems and with scientific ex-
planations of how they function.® Seminal
works are now providing us with a new and
somewhat frightening language with such
strange terms as ecology, eco-system, systems
analysis, cultural evolution, input-output
analysls, simulation, game theory, cultural
adaptation and cybernetics. The new lan-
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guage Is reflective of new perspectives on
history, creativity, stability and change. New
understandings are coming on questions of
soclal determinants, in-group out-group re-
lationships, and problems of identification,
deprivation, hope and despair. The new arena
of concern embraces social interactions from
city blocks to nation-states, from varieties of
small-group behavior to world relations.

What this means is that, finally, the soclal
sclences are becoming scientific—and rele-
vant! Oddly enough, some people regard this
as a contradiction. The sclentific aspect of
physics, or chemistry, or medicine, they say,
is obviously relevant, but it is the sclentific
aspect of the soclal sciences which makes
them irrelevant. While the charge is partially
understandable, especially where departmen-
talism has succeeded in building almost im-
permeable walls between and among the dis-
ciplines, nevertheless, I submit that a new
relevancy 1is resulting from the universalism
which is coming.

Part of the evidence for the new relevancy
sounds cold and statistical, and therefore
irrelevant to some people. Fallout, insecti-
cides, air and water pollution, population
growth, crowding, social unrest, technolog-
ical innovation, transformation of values,
urban pathology, mass education, rural men-
tality, the heavy hand of the past, leadership
roles—how can such terms be relevant? Be-
cause they deal with the human condition,
not the Western, not the Non-Western, but
the human condition! Drop-outs in New
York, school-leavers in Lagos, humanities
college graduates in Calcutta are humans
caught up in cultural conditions. Farm
mechanization in Iowa, Tanzania and Japan
is a technologlcal condition rooted not only
in a local cultural situation but in a univer-
sal storehouse of knowledge which knows no
imaginary boundaries. Social mobility, eco-
nomic opportunity, group loyalty, vested in-
terests, ethnocentrism, receptivity to new
ideas—these are terms by which cultures are
analysed whether we are dealing with the
United States, Romania, Syria or Thalland,
What I am saying is that the nationalistic
soclal sciences are dead and we ought to in-
sist that they be burled. As Simon Kuznets
has observed: “There is no national physigs,
chemistry, or biology, and there should be
no national economiecs or sociology.” ** And
if a universallstic concern for the human
condition cannot be made relevant, on any
campus on any continent, then we clearly
are not teachers.

At the risk of boring you, let me indicate
just a few of the exciting findings which a
universalistic, sclentific, systems-analytical
approach is exposing. It is becoming more
and more apparent that cultures possess
people rather than the reverse. The Black
Action Movement, riots in Watts and Chi-
cago, student discontent throughout the
world, nationalism rural conservatism and
many other group behaviors are better under-
stood as reflections of common characteris-
tics which possess such groups than as simul-
taneous erratic behavior of a group of unre-
lated individual wills. It also appears that
technology operates on laws on lts own and
as it changes it even affects the value system
and social structure, What a valuable con-
cept for studying any culture, whether West-
ern or Non-Western! It now appears clear
that democracy requires a set of historical
and social pre-conditions. If this is so, then
what profit is there in condemning nations,
regions or even universities for being non-
democratic if they do not possess the pre-
conditions? It now appears clear that the
nation-state can no longer fulfill one of its
prime purposes, namely, the protection and
security of its people. As one scholar has
noted, if out-group hate was essential for
uniting nations before the atomic age, some
other kind of soclal conditioning is neces-

Footnotes at end of article.
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sary for the future. (Perhaps our students
have sensed what scholarship is beginning to
expose.) It is clear that exponential curves
in technological growth and population ex-
pansion cannot continue, A finite sphere 1s
not infinitely exploitable and it cannot hold
an infinite number of anything, much less
people who must have some breathing and
living room. Finally, to use Boulding's useful
phrase, it seems clear now that man is en-
tering an era of post-civilization, with an
impact far more swift, and results far more
constructive or far more destructive, than
the era of civilization. (Again, perhaps our
students sense the real world better than our
statesmen or even our colleagues.) I could
also point out the overwhelming evidence
that all cultures are biological living systems
bound to the natural world and that, to cite
Amos Hawley, “human ecology might well be
regarded as the basic soclal science.” **

A universalized curriculum need not de-
stroy departments. They will continue to
analyze the particular constellation of funec-
tions which separated them historically, but

these functions will be characteristics of hu-

man living systems, An intercultural per-
spective will not divide social systems into
neat geographical boxes, Intercultural
studies will be functional not national. Ex-
planations will be sought in ecological con-
texts in which a Russian or Japanese example
will be just as appropriate as the American
or Swedish.

Area studies need not disappear, for spe-
clalists in depth—with command of the nec-
cessary language and the minutia of data—
will be necessary. But specialization will be
built on the intercultural base and not in
isolated pockets which neglect all other vari-
ations. We will know we have succeeded in
universalizing the social sciences when insti-
tutes for Black Amerlcan studies, Urban
studies or European studies join the area
studies programs as adjuncts to the malin
curriculum. The main curriculum will then
treat a universal man, of an understanding
of how human soclal systems function any-
where, of an awareness of the cultural deter-
minants of the varieties of social systems in
the world. Area studies—including American
studies—will permit some speclalization for
the educated man, a speclalization built on
the base of a universal perspective.

We who are in intercultural studies have
boldly, if not wisely, contriubted our share
to the attack on departmentalism. But now
the picture becomes rather frightening: we
have pointed the way, but who among us is
qualified to lead? This brings me to my sec-
ond criterion of curricular development.

2. Administrative leadership in defining
the social and behavioral sciences. Having
defended the thesis that the social and be-
havioral sclences must be universalized, I
am now forced to face a new fact: namely,
that professors and departments have nei-
ther the will nor the ability to reform. De-
partmentalism is so entrenched that a pro-
fessor fights it only at his peril. Soclal science
departments are designed to be narrow and
parochial. One history department I know
has 37 members, 31 of whom teach various
limited eras of Euro-American and Michigan
history, Of the remaining six, one teaches
Latin America, one teaches Africa, two teach
the Slavic area and two teach East Asia. The
Middle East, South Asia, Southeast Asia and
Oceania are totally ignored. Unfortunately,
the example is typical of soclal science de-
partments.

The point is that a department which is
overwhelmingly staffed by Euro-American
specialists suffers from parochial incest. Its
narrowly-trained staff can no more think in
universal terms collectively than it can indi-
vidually. With pretensions of the deepest
professional concern, the majority members
of such departments set about replicating
themselves in all hirilng policies, and in
breaking the curriculum down into ever-
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more narrow specialization. Thus, a typlcal
department of political science will have 20
to 30 courses on various aspects of American
governments, perhaps an equal number on
European governments and, if it is bold, it
may hire one professor to teach the govern-
ments and politics of all Asia, one for all
Africa and one for all Latin America, often
on a part-time basis. Even in this scheme,
the universal characteristics of politics may
be ignored.

The only force in a university which can
counter departmental incest is the admin-
istration. The heaviest burden falls on the
deans and the vice president for academic
affairs, Such administrators are treated by
the faculty as bureaucrats, and sometimes as
necessary bureaucrats. Rarely are they treat-
ed by faculty members as important mem-
bers of the intellectual community. What is
worse, administrators often behave as |if
they were indeed outside of, or “above,” the
intellectual community. They thus regard
their main role as budgetary, allowing each
department to define itself and its purposes
in the university. Thus, the relationship of
faculty and administration at their most
basic point of contact is one of bargaining
over money and staffiing and not in defining
the university. In the social sclences, there-
fore, {faculty-administration relationships
turn out to be almost a hiatus. Policles for
long-range relevancy are almost totally ig-
nored and short-range relevancy is invoked
only to meet crises such as student con-
frontations.

Faculty members on a number of cam-
puses have shown only contempt for my
suggestion that administrators have a role
to play in at least the general definition of
divisions and departments. Administrators
have told me that I do not really understand °
the pressures they Iface. Both responses,
however, confirm my, bellef that something
is wrong. In social science terms, the situa-
tion is dysfunctional: solutions to an in-
tolerable situation are blocked on one hand
by faculty intransigence and on the other
by administration reluctance to challenge
the myth of faculty supremacy. In philosoph-
fcal terms, the situation is simply im-
moral!

One dpportunity for administrators to af-
fect the curriculum rests in the hiring pol-
icy. Vice presidents and deans can start de-
manding that new professors in the social
sciences be trained to think in the universal
perspectives I have outlined. Such people
admittedly are hard to find because the
Ph.D.-granting universities simply are not
training them. The narrowness of graduate
training is the prime cause of departmental-
ism and the explanation for the plethora
of highly specialized and disconnected de-
partmental offerings. Furthermore, the prob-
lem is not simply that young Ph.D.s do
not know anything about the other disci-
plines in their division, but usually they
known little about fields other than their
own in their own discipline. The excep-
tions are quite rare.

The more narrow the training, the more
insistent is the young professor's demands
that he teach only graduate courses. The
undergraduate courses, speclalized as most
of them are, are still too broad for him.
The problem is even more complex where, as
on my campus for example, general social
sclence courses are taught. Many an appli-
cant for a teaching position rejects our of-
fer of a position when he discovers he may
have to teach a general social science course.
The usual explanation is that he simply is
unqualified to think or teach in such gen-
eral terms.

Only when we pget professors who are
universalists can we hope to modify the
undergraduate curriculum to serve its for-
mer and proper objective: namely, the lib-
erally educated man. Historically, the ed-
ucated man was “liberated” as he became
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aware of his environment, including the
physical world, the social world and the
world of philosophy, art, literature and re-
ligion. Historically, also, that world was lim-
ited to European cultures. Today the de-
mands for liberation are just as valid but
involve, in Whitehead's phrase, ““the whole
round world of human affairs.” Only when
social science professors view the whole round
world as their proper province will the cur-
riculum be modified so as to impart it to
students. When this occurs then will we
have the intellectual base for responding to
student demands. Faculty and administra-
tion will then be able to point out that the
curriculum is designed in the soclal sci-
ences for the educated man—a man in-
formed and knowledgeable about social in-
stitutions. Thus armed, the allocation of
responsibility should be more easily re-es-
tablished than it appears to be at the mo-
ment.
CONCLUSION

I hope it is clear now that my long dis-
course on criteria of curriculum develop-
ment was not a digression. Student demands
for a more relevant curriculum in the social
sclences strike at a vulnerable point in the
university. In their effort to upset the al-
location of responsibility, they force us to
examine first the relationship of faculty and
administration. In examining that relation-
ship, we discover great weaknesses in the
machinery for defining the curriculum and
perforce the university. The major effect of
student discontent is that it has forced us
to consider nothing less than the allocation
of responsibility in the ethical system which
we call the university. We are now forced,
in the words of Professor Walter P, Metz-
ger of Columbia University, to seek to ‘“re-
store student confidence in authority.”

In summation, my thesis is that the
future of student-faculty-administration re-
lationships in intercultural higher education
rests primarily on the faculty. If the faculty
of the social sclences recognize the universal
characteristics of their disciplines then they
will expect, even demand, that administra-
tive leadership help them reorganize their
parochial departments. Faculty-administra-
tion relationships will then be functioning
on a basis of defining the university for
educational relevancy. Simultaneously, stu-
dent-faculty relationships should improve
since professors can demonstrate that their
concern Is with the varletlies of social systems
in which humans live and not merely with
a defense of a particular system. The solu-
tion, as I see it, rests in long-range relevancy
since the university in its primary educa-
tional role has no short-range relevancy in
the social sciences. While this may offer no
comfort for the immediate future, the uni-
versity is still a dynamiec, viable, adaptive
institution. If it survives the present chal-
lenge, as I think it will, it should be a
stronger institution, even closer to its ideal
of being unlversal in its quest for truth.
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THE FIGHT AGAINST HUNGER AND
MALNUTRITION: THE STATE ROLE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. FARBSTEIN) is
recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, I have
written letters to the 36 northern Gov-
ernors charging that they have been lax
in their States in support of the food
stamp and surplus commodity programs.
I urged them to take the initiative to
eliminate hunger and malnutrition by
securing better cooperation from the
counties in their respective States. See
exhibits Nos. 1 and 2 for list of Governors
and text of letter.

The Southern States, with a few nota-
ble exceptions, I have discovered, are
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generally doing much more to combat
hunger and malnutrition than the North-
east, Midwest, and Far West. I sent the
letters to every Governor outside the
South on Monday pointing this out. It
appears incomprehensible that the Mid-
west, which enjoys the benefit of huge
farm subsidies, has the worst level of
food programs for the poor, and that my
own Northeast is no better.

I arrived at these conclusions after
examining Department of Agriculture
data on the numbers of commodities car-
ried by counties participating in the free
food program. Counties have formal re-
sponsibility for requesting and admin-
istering food programs, but generally
receive State support and are required to
follow State directives.

In calling upon the Governors to take
up the challenge, I have reluctantly been
forced to dismiss the role of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture because it lacks
direction and motivation, for it is caught
in the crossfire of divided loyalties be-
tween the farmer and the hungry. In-
evitably it is the hungry who suffer. Just
last month, the Department returned
$140 million in hunger money unspent
to the Treasury because the 1969 fiscal
year had ended and it had not committed
the funds. The sum of $30 million of
this was money appropriated for the food
stamp program and $110 million for the
free food program.

This is something about which I have
previously complained. The Department
knew in early January that it might have
unspent food stamp money unless it in-
creased its activity, but did nothing.

Indeed, it actively discouraged counties
from applying for the program, claiming
lack of money. I was informed by the
Department that during this time, they
had knowledge of 150 counties that were
interested in participating in the pro-
gram. At the beginning of May, in spite
of this discouragement, 62 of these had
formally applied for programs.

And, only after pressure from me, 42
of these were funded. But during the
same period, another 63 applied and were
ignored. As of today, 102 counties have
formally applied, and no action has been
taken to provide these counties with food
stamp programs.

An appeal by a northern Democratic
liberal Congressman to State Governors,
most of whom are Republican, to take
the initiative in the hunger area is un-
usual, but I do not care who gets the
credit. I just want to see that the hungry
are fed. With the Federal executive
branch abdicating responsibility, the
State is the logical vehicle to take the
initiative, and the State can get counties
participating in the free food program
to take at least the 22 basic foods of-
fered by the Department of Agriculture
so that its residents can be a little less
malnourished. It can get counties in both
hunger programs to seek ou? those eligi-
ble. And it can provide financial and ad-
ministrative assistance to the counties
to pay the local share of increasing the
level of bonus food stamps and the num-
ber of distribution centers for free food
and food stamps.

There are 22 commodities made avail-
able to counties by the Department of
Agriculture. By its own estimates, if an
individual gets all 22 foods, he would still
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suffer from malnutrition. If he eats fewer
than the 22, he would be receiving no-
where near an adequate diet. See ex-
hibits 3A and 3B for Department of
Agriculture figures. This nutritional def-
jcit is magnified by the fact that many
of the items most frequently not carried
are those which are nutritionally forti-
fied. See exhibit 4. But in only one of the
10 Northeastern States does the median
county provide its hungry with as many
as 20 of the 22 available foods; and in
the Midwest there are only two out of 11,
By contrast, in the South the median
county in five out of 12 States provides
at least 20 out of the 22 foods to its poor.
See exhibit 5. This contrast between
North and South generally also emerges
for participation rates among eligible
individuals in both the free food and sur-
plus commodities programs. See state-
ment by Senator GEORGE McGOVERN in
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of June 24, 1969,
page 16906. Under present law a county
is entitled to either a food stamp or sur-
plus commodities—free food—program,
but not both.

The contrast in quality of food pro-
grams between New York and Mississippi
is particularly striking. This throws into
doubt the sincerity of the New York
State commitment to eliminate hunger.
This doubt is reinforced by the recent
cuts in State welfare payments for food
and in school lunch program funds.
While in Mississippi, 36 counties carried
more than 19 of the available commodi-
ties, and the remaining three from 17 to
19 commodities; no county in New York
State provides more than 19, and only
three are in the 17 to 19 range. Of the
remainder, 34 provide between 14 and 16,
and 11 less than 14. New York City car-
ried the most commodities of any juris-
diction in the State. See exhibits 6 and 7.

I noted a similar contrast in partici-
pation rates among eligibles for the free
food and food stamp programs. The
average participation rate of eligible
individuals in counties in Mississippi on
the free food program is 43 percent. For
New York, it is 27 percent. For counties
on the food stamp program, Mississippi’s
average participation is 25 percent, New
York’s is 13 percent. The fact that a
county formally participates in a hunger
program is not enough if the poor are
not made aware of the existence of the
program. I believe the failure of local
and State officials to adequately inform
the poor of these programs explains
much of the low participation in the
North, generally in New York State in
particular.

The exhibits follow:

ExHIBIT 1

List of Governors to which the letter was
sent:

Keith Miller, Alaska.

Jack Williams, Arizona.

Ronald Reagan, California.

John A. Love, Colorado.

John N. Dempsey, Connecticut.

Russell W. Peterson, Delaware.

John A. Burns, Hawaii.

Don Samuelson, Idaho.

Richard B. Ogllvie, Illinois.

Edgar D. Whitcomb, Indiana.

Robert D. Ray, Iowa.

Robert Docking, Eansas.

Marvin Mandel, Maryland.

Kenneth M, Curtis, Maine.
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Francis W. Sargent, Massachusetts.
Willlam G. Milliken, Michigan,
Harold E. LeVander, Minnesota,
Warren E. Hearnes, Missouri.
Forrest H. Anderson, Montana.
Norbert T. Tiemann, Nebraska.
Paul Laxalt, Nevada.
Walter R. Peterson, Jr., N.H.
Richard J. Hughes, New Jersey.
David F. Cargo, New Mexico.
Nelson A. Rockefeller, New York.
William L. Guy, North Dakota.
James A. Rhodes, Ohlo.
Tom McCall, Oregon.
Raymond P, Shafer, Pennsylvania.
Frank Licht, Rhode Island.
Frank L. Farrar, South Dakota.
Calvin L. Rampton, Utah.
Deane C. Davis, Vermont.
Daniels J. Evans, Washington.
Warren P, KEnowles, Wisconsin.,

. Stanley K. Hathaway, Wyoming.

ExHIBIT 2
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HoUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., July 14, 1969.

Dear GovErnoR: During the last several
weeks, I have been investigating the admin-
istration of the Federal anti-hunger pro-
gram, and I thought you might be interested
in my findings, for they are shocking and
at the same time offer a challenge to our
State governments.

I have discovered that the Northern states
have been lax in their support of the Food
Stamp and Surplus Commodities programs.
The Midwest, which enjoys the benefit of
huge farm subsidies, has the worst level of
food programs for the poor, and the North-
east is no better. The Southern states by
contrast, with a few notable exceptions like
Texas, are generally doing a great deal to
combat hunger and malnutrition and have
relatively the best programs in the country.

I have arrived at these conclusions after
examining Department of Agriculture data
on the numbers of commodities carried by
each county participating in the free food
program, as well as the participation rates
for the free food and food stamp programs.

There are 22 commodities made avallable
to counties by the Department of Agricul-
ture. By its own estimates, if an individual
gets all 22 foods, he would still suffer from
malnutrition. If he eats fewer than the 22,
he would be receiving nowhere near an ade-
quate diet. But in only one of the ten North-
eastern states does the median county pro-
vide its hungry with as many as 20 of the
22 available foods, and in the Midwest there
are only two out of 11. By contrast, in the
South the median county in five out of 12
states provides at least 20 out of the 22
foods to its poor. (The figures for states with
counties participating in the free food pro-
gram are listed in the attached table.) This
contrast between North and South generally
also emerges for participation rates among

July 15, 1969

eligible individuals in both the free food and
surplus commodities program.

The average participation rate of eligible
individuals in counties In Louisiana for the
free food program is 469, for Mississippi,
the figure is 43 % . By contrast, only two states
outside the South have rates over one-third,
and many, like Eansas and Illinois, have
rates under 10%. For counties on the Food
Stamp Program, few states can come close
to Misslssippi’s 2569 participation rate.

To me this situation is shocking. Yet I
see it as a challenge to our Northern State
governments as well—to take the initiative
to eliminate hunger and malnutrition by se-
curing fuller involvement by the counties In
your state in the two anti-hunger programs.

The state is the logical vehicle to take the
initiative for it can get counties participating
in the free food program to take at least the
22 basic foods offered by the Department of
Agriculture so that its residents can be a
little less malnourished. It can get counties
in both hunger programs to seek out those
eligible through outreach efforts. And it can
provide financial and administrative assist-
ance to the counties to pay the local share of
increasing the level of bonus food stamps
and the number of distribution centers for
free food and food stamps.

I have called upon you as a State Governor
to take the initiative because I belleve the
Department of Agriculture has abdicated its
responsibility. It lacks direction and moti-
vation for it is caught in the cross fire of
divided loyalties between the farmer and the
hungry. Inevitably it is the hungry who suf-
fer. At the beginning of this month the De-
partment returned $140 million in unspent
money avallable to fight hunger for fiscal
1969 to the U.S. Treasury. Thirty milllon
dollars of this was money appropriated for
the food stamp program and $110 million
for the free food program.

This is something about which I have pre-
viously complained. The Department knew
in early January that it might have unspent
food stamp money unless it increased Iits
activity, but did nothing. Indeed it actively
discouraged counties from applying for the
program, claiming lack of money. I was in-
formed by the Department that during this
time, they had knowledge of 150 counties
that were interested in participating in the
program. At the beginning of May, in spite
of this discouragement, 62 of these had for-
mally applied for programs. And, only after
pressure from me, 42 of these were funded.
But during the same period, another 63 ap-
plied and were ignored. As of today, 102
counties have formally applied, and no ac-
tion has been taken to provide these counties
with food stamp programs.

I would be interested in your views on
the hunger question and the appropriate
role of the State government.

With kind regards, I am,

Sincerely yours,
LEONARD FARBSTEIN,
Member of Congress.

EXHIBIT 3-A

PART OF RECOMMENDED DIETARY ALLOWANCES (1968) ! SUPPLIED BY FOODS USDA OFFERS TO STATES FOR FAMILIES IN
COMMODITY DISTRIBUTION PROGRAM COMPARED WITH PART SUPPLIED BY FOODS ACTUALLY DISTRIBUTED

|in percant]

Food

Comparison energy  Protein

Vitamin
lron Al

Thia-
mine

Ribo-

Vitamin
flavin (H

Calcium

22 foods offered by USDA 2. 77 143
ZZIf:ods in amounts aciual!y distribu-" e
1

130 148
100 94

135 117 136
82 94 g2

1 National Academy of Sciences-National Research Council, Pub, 1694, 1968. R dietary all

es based on average

allowance for 1 person in family of 4 Sman and woman in m:dth:mes bny 11 years, Fnl 3) that is 2,320 calories of food energy, 51

grams of pratein, 960 milligrams of

caleium, 12 milligrams of iron, 2, GDO mternatlona
4 milligrams of riboflavin, and 49 mm:gram: of vitamin C (ascarb

units of vitamin A, 1.2 milligrams of thiamine,

id).
> !lA.rI;sutmdes 70 percent is prelnrmed vitamin A for foods offered by USD.& and 65 percent is preformed vitamin A for toods actually
istribute
1 22 foods in average amounts suggested by USDA for | person in 4-person household; Dry beans, bulgur, butter/margarine, cheess,
corn grits, cornmeal, corn sirup, evaporated milk, flour, canned green beans, canned chopped meat, nonfat dry milk, peanulbutter
canned pork potato ﬂakes, prunes, raisins, rice, Tolled oats, scramhled ege mix, shnr!emngf!ard and tornata juice.

{ Based on distribution records except canned pork,

estimated.

SRR MiX, Veg , juice, d milk and corn sirup are
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EXHIBIT 3-B

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

NUTRITIVE VALUE OF FOODS USDA OFFERS TO STATES FOR FAMILIES IN COMMODITY DISTRIBUTION PROGRAM, APR. 15, 1969

Amount per

person per
month 1

Commodity

Food
energy
(calories)

_ Calcium
(milligrams)

Protein
(grams)

Iron
(milligrams)

Vitamin A
(L)

Riboflavin
(milligrams)

Ascorbic acid
(milligrams)

Thiamine
(milligrams)

Bulgur.
Butter/margarine. .
Cheese. .

Corn gnts 2
Cornmeal 2

Corn sirup

Evaporated milk?__
Flour®

Green beans, canned4_.
Meat, cannsd chopped
Milk, nonfat dry, regular, enriched &
Psanul butter.. im r
Pork, in natural juices ¢_
Potafo flakes ’

Prunes, dried_
Raisins...

Rices___

Rolled oa

Scrambled egg
Shortening/lard.
Tomato juice 10

T el t = [T YR

3,084
803
4,083
2,816
81
4,128
1,959
1,125
8,255
81
2,501

(]
-

pNORS

1,306
66

114
5,307
9

—
——— P

RUGRN-8UcB8055wtR
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SR

311
2,071
365
152

17

26, 699
a
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o
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=it
[

FEEc SRR,

—
g
-

. 8 prow, we, N
238 HE

NEERZEES

11,253

Per person per day. .

Apricot nectari_______
Beef in natural j pun:es L%
Boned turkey.

Corn, whole kernel, canned.__
Grapejuice It

Grapefruit juice, sweetened._
Grapefruit juice, unsweelenad
Green peas, canned__
Tomatoes, canned._ ..
Peas, dry suIn._......
Prune juice LR

Rolled wheat.

gR=2BBsSESERes! ol sengysusRsEgEsRaRRgNYS

3t ot WA

e
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=3 | Rk

e
BPPP =B85~
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£,
o
EpommamSimn

M

SHSen
ad

=E9E

C-NOMW-INMTWoNCSWo s | - OOUMDU-JUI= WOl 00
' ' ' o i
i '

115,642
3,804
13,361

L0700
1,207

1 Based on USDA tamily distribution for a 4-person family, Jan, 28, 1
2 Corn grits and cornmeal enriched with iron (21 mg. per pound, USDA lninimllm) riboflavin,
thiamine, and niacin at minimum Ievels flour enriched at minimum levels,

* Fortified wﬂlh \rl!algnm D(SSD LU, per pnund)

4 May be rep

min D per pound. Shipments started Apr. 7, 196!

nned tomatoes, gree s,i or whole kernel corn.
$Same as regular nonfat dry milk except [omﬁgsd with 9,100 LU, vitamin A and 1,820 LU, vita-

minimum levels.

10 May be re

# Nutritive value obtained from ARS; calculations based on product with 18 percent chemical
fat, and not more than 1.3 percent or Tess than 0.5 percent salt. May be replaced by beef in natural

juic.as. or boned turkey.
ExHIBIT 4
ITEMS GENERALLY OMITTED
BY STATE
Alabama: Bulgur, dried peas, butter,
canned peas.
Arizona: Bulgur, butter,
corn/grits, dried peas, fowl.
Arkansas: Bulgur, grits, dried peas.
California: Peas dried, bulgur.
Connecticut: Bulgur, grits.
Delaware: Bulgur, eggs, grits, lard, oats/
wheat, peas split, corn syrup.
Florida: Bulgur.
Georgla: Bulgur, cheese, butter, eggs, pea-
nut butter,
Idaho: Bulgur, fowl, grits, dried peas.
Iowa: Bulgur, split peas, corn/grits,
Eansas: Grits, split peas.
Eentucky: Bulgur, grits, split peas canned.
Loulsiana: Bulgur, grits, dried peas, evap-
orated milk, oats/wheat, corn syrup.
Maine: Bulgur, eggs, grits, split peas.
Maryland: Bulgur, eggs, grits, meat
chopped, dried peas,
Massachusetts: Dry beans.
Michigan: Bulgur, grits, dried peas,
Minnesota: Grits, prunes,/raisins.
Mississippi: Split peas.
Missouri: Dried peas, bulgur, eggs, grits,
tomato juice.
Nebraska: Bulgur, grits.
Nevada: Bulgur, grits, dried peas.
New Hampshire: Beans, bulgur, grits, peas
drled, prunes/raisins,
New Mexico: Bulgur, eggs, grits, dried peas.
New York: Dried beans, bulgur, canned
meat, eggs, grits, dried peas.
North Carolina: Bulgur, split peas,
North Dakota: Bulgur,
Ohio: Bulgur, cornmeal, eggs, grits, split
peas, evaporated milk,
Oklahoma: Bulgur, grits, eggs.

CXV——1239—PFPart 15

cheese, eggs,

Oregon: Grits.

Pennsylvania: Bulgur, dry beans, grits, po-
tatoes, peas split, turkey/fowl,

Rhode Island: Bulgur, dry beans, eggs,
grits, dried milk,

South Dakota: Dried peas.

Tennessee: Bulgur, grits, dried peas.

Texas: Bulgur, dried peas, eggs.

Virginia: Bulgur, grits, fowl.

Wisconsin: Grits, eggs, prunes/ralsins,
fowl.

Wyoming: Beans dry, bulgur, grits, meat
chopped, dry beans, peas dried, prunes/rai-
sins, juice,

BY REGION

Northeast: Bulgur, dry beans, grits, corn
meal, split peas, dried eggs.

South: Bulgur, split peas, butter, grits,
cheese, eggs dried.

Midwest: Bulgur, grits, split peas, dried
eges.

Far West: Bulgur, grits, split peas.

EXHIBIT 5

NUMBER OF SURPLUS COMMODITIES RECEIVED BY
COUNTIES PARTICIPATING IN SURPLUS COMMODITY
PROGRAMS

pe, Instant potato flakes fortified with vitamin A (16,000 LU. per pound) and vitamin C (800 mg.

T

lne enriched with iron (21 mg. per pound, USDA requirement), thiamine, and niacin at
¥ Nutritive value developed for Poultry Division by ARS.

placed by apricot nectar, grapejuice, o fruit ji
u anr ed with vilarnln C (204 mg. pegr pgu]nd) il hs.

EXHIBIT 5—Continued

NUMBER OF SURPLUS COMMODITIES RECEIVED BY
COUNTIES PARTICIPATING IN SURPLUS COMMODITY
PROGRAMS—Continued

Number of commodities
17-19 1416 11-13

State
SOUTH

810

Number of commodities
17-19 14-16 11-13

State 20-22 810

NORTHEAST

Pennsylvania._.
Rhode Island

FAR WEST
Arizona.........

Drauug
Wyoming

TERRITORIES
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States not listed did not have surplus com-
modity programs. A community group was
counted If any one item in the group was
distributed; e.g. any one of these items—
canned apricot, prune, tomato, grape, or
grapefruit julce—satisfies the requirement of
a fruit julce.

The 22 categories used were Dry beans,
Bulgur, Butter/Margarine, OCheese, Corn

Grits, Cornmeal, Corn sirup, Evaporated
Milk, Flour, Canned Green Beans, Canned
Chopped Meat, Nonfat Dry Milk, Peanut
Butter, Dry Split Peas, Canned Pork, Po-
tato Flakes, Prunes, Rice, Rolled Oats,
Scrambled Egg Mix, Shortening/Lard, and
Tomato Juice. They were the avallable cate-
gories as of March 31, 1969.

Alternatives to some of these commodities

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE
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are avallable to the particlpating countles.
They include for tomato julce: Apricot Nec-
tar, grapefrult juice (sweetened and un-
sweetened) , prune juice, and grape juilce; for
canned pork; canned beef and canned bone-
less turkey, for canned green beans; canned
tomatoes, green peas, or whole kernel corn;
and for prunes: ralsins.

EXHIBIT 6.—BREAKDOWN OF COMMODITIES CARRIED BY MISSISSIPPI COUNTIES?

Total
Caunty/city or Indian reservation b

Number of recipients

Name of commodity (6)

of
eligibles

Public
assistance

Beans, canned green
Cornmeal

Fowl, canned whole
Grape juice

Grits, corn
Lard/shortening

| Apricot nectar
Farina

Margarine

late beverage)
dities carried|

Milk mix (

Meat, ch ined. canned
ilk, evaporated

Tomatoes, canned
Grapefruit juice

Peanut butter
Prunes, &riad
Prune juice
Tomatoe juice
Wheat, rolled
Beef 'n juices

| Peas, dried, split
Raisins

&2

o,
&8

p
Franklin...___._..
George_ ______._..
Greene____.......
Hancoek..........
Issaquena
Jefferson. ...
Kemper . .
Lafayette.
Lauderdal
Lawrence.
Leake.._. =
Marshall.....-...-
Neshoba........
Newton_ ...
Noxubee. ...
Pearl River....
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1 All counties receive all commodities except where an X appears in the box,

EXHIBIT 7—BREAKDOWN OF COMMODITIES CARRIED BY NEW YORK STATE COUNTIES !

Total
County/city or Indian reservation b

Number of recipients

Name of commodity (6)

of
eligibles

Public
assistance

Apricot nectar
| Beans, dry
Farina
Fowl, canned whole
Grape juice
Grits, corn

Egg mix,

Bulgur
Cornmeal

| Beans, canned green

Lard/shortening

Margarine

LN G G
oo
=

Allegany.
Broome.

SHEREE

S otoracn
W ~en

w
=

Cortland_.____
See footnotes at end of table.

YOOXHNAKX
X

AXXKXKXX
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X

XXXKKRKXX

KXXXXX X

KAXKXKKX
KEAKXKXKKX
3.0 0.9.9.9.9.9
1.9.9.0.9.0.9.9.4
P30 . 0.0.9.9

|_Tomatoes, canned

| Canned beef

Peanut butter

XXX HH KKK

| Wheat, rolled
| Number of commodities carried

| Potatoes, dehy., white

| Peas, canned, split

| Peas, dried
<X _| Prunes, dried
|_Prune juice
| Tomato juice
| Canned pork

|_Meat, chopped, canned
|_Syrup, corn

|
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X
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XXXHXHXHK
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EXHIBIT 7—BREAKDOWN OF COMMODITIES CARRIED BY NEW YORK STATE COUNTIES—Continued

Number of Recipients

Name of commodity (6)

Countyj/city or Indian reservation

8

Beans, dry
Beans, canned green
Egg mix, scrambled

Fowl, canned whole

Lard/shortening

Cornmeal
Gilts, Corn

Bulgur
Farina

Margarine

Wheat, rolled

| Milk, nonfat dry

‘Tomatoes, canned

Tomato juice

Meat, chopped, canned

| Milk_,__gvapnra!ad
| Milk, instant

Peanut butter
Peas, canned split
Peas, dried
Canned beef

Prune juice
| Number of commodities carried
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Washington. .
Westchester
Yates._____.

City of Auburn

City of Binghamton
City of Oswego__ ...
Town of Union

New York City

-
s 0 et e

258

7
557,926
811,947
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* All counties received all commodities except where an *'x"

appears.

LEAVES OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted as follows to:

Mr. Carey (at the request of Mr. Po-
peLL), for the balance of the week, on
account of business in the district.

Mr. PReYER of North Carolina (at the
request of Mr. Garirianakis), for today,
on account of official business.

Mr. HarsHA (at the request of Mr.
GeraLp R. Forp), for today and the bal-
ance of the week, on account of illness in
the family.

Mr. CHARLES H, WiLson (at the request
of Mr. Sisk) on account of official busi-
ness.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. Gross, for 60 minutes, on Wed-
nesday, July 16, to revise and extend his
remarks and to include extraneous mat-
ter.

Mr. WaGcoNNER, for 10 minutes, to-
day, to revise and extend his remarks
and to include extraneous matter.

Mr. FinpLEY, for 30 minutes, on Tues-
day, July 22, to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.

Mr. ConTE (at the request of Mr.
CovGHLIN) , for 30 minutes, today, to re-
vise and extend his remarks and include.
extraneous matter.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. FLowERs), to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extrane-
ous matter:)

Mr. Reuss, for 20 minutes, today.

Mr. Froop, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. FaresTEIN, for 30 minutes, today.

Mr. Farron, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. GonzaLez, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. Sikes, for 30 minutes, on July 16.

Mr. Dices, for 60 minutes, on July 23.

Mr. LoweNsTEIN, for 60 minutes, on
July 17.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

Mr. HecHLER of West Virginia in two
instances.

(The following Members (at the re-
guest of Mr. CoucHLIN) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. BusH in two instances.

Mr. SCHADEBERG.

Mr. WYATT.

Mr. StEIGEr of Wisconsin in two in-
stances.

Mr. BROCE.

Mr. HosMER in five instances.

Mr. WYDLER.

Mr. PELLY in two instances.

Mr. WYLIE.

Mr. AnprEws of North Dakota.

Mr. McCLURE in two instances.

Mr. WoLD.

Mr. UTT.

Mr. DUNCAN.

Mr. MORSE.

Mr. ROBISON.

Mr. HUTCHINSON,

Mr. Bray in three instances.

Mr. KEITH.

Mr. GusseR in two instances.

Mr. Wyman in two instances.

Mr, POFF.

Mr, SCHNEEBELI in two instances.

Mr. DERWINSKI in two instances.

Mr. Bos WiLson in two instances.

Mr. HorToN in two instances.

Mr. ASHEROOK.

Mr. Davis of Wisconsin in two in-
stances.

Mr. Don H. CLAUSEN.
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Mr., DEVINE.

Mr. RotH in five instances.

Mr. MARTIN.

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona.

Mr. Burton of Utah in 10 instances.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. FLowers) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. CuarLES H. WiLson in three in-
stances.

Mr. PErPER in two instances.

Mr. RosENTHAL in five instances.

Mr. MoNTGOMERY in two instances.

Mr. MaTsuNAca in two instances.

Mr, DingELL in two instances.

Mr. EILBERG.

Mr. MurpHy of New York in three
instances.

Mr. CuLver in three instances. .

Mr. Ropino in two instances.

Mr, ASHLEY.

Mr. HEBERT.

Mr. McCartHY in four instances.

Mr. Winriam D. Forp in two instances.

Mr. WorrF in two instances.

Mr. PopeLL in three instances.

Mr. STEPHENS.

Mr. STUCKEY in two instances.

Mr, Boranp in two instances.

Mr. AnpErsoN of California in three
instances.

Mr. BIAGGI.

Mr. BingHAM in two instances.

Mr, BARING.

Mrs. SuLLIvAN in three instances.

Mr. GonzaLEz in two instances.

Mr. Ryan in four instances.

Mrs. MINK in two instances.

Mr. Rarick in three instances.

Mr. PickLE in two instances.

Mr. FRASER.

Mr. O’Hara in two instances.

Mr. HamrLToN in three instances.

Mr. Moor=EEAD in two instances.

Mr. FE1cHAN in five instances.

Mr. GALIFIANAKIS.

Mr, NICHOLS.

Mr. DuLskl in four instances.

Mr. Co=EeLAN in four instances.

Mr. Hacax in four instances.

Mr. GeTrTYs in two instances.

Mr. FLoweRsS in three instances.

Mr. HecHLER of West Virginia in four
instances.

SENATE BILLS AND JOINT RESOLU-
TION REFERRED

Bills and joint resolution of the Sen-
ate of the following titles were taken
from the Speaker’s table and, under the
rule, referred as follows:

8. 267. An act for the rellef of Lt. Col.
Bamuel J. Cole, U.B. Army (retired); to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

8.571. An act for the rellef of Dr. Diego
Aguilar Aranda; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

S.1110. An act for the rellef of Nickolas
George Polizos; to the Committee on the
Judieciary.

8. 1526. An act for the rellef of Dr, Zellha
Bllsel; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

8. 1527, An act for the relief of Dr. Yilmaz
Bllsel; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

8.16456. An act for the rellef of Andrew
Chu Yang; to the Committee on the Judi-

8. 1798. An act for the relief of Dr. Yavuz
Aykent; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

8. 1963, An act for the rellef of Wu Hip; to
the Committee on the Judiciary,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

B.2019. An act for the relief of Dug Foo
Wong; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

S.2462. An act to amend the joint resolu-
tion establishing the American Revolution
Bicentennial Commission; to the Committee
on the Judiclary.

8.J. Res. 85. Joint resolution to provide for
the designation of the period from August
28, 1969, through September 1, 1969, as “Na-
tional Archery Week"”; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED ‘

Mr. FRIEDEL, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee had examined and found truly
enrolled bills of the House of the follow-
ing titles, which were thereupon signed
by the Speaker:

HR. 1828. An act to confer U.S. citizen-
ship posthumosuly upon James F. Wegener;

H.R. 1948. An act to confer U.8. citizenship
posthumously upon Private First Class Jo-
seph Anthony Snitko;

H.R. 2224. An act for the relief of Frank-
lin Jacinto Antonio;

H.R. 2636. An act for the relief of Francesca
Adriana Millonzi;

H.R. 2890. An act for the relief of Rueben
Rosen;

H.R. 3166. An act for the rellef of Alek-
sandar Zambeli;

H.R. 3167. An act for the relief of Ryszard
Stanislaw Obacz;

H.R. 3172. An act for the relief of Yo-
landa Fulgencio Hunter;

H.R, 3376. An act for the rellef of Marla da
Conceicao Evaristo; and

H.R. 10060. An act for the rellef of Lance
Cpl. Peter M. Nee (2465662).

BILL PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. FRIEDEL, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee did on July 14, 1969, present
to the President, for his approval, a bill of
the House of the fcllowing title

HR. 11400. An act making supplemental
appropriations for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1969, and for other purposes.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. FLOWERS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was ageed to; accordingly
(at 4 o'clock and 3 minutes p.m.), the
House adjourned wuntil tomorrow
Wednesday, July 16, 1969, at 12 o’clock
noon.

EXECUTIVE CO%%!\EUN’KCATIONS.
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

059. A letter from the Acting General
Counsel, Department of Defense, transmit-
ting a draft of proposed legislation to au-
thorize the Secretary concerned to apply the
pay and allowances of a missing member
of an armed force to the purchase of U.S.
savings bond and savings notes under certain

circumstances; to the Committee on Armed
Bervices.

960. A letter from the Secretary of Housing
and Urban Development, transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation to amend and extend
laws relating to housing and urban develop-
ment, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.
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961. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation, transmitting
the 1968 annual report of the operations of
the Corporation, pursuant to the provisions
of section 17(a) of the Federal Deposit Insur-
ance Act; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

962. A letter from the Director, District of
Columbia Bail Agency, transmitting the views
of the Agency with regard to proposed legls-
lation to amend the District of Columbia
Bail Agency Act (B0 Stat. 327), previously
submitted; to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

963. A letter from the Comptroller General
of the United States, transmitting a report of
a review of the status of development toward
establishment of a unified national com-=-
munications system; to the Committee on
Government Operations.

964, A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a re-
port on the reasonableness of prices ques-
tioned for bomb and hand grenade fuses
under three negotiated contracts, Depart-
ment of the Army; to the Committee on
Government Operations.

065. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of the Interior, transmitting coples of the
public laws enacted by the Ninth Guam
Leglslature in its 1968 sessions, pursuant to
the provisions of section 19 of the Organic
Act of Guam; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

966, A letter from the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation to regulate
interstate commerce by strengthening and
improving consumer protection under the
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act with
respect to fish and fishery products, in-
cluding provision for assistance to, and
cooperation with, the States in the admin-
istration of their related programs and
assistance by them in the carrying out of
the Federal program, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

967. A letter from the Secretary of the
Interior, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to amend the Federal Water Pol-
lution Control Act, as amended; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works,

968. A letter from the Attorney General
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to protect the public health and safety by
amending the narcotic, depressant, stim-
ulant, and hallucinogenic drug laws, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means,

069, A letter from the Attorney General,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation to
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to
make qualification under State law a pre-
requisite to registration under the narcotic
drug and marihuana laws, to eliminate the
provision permitting payment of tax to ac-
quire marihuana by unregistered persons, and
for other related purposes; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XTIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. GARMATZ: Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries. HR. 7517. A bill to
amend the Canal Zone Code to provide cost-
of-living adjustments in cash rellef pay-
ments to certaln former employees of the
Canal Zone Government, and for other pur-
poses; with amendment (Rept. No. 91-380).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union,

Mr. YOUNG: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 483. Resolution for considera-
tion of H.R. 2. A bill to amend the Federal
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Credit Union Act so as to provide for an in-
dependent Federal agency for the supervision
of federally chartered credit unions, and for
other purposes. (Rept. No. 91-381). Referred
to the House Calendar.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. MILLS (for himself and Mr,
ByrnEs of Wisconsin) :

H.R. 12829, A bill to provide an extension
of the Interest equalization tax, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means. :

By Mr. ADAMS:

H.R.12830. A bill to amend the act of
September 5, 1962 (76 Stat. 435), providing
for the establishment of the Frederick Doug-
lass home as a part of the park system in
the National Capital; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. ADAMS (for himself, Mr. FRIE-
DEL, Mr. Moss, Mr. OTTINGER, and
Mr. TIERNAN):

H.R.12831. A bill to amend the Federal
Avlation Act of 1958 to provide for the cer-
tification of airfreight forwarders; to the
Committee on Interstate and Forelgn Com-
merce.

By Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota:

H.R. 12832, A bill to increase the authori-
zation for the appropriation of funds to com-
plete the International Peace Garden, N.
Dak.; to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.

By Mr. ASHLEY:

H.R. 12833. A bill to amend section 235 of
the National Housing Act to provide more
flexible mortgage limits in order to encour-
age the development of homeownership in
high-cost areas for lower income familles;

to the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency.
By Mr. BINGHAM :
H.R. 12834. A bill to improve and increase

postsecondary educational opportunities
throughout the Nation by providing assist-
ance to the States for the development and
construction of comprehensive community
colleges; to the Committee on Education and
Labor,

H.R. 12835. A bill to repeal the Emergency
Detention Act of 1950 (title IT of the Inter-
nal Security Act of 1950); to the Committee
on Internal Security.

By Mr. ELACEBURN:

H.R. 12836. A bill to amend the Communi-
cations Act of 1934 to establish orderly proce-
dures for the consideration of applications
for renewal of broadcast licenses; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. BRADEMAS:

H.R.12837. A bill to amend the Military
Selective Service Act of 1967 to provide for a
fair and random system of selecting persons
for induction into military service, to pro-
vide for the uniform application of selective
service policies, to raise the incidence of
volunteers in military service, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

H.R.12838. A bill to amend the Small
Business Act to make crime protection in-
surance avallable to small business concerns;
to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

H.R. 12839. A bill to promote public health
and welfare by expanding, improving, and
& study of essential railroad passenger serv-
ices and population research activities of the
Federal Government, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

HR. 12840. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act so as to add to such act
a new title dealing especlally with kidney
disease and kidney-related diseases; to the
Committee on Interstate and Forelgn Com-
merce.
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By Mr. BURTON of Utah:

H.R. 12841, A bill to amend section 13a of
the Interstate Commerce Act, to authorize
a study of essential railroad passenger serv-
ice by the Secretary of Transportation, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. CORMAN (for himself and Mr.
BurgE of Massachusetts) :

H.R.12842. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to treat certaln foster
children of an individual as his natural chil-
dren for purposes of the dependency exemp-
tion; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DENNEY :

H.R.12843. A bill to prohibit the use of
interstate facilities, Including the mails, for
the transportation of salaclous advertising;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama (for
himself, Mr. AnpErson of Illinols,
and Mr. TA¥T) :

H.R. 12844. A bill to provide for an exam-
ination of U.S. Government public informa-
tlon activities in foreign countries; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. GONZALEZ:

H.R.12845. A bill to amend the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act, as reenacted and
amended by the Agricultural Marketing
Agreement Act of 1937, as amended, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

By Mr. GUBSER (for himself, Mr,
JorNson of California, Mr. LEGGETT,
and Mr. PIRNIE) .

H.R. 12846. A bill to amend title 10 of the
United States Code to provide for additional
nominations by Members of Congress of per-
sons for appointment to the service
academlies by the Secretaries of the military
departments; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

By Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT:

HR.12847. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act so as to add to such act a
new title dealing especially with kidney dis-
ease and kidney-related diseases; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. HOWARD:

H.R.12848. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a deduction
from gross income for certain funeral ex-
penses; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. EUYEENDALL:

H.R. 12849, A bill to amend section 203,
Federal Property and Administrative Services
Act of 1949, to provide for the distribution
of surplus personal property to State and
local police organizations; to the Committee
on Government Operations.

H.R. 12850. A bill to prohibit the mailing
of certain obscene matter; to the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. MATSUNAGA:

H.R. 12851. A bill to provide relief for cer-
tain claimants against the vested assets of
Japanese banks; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

H.R. 12852, A bill to provide relief for cer-
tain prewar Japanese bank claimants; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce,

By Mr, MORGAN:

H.R.12853. A bill to amend the Foreign
Military Sales Act; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. NELSEN (for himself, Mr.
GerALD R. Forp, Mr. SPRINGER, Mr,
O'Eonskl, Mr, HarsHA, Mr. HORTON,
Mr. BrovHILL of Virginia, Mr. Winn,
Mr. Gupe, Mr. Steicer of Arizona,
Mrs. May, Mr., HoGAN, Mr. McCLORY,
and Mr. PoFF) :

H.R. 12854. A bill to reorganize the courts
of the District of Columbia, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

HR.12856. A bill to amend the District
of Columbia Bail Agency Act to increase the

19659

effectiveness of the Bail Agency, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the
District of Columblia.

H.R.12856. A bill to expand and improve
public defender services in the District of
Columbia, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. POFF:

H.R.12857. A bill to improve the judicial
machinery in customs courts by amending
the statutory provisions relating to judiclal
actions and administrative proceedings in
customs matters, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. POLLOCK:

H.R.12858. A bill to provide for the dis-
position of certain funds awarded to the
Tlingit and Haida Indians of Alaska by &
judgment entered by the Court of Claims
against the United States; to the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affalrs.

By Mr. RODINO:

H.R. 12859. A bill to amend part A of title
IV of the Social Security Act to make the
program of ald to families with dependent
children a wholly Federal program, to be
administered by local agencies under fed-
erally prescribed terms and conditions (em-
bodying the eligibility formulas currently in
effect in the several States but designed to
encourage such States to apply nationally
uniform standards), with the cost being
fully borne by the Federal Government; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SAYLOR (for himself and Mr.
SKUBITZ) :

H.R.12860. A bill to establish the Ford’'s
Theatre National Historlc Site, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. SAYLOR (for himself, Mr. AB-
BITT, Mr. DENT, Mr. DuwncanN, Mr.
HewpERsON, Mr. HuLr, Mr. JoHN-
son of California, Mr. Jones of North
Carolina, Mr. McENEALLY, Mr. Nix,
Mr. PuciNskl, Mr. SCHEUER, and Mr.
TUNNEY)

H.R.12861. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to increase from $600
to $1,000 the personal income tax exemp-
tions of a taxpayer (including the exemption
for a spouse, the exemptions for a dependent,
and the additional exemptions for old age
and blindness); to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. SPRINGER (for himself and
Mr. GeraLp R. Forb):

H.R.12862. A bill to provide for the ex-
pansion and improvement of the Nation’s
airport and airway system, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. STOKES:

H.R. 12863. A bill to amend the Sugar Act
of 1948 to terminate the quota for South
Africa; to the Committee on Agriculture.

H.R.12864. A bill to amend the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act
of 1949, as amended, to provide for the as-
signment of surplus real property to execu=-
tive agencies for disposal, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Government
Operations,

H.R.12865. A bill to amend the Federal
Aviation Act of 1958 to authorize reduced-
rate transportation for certain additional
persons on a space-avallable basis; to the
Committee on Interstate and Forelgn Com-
merce.

H.R. 12866. A bill to amend title IV of the
Public Health Service Act to provide for the
establishment of a Natlonal Lung Institute;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. STUCEEY:

H.R. 12867. A bill to amend the Investment
Company Act of 1940 and the Investment
Advisers Act of 1940 to define the equitable
standards governing relationships between
investment companies and their investment
advisers and principal underwriters, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.
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By Mr. TIERNAN:

H.R. 12868. A bill to implement the Fed-
eral employee pay comparability system, to
establish a Federal Employee Salary Com-
mission and a Board of Arbitration, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. UTT:

H.R. 12869, A bill to amend section 4005 of
title 39, United States Code, to restore to
such section the provisions requiring proof
of intent to decelve in connection with the
use of the malls to obtain money or property
by false pretenses, representations, or prom-
ises; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

By Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN:

H.R. 12870. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of the King Range National Con-
servation Area in the State of California; to
the Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs.

By Mr. CONABLE:

H.R. 12871, A bill to amend title 39, United
States Code, to exclude from the U.S. malls
as a special category of nonmailable matter
certain obscene material sold or offered for
sale to minors, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Post Office and Clivil Service.

By Mr. CONYERS:

H.R. 12872. A bill to amend the act entitled
“An act to provide for the establishment of
the Frederick Douglass home as a part of the
park system in the National Capital, and for
other purposes,” approved September 5, 1962;
to the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs,

By Mr. GIBBONS:

H.R. 12873. A bill to authorize the U.S.
Commissioner of Education to make grants
to elementary and secondary schools and
other educational institutions for the con-
duct of special educational programs and
activities concerning the use of drugs, and
for other related educational purposes; to
the Committee on Education and Labor,

By Mr. GRAY:

H.R. 12874. A bill to afford protection to the
public from offensive intrustion into thelr
homes through the postal service of sexually
oriented mail matter, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

By Mr. HAGAN:

H.R. 12875. A bill to provide for the more
efficient development and improved manage-
ment of national forest commercial forest
land, to establish a high-timber-yield fund,
and for other purposes; tc the Committee on
Agriculture.

By Mr. MARTIN:

H.R, 12876. A bill to amend the Consumer
Credit Protection Act to retain the effective-
ness of materialmen’s and mechanic’s liens;
to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. RUPPE (for himself, Mr. Mc-
DownaLp of Michigan, Mr., VANDER

: JacT, and Mr. EscH) :
H.R. 12877. A bill to amend the Fish and
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Wildlife Coordination Act to provide for
the establishment of a Council on Environ-
mental Quality, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries.

By Mr. STEIGER of Arizona:

H.R. 12878, A bill to amend the act of
August 9, 1955, to authorize longer term
leases of Indian lands at the Yavapal-Pres-
cott Community Reservation in Arizona; to
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

By Mr, TAYLOR:

H.R. 12879. A bill to increase from $600 to
$1,000 the personal income tax exemptions of
a taxpayer (including the exemption for a
spouse, the exemption for a dependent, and
the additional exemption for old age and
blindness); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. WALDIE:

H.R. 12880. A bill to promote public con-
fidence in the integrity of Congress by pro-
viding for public disclosure of Federal in-
come tax returns by Members of Congress
and candidates for that office; to the Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Conduct.

By Mr. WAMPLER:

H.R. 12881. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to increase from $600
to $1,000 the personal income tax exemp-
tions of a taxpayer (including the exemption
for a spouse, the exemptions for a dependent,
and the additional exemptions for old age
and blindness) over a 4-year period; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON:

H.R. 12882. A bill to provide for a com-
prehensive and coordinated attack on the
narcotic addiction and drug abuse problem,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON (for
himself, Mr. PURCELL, Mr. TIERNAN,
Mr. WaLpie, Mr. WHITE, Mr. DEr-
wINsSKI, Mr. MesgmnL, and Mr.
Scortt) :

H.R. 12883. A bill to amend title 13, United
States Code, to provide for a middecade cen-
sus of population in the year 1975 and every
10 years thereafter; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

H.R. 12884. A bill to amend title 13, United
States Code, to assure confidentiality of in-
formation furnished in response to gques-
tionnaires, inquiries, and other requests of
the Bureau of the Census, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

By Mr. MATHIAS (for himself, Mr.
AspiNaLL, Mr. BroTzmaN, Mr. Don
H. CrauseN, Mr. DEL CrLawsow, Mr.
CoHELAN, Mr. CorMAN, Mr. Evans of
Colorado, Mr., HaANNA, Mr. McCrLos-
KEY, Mr. PETTIS, Mr. REES, Mr,
Rocers of Colorado, Mr. TarcoTr,
Mr. WiceINs, Mr. Boe WiLson, and
Mr. CEARLES H. WILSON) :

H.J. Res. 815. Joint resolution to welcome
to the United States all Olympic athletes and
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authorized Olympic delegations, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

By Mr. MIZELL:

H.J. Res. 816. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the United
States with respect to the offering of prayer
in public buildings; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. WYDLER:

H.J. Res. 817. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the United
States to provide that no person shall serve
as an Assoclate Justice of the Supreme Court
or as Chief Justice of the United States, nor
as a Member of Congress, after having at-
tained the age of 70 years; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ADAIR:

H. Con. Res. 301. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress relating to the
establishment of the National Gerontology
Center; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

By Mr. EILBERG:

H. Con. Res. 302. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress with
respect to the recent elimination of the 2-
percent allowance in lieu of certain provider
costs under the medicare program; to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BOLAND:

H.R. 12885. A bill for the rellef of Antoni
de Januszkowskl and Maurice Lemee; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. BRAY:

H.R. 12886. A bill for the relief of Floyd L.

Gosnell; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr. BURLESON of Texas:

H.R. 12887. A bill for the relief of John A.
Avdeef; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania:

H.R.12888. A bill for the relief of Dr.
Rustico C. Polutan; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. CONTE:

H.R.12889. A bill for the rellef of Mr.
Michele Trotta and Mrs. Reparata Trotta;
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. MURFHY of New York:

H.R.12890. A bill for the relief of Mario
and Anna Maria Barone; to the Committee
on the Judiciary,

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXIT,

178. The SPEAEER presented a petition of
United Steel Workers of America, Local 2063,
New York, N.Y., relative to tax reform, which
was referred to the Committee on Ways and
Means.
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DWIGHT DAVID EISENHOWER

HON. WILLIAM S. MAILLIARD

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, July 10, 1969

Mr. MAILLIARD. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to join my colleagues in pay-
ing tribute to Dwight David Eisenhower,
soldier and statesman, general, and
President, who dedicated his life to serv-

ing our country. His death brought great
sadness to all Americans, especially to
those who served in Congress during the
8 years of his Presidency.

His warm smile, his dedication, his
honesty, and courage endeared him to
to the world and kindled in Americans
patriotism and statesmanship, in the
finest sense of the words.

Ike lived a full and rewarding life, in-
spiring faith in the democratic process
in his fellow Americans. His heroic and
courageous struggle to continue living

under adverse and often painful condi-
tions was itself a memorial to his great
personal integrity and unyielding spirit.
Distinguished men require no tributes;
their actions, decisions, and character
cannot possibly be heightened by any
additional adornments. Simply because
of their existence the world is changed,
and continues to improve.

All men of the world will continue to
express their affection and admiration
for Dwight David Eisenhower, a true
citizen of the world, His unselfish and
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