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nist daily. Two new ones are publishing. No 
editions of any paper have been suspended 
or banned. 

One, in Salonika, wa>S held up for print
ing a picture of the million-dollar-a-year 
King Constantine at the inauguration of 
President Nixon. When the Prime Minister 
was told of this by brother Troumbounis, 
word flashed immediately and the paper 
rolled in two hours. A second daily was held 
up for an afternoon. 

There are now newsmen in prison here. 
If one ls picked up for collaboration with the 
underground, the newspaper union chief 
alerts the Prime Minister and the reporter 
is freed. 

And, while we're talking about Salonika, 
which for many hundreds of years until the 
Nazi storm troopers invaded this land, was 
the center of great Jewish learning, let's for 
a fleeting second look at freedom of religion. 
There ls absolute freedom of worship, The 
Roman Catholic minorit y and the surviv
ing 6,000 persons of Jewish faith go to their 
churches and temples in utter freedom. 

They are freer here than in any commu
nist land. All of which is not to say that the 
regime is not tough, nor that it believes that 
Spartan measures and Draconic laws are 
unnecessary, or that they featherbed the op
position. 

But why is this a reason for alienating an 
ally in a part of the world where we have 
mighty few? Why ls this a reason for de
priving Greece of arms when it is unspar-

ing of its soil, and its sons, in defense of the 
free world? 

Why suddenly is it the fashion in some 
circles back home to skewer Greece because 
it has a tough government--yet fawn on 
the totalitarianism of the Soviet Union? 
Why are we asked to desert our Greek allies 
and yet woo the mocking military regime in 
Peru and tolerate those who once shouted 
Ho Ho Ho? 

Why the double standard? 

REVENUE SHARING WITH LOCAL 
GOVERNMENTS 

HON. THOMAS M. PELLY 
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, September 29, 1969 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I strongly 
SUPPort President Nixon's proposed reve
nue sharing with State and local 
governments. 

Ten years ago I incorporated this idea 
of revenue sharing in a bill to provide 
assistance to the States in meeting the 
needs of education. My idea was to re
turn a percentage of the income tax col
lected by the Federal Government to the 
respective States in lieu of Federal aid to 

education. By this means I hoped to 
avoid Federal control of our schools 
which I think are properly the responsi
bility of the States. Likewise such deci
sions as compulsory busing of school
children to provide racial balance, to me, 
are properly a matter for local school 
boards and the parents who elect them. 

However, I think the basic argument 
in favor of revenue sharing is that it 
would protect our dual system of govern
ment and federalism under the Consti
tution against eventual control. 

The States and local communities 
have been desperately attempting to 
meet their needs for adequate public 
service. More and more they have been 
forced to turn to the Federal Govern
ment for money and the result of this 
growing dependence on Federal largess 
has been more and more control on the 
national level. In many instances Federal 
programs bypass local authorities who 
certainly know best their own needs and 
priorities. 

So, as I say, Mr. Speaker, I applaud 
the President in asking Congress to pro
vide means of financing State and local 
needs without the Federal Government 
saying how and where the money must be 
spent. 

SENATE-Tuesday, September 30, 1969 
The Senate met at 12 o'clock noon and 

was called to order by the Acting Presi
dent pro tempo re <Mr. METCALF) . 

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

O Thou who didst bless and guide the 
pioneer founders of the Republic, imbue 
us with their fortitude and wisdom that 
we may be pioneers of the spirtt and 
molders of a better world. Help us, O 
Lord, to make this good earth the city 
of God-a city of righteousnes~ where 
none shall harm his neighbor; a city of 
brotherhood where success is measured 
by service, and honor is accorded to 
nobleness alone; a city of plenty where 
evil and poverty have vanished; a city 
of peace, where order shall not rest on 
force but on personal goodness and the 
love of all for the common life and weal. 
Inspire and strengthen all in the service 
of the Government and all citizens of the 
Nation that we may give time, thought, 
and sacrifice to speed the day when 
Thy kingdom comes on earth as it is in 
heaven; for Thine is the kingdom and 
the power and the glory forever. Amen. 

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

unanimous consent that the reading of 
the Journal nf the proceedings of Mon
day, September 29, 1969, be dispensed 
with. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
APPROV AL OF BILLS 

Messages in writing from the President 
of the United States were communicated 

to the Senate by Mr. Leonard, one of his 
secretaries, and he announced that on 
September 26, 1969, the President had 
approved and signed the following acts: 

S. 83. An act for the relief of certain civil
ian employees and former ciVilian employees 
of the Bureau of Reclamation; 

S. 348. An act for the relief of Cheng-hua.i 
Li; -and 

S. 1686. An act relating to age limits in 
connection with appointments to the U.S. 
Park Police. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session, the Acting 

President pro tempo re laid before the 
Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting sundry 
nominations, which were referred to the 
appropriate committees. 

<For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed the bill (S. 2068) to 
amend section 302(c) of the Labor-Man
agement Relations Act of 1947 to permit 
employer contributions to trust funds to 
provide employees, their families, and 
dependents with scholarships for study 
at educational institutions or the estab
lishment of child-care centers for pre
school and school-age dependents of em
ployees, with an amendment, in which it 
requested the concurrence of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed a bill (H.R. 13369) to 
authorize the Administrator of Veterans' 
Affairs, until October 1, 1971, to set in
terest rates necessary to meet the mort-

gage market for guaranteed and insured 
loans under title 38 of the United States 
Code, in which it requested the concur
rence of the Senate. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

The message further announced that 
the Speaker had affixed his signature to 
the enrolled bill <H.R. 10420) to permit 
certain real property in the State of 
Maryland to be used for highway pur
poses. 

HOUSE BILL REFERRED 
The bill (H.R. 13369) to authorize the 

Administrator of Veterans' Affairs, until 
October 1, 1971, to set interest rates 
necessary to meet the mortgage market 
for guaranteed and insured loans under 
title 38 of the United States Code, was 
read twice by its title and referred to 
the Committee on Banking and Cur
rency. 

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

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENA TE SESSION 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that all committees 
be authorized to meet durtng the ses
sion of the Senate today. 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

THE INTEREST EQUALIZATION TAX 
EXTENSION ACT 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, yester
day in a colloquy with the distinguished 
Senator from Delaware (Mr. WILLIAMS), 
the ranking minority member of the 
Finance Committee, and with the chair
man of the committee, the distinguished 
Senator from Louisiana <Mr. LONG) , I 
indicated that Calendar No. 424, the In
terest Equalization Tax Extension Act 
would be scheduled as soon as some 
reasonable time had been allowed for 
preparation by those Senators who desire 
to oppose the bill. This action does not 
reflect the personal bias of the majority 
leader and the assistant majority leader, 
inasmuch as we are divided on the issue, 
the Senator from Montana being a co
sponsor, and the assistant majority lead
er being opposed. This had been the po
sition of the leadership and the Demo
cratic policy committee for the follow
ing reasons : 

First. An amendment added by the 
Finance Committee to the bill' would re
peal, in part, the 1968 :firearms control 
legislation which is unrelated to the prin
cipal legislation and was added, in effect, 
by surprise, leaving Senators who oppose 
the measure without adequate time to 
prepare if the legislation was to be con
sidered prior to the September 30 ex
piration date. 

Second. There is a genuine question of 
committee jurisdiction in that similar 
legislation was referred to the Judiciary 
Committee and then withdrawn from 
Judiciary and resubmitted in Finance 
Committee session. 

Third. The Senate is presently consid
ering the proposed Coal Mine Safety Act 
of 1969, a matter of very great signifi
cance and importance, in which there is 
considerable controversy It is expected 
that this bill will not pass before tomor
row, October 1. In order that the Inter
est Equalization Tax Act might be con
sidered, it would be necessary to have 
unanimous consent to lift the unfinished 
business. Such unanimous consent to 
consider such a controversial matter 
would not be possible to obtain. Further
more, passing the act prior to tonight's 
deadline would not solve the problem 
which was so clearly outlined yesterday 
by the Senator from Delaware, inasmuch 
as it would be necessary, because of the 
Finance Committee amendment, that the 
legislation then be returned to the House 
for their consideration. 

In the House, their alternatives, as I 
understand them, are four: 

First. The chairman of the Ways and 
Means Committee can ask unanimous 
consent to concur with the Senate 
amendment. Such unanimous-consent 
agreements are sometimes difficult to ob
tain, and I am informed that someone 
would object. 

Second. The chairman can ask unani
mous consent to go to conference with 
the Senate. 

Third. The chairman can ask unani
mous consent to concur with an amend
ment deleting the Finance Committee 

ammunition amendment. Again, such 
unanimous consent might not be forth
coming. 

Fourth. Last, the legislation can be 
submitted to the Rules Committee, which 
could give a rule permitting, eventually, 
the House to vote on adding the subject 
Finance Committee amendment. I am 
reliably assured this procedure would, in 
all probability, take 2 to 3 weeks. 

I tried yesterday to point out that there 
is little question that the Interest Equali
zation Tax Act will pass the Senate in 
the near future. Likewise, I am confident 
that if the controversial amendment 
were deleted from the bill, it would pass 
the Senate today, could go back to the 
House for their concurrence in some 
technical amendments, then could be 
signed by the President before the mid
night deadline tonight. The decision in 
this matter is where we left it yesterday, 
with the Senator from Utah <Mr. BEN
NETT) and not with the leadership. 

I would point out, too, that the letter 
from Treasury Secretary David Ken
nedy, which the distinguished Senator 
from Delaware read in full into the REC
ORD yesterday, outlines emergency pro
cedures already taken this year, and 
gives assurances that the Treasury De
partment is prepared to take such action 
if this legislation is not considered and 
passed by both Houses and signed by the 
President before midnight tonight. 

IN THE MATTER OF A DEED WITH 
RESPECT TO A CERTAIN PORTION 
OF THE LAND HERETOFORE CON
VEYED BY THE UNITED STATES 
TO THE SALT LAKE CITY CORP. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate pro
ceed to the consideration of Calendar 
No. 421. S. 1366. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The bill will be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 1366) 
to release the conditions in a deed with 
respect to a certain portion of the land 
heretofore conveyed by the United States 
to the Salt Lake City Corp. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Government Operations with amend
ments, on page 1, line 8, after the word 
"hereby" strike out "released only with 
respect to the following described tract" 
and insert "waived, for the limited pur
pose of permitting the repair and light
ing of a large concrete 'U' <an emblem 
of the University of Utah) situated on 
a tract of approximately 3.73 acres"; and 
on page 2, line 5, after the word "merid
ian," strike out "Utah," and insert 
"utah." and on page 2, line 6, strike out 
"which contains a large concrete 'U' 
(an emblem of the University of Utah) 
and which comprises approximately 3.73 
acres, more or less: 

"Beginning at a point north 0 degrees 
00 minutes 40 seconds east, 999.41 feet 
and south 89 degrees 59 minutes 57 sec
onds east, 3,265.57 feet from United 
States Military Reservation Monument 

Numbered 13, said monument marking 
the southwest property corner of the 
Shriners Hospital for Crippled Children; 

"thence south 89 degrees 59 minutes 57 
seconds east, 500 feet along the north
erly boundary of Fort Douglas Military 
Reservation, said boundary being be
tween United States Monuments 14 and 
15 to the point of intersection of the 
northerly extension of the westerly 
boundary between United States Monu
ments 11 and 12; 

"thence south O degrees 02 minutes 40 
seconds east, 325 feet along the north
erly extension of the westerly boundary 
of the Fort Douglas Military Reserva
tion between United States Monuments 
11 and 12; 

"thence north 89 degrees 59 minutes 57 
seconds west, 500 feet along a protracted 
line parallel with the north boundary of 
Fort Douglas Military Reservation, said 
boundary being between United States 
Monuments 14 and 15; 

"thence north O degrees 2 minutes 40 
seconds west, 325 feet along a protracted 
line parallel with the northerly extension 
of the westerly boundary of the Fort 
Douglas Military Reservation, between 
United States Monuments 11 and 12 to 
the point of beginning.". 

So as to make the bill read: 
s. 1366 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That not
withstanding the provisions of the Surplus 
Property Act of 1944, as amended (50 U.S.C. 
1622 (h) ) , the terms and conditions in the 
instrument of transfer issued by the United 
States on November 15, 1961, to the Salt Lake 
City Corporation, providing for a reversion 
of title to the United States under specified 
circumstances, are hereby waived, for the 
limited purpose of permitting the repair and 
lighting of a large concrete "U" (an emblem 
of the University of Utah) situated on a tract 
of approximately 3.73 acres in section 33, 
township 1 north, range 1 east, Salt Lake 
meridian, Utah. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an excerpt from the report 
<No. 91-425), explaining the purposes of 
the measure. 

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

PURPOSE 

S. 1366 would release a restriction placed 
on a tract of land conveyed to the Salt 
Lake City Corp. on November 15, 1961, pur
suant to section 13 (h) of the Surplus Prop
erty Act of 1944, which authorizes the dis
posal of surplus real property to States, 
political subdivisions thereof, and munici
palities at 50 percent discount for park and 
recreational use. Under the terms of the 
conveyance, the property will revert to the 
United States in the event it is not used for 
park and recreational purposes. To avoid 
automatic reversion of the property this 
bill, as amended, would waive the reverter 
clause for the limited purpose of allowing 
the Salt Lake City Corp. to make the neces
sary repairs to the concrete block "U" sit
uated on the property and install lighrts 
thereon without violating the restrictions as 
to use thereof. 

BACKGROUND 

An Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Surplus Prop
erty, of the Committee on Government Op
erations, held hearings on this and several 
other bills on July 9-10, 1969, at which time 
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representatives from the various depart
ments and agencies testified on the proposed 
legislation. There appeared to be a differ
ence of opinion as to whether the proposed 
improvements to the property could be made 
without violating the restrictions of limita
tions placed thereon by the conveyance. By 
letter dated November 29, 1968, to Senator 
Moss, the Director of the Bureau of Outdoor 
Recreation held as follows: 

We note that the 1961 instrument of trans
fer conveying the property containing the 
block U to the Salt Lake City Corp. provides 
only for the use of such property for public 
park and recreational purposes. Under the 
terms of this instrument the corporation 
agreed to ultilize such property in accordance 
with the approved program as set forth in an 
isometric map which was part of the trans
fer agreement. We also note that no pro
vision was made in this program for main
tenance of the block U. We have carefully 
reviewed the corporation's proposal to reno
vate the block U and install permanent light
ing facilities for it, and have determinecl 
it would not be in compliance with the terms 
of the instrument of transfer. 

However, on May 26, 1969, the Solicitor of 
the Department of the Interior advised the 
Secretary of the Department that the block 
U was on the land when conveyed to the 
Salt Lake Cit y Corp., in 1961, and that: 

It cannot now be said that its existence 
is incompatible with the terms of the grant. 
Mere illumination of the U would not change 
the use of the tract and therefore cannot be 
considered as incompatible to the grant. 

The enactment of S. 1366 would remove 
any ambiguity concerning the right to re
pair and illuminate the block, without losing 
title to the property on which the block is 
located. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I sug

f est the absence of a quorum. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order of the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER CMr. 
ALLEN in the chair). Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 
NOON TOMORROW 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen
ate concludes its business today, it stand 
in adjournment until 12 o'clock noon to
morrow. 

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

THE SO-CALLED VIETNAM MORA
TORIUM ON OCTOBER 15 

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, I have been 
invited, as have other Senators, to join 
in the Vietnam moratorium. 

As one who has been especially criti-
cal of the failure to respond to what I 
think is justified national pressure in 
regard to the war in Vietnam, I want to 
state unequivocally that I want no part 
of such an effort as this. 

No one has been more critical than I 
of the war in Vietnam. My criticism has 
been based primarily on the belief that 
any hope of military victory was aban
doned when we failed to isolate the bat
tlefield-one of the basic rules of com
bat--and destroy the enemy. 

What we have been engaged in since 
that time is a losing operation, because 
we cannot do that effectively, and be
cause we are fighting against a well-sup
plied enemy who has violated all the 
rules of combat which I learned in my 
years of service in the Army. 

Mr. President, this so-called mora
torium indicates an ingenious effort to 
create a snowballing effect; that is, 1 day 
in October, 2 days in November, 3 days 
in December-until such time as we 
would have a week of riots and hell-rais
ing and national disruption. 

I notice in the activities the sponsors 
call for, all referred to as "orderly," they 
are against some of our basic institu
tions and certainly not in keeping with 
what we believe to be the good order of 
our country. I hope that my colleagues 
will not be drawn into this, because to do 
so would be to give the color of sanction 
and respect which such an effort hardly 
deserves. 

Mr. President, probably one of the 
most disturbing things to me would be 
that the men serving in Vietnam, and 
those who have already served there, and 
in our Armed Forces throughout our his
tory, would be a subject of disdain. 

We would be cutting the ground out 
from under these men, many of them in 
Vietnam not of their own choosing but 
because they are patriots, and because 
they have responded willingly to the call 
of their country. 

I do not intend to stop making sugges
tions about what the President should 
do. I know there is the suggestion of a 
moratorium and I think that with the 
change in government in Hanoi, it makes 
some sense. It leaves the door open for 
reasonable complaint. To call a com
plete moratorium is perhaps too strong 
a word. I do believe that we must do 
nothing to undercut the morale of our 
troops or the morale of the people in 
this country toward their Government. 

I believe that thi.s is the underlying 
effort of such a movement this committee 
has put forward to us. 

Mr. President, I wonder whether we 
would not strengthen the hand of our 
people if we were to wait until the 11th 
day of November and turn out in a 
patriotic display of support for our men 
in Vietnam, as I hope we will do, remem
bering that this Army was put together 
in peacetime, as we like to say, to fight 
a foreign war and is probably the most 
valiant group of men we have ever had in 
this country. 

Thus, Mr. President, my words this 
morning are, first, that I want no part 
of this moratorium. I hope that my col
leagues will not join it. 

Second, I want to show my respect for 
our valiant troops for what they have 
done, and what they are doing. 

Third, I want to call on the urgency 
of the moment, as I have done many 
times, to ask the President to be respon
sive to it. I know that he did in August 

what I thought he should have done in 
February. My voice is only one of many 
in this country in this area, but I hope 
it can be done in patriotic support of 
our Government. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Ohio yield? 

Mr. SAXBE. I yield. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. I commend the dis

tinguished junior Senator from Ohio, 
who has proved himself in the time he 
has served in this body to be a Vf~ry able, 
competent, and independent Senator; 
and one who possesses outstanding 
credentials to speak on the subject of the 
war in Vietnam. 

In his remarks concerning the so
called Vietnam moratorium, he has said 
what I believe is in the minds and hearts 
of most Americans. 

Like the Senator from Ohio, I view 
these preparations for demonstrations on 
October 15-the so-called Vietnam 
moratorium day-with dismay. 

It is ironic and rather tragic that these 
demonstrations are to be directed at the 
U.S. Government and our institutions 
rather than at the Hanoi government 
and the Communists. For the record is 
clear that it is Hanoi and the Commu
nists who have not budged, who have 
not given 1 inch, who have not negotiated 
realistically, and who have ignored the 
proposals for peace made by this admin
istration and the previous administra
tion over and over again. 

In view of our country's efforts toward 
peace in Vietnam, it would be under
standable if demonstrations were being 
planned in support of the administra
tion. Unfortunately, however, some 
.Americans are following the opposite 
path. I believe the upcoming moratorium 
is a misguided effort and can only have 
the effect of undercutting and under
mining the President of the United 
States earnest efforts to bring the war 
to a close on an honorable basis. 

And similarly, I believe the "bugout" 
resolutions which would require the pull
out of all American troops from Vietnam 
by a given date in the future also 
foreclose our country's ability to end the 
war on an honorable and lasting basi.s. 

The more I consider these resolutions, 
it is clear that one who advocates such 
a position is really advocating that we 
pull all our troops out right now for if 
that is his position, it is not realistic or 
fair to our men in Vietnam to leave our 
boys there sustaining casualties pending 
the eventual pullout on December 1970. 

When viewed in this light, such resolu
tions would, indeed, destroy our Presi
dent's ability to negotiate a lasting 
peace-not to mention the possibility of 
bringing our troops home even earlier 
than December of next year. 

In closing, I again commend the Sena
tor from Ohio. He is a courageous Sena
tor who always speaks his mind. Al
though I may not always agree with him, 
I always respect him. 

APPOINTMENTS TO 15TH CONFER
ENCE OF THE COMMONWEALTH 
PARLIAMENTARY ASSOCIATION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President, 
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in accordance with Senate resolution 65, 
91st Congress, first session, appoints the 
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. FuLBRIGHT) 
and the Senator from Kentucky <Mr. 
CooK) to attend the 15th conference of 
the Commonwealth Parliamentary As
sociation, to be held at Port-of-Spain, 
Trinidad, on October 13 to 17, 1969. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unani

mous consent that I may proceed for an 
extra 5 minutes. 

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

HEARINGS ARE ESSENTIAL BEFORE 
SENATE CONSIDERS AMENDMENT 
TO REPEAL AMMUNITION CON
TROLS 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, at the ap
propriate time, I shall ask the Senate to 
defer action on S. 2718, which is cur
rently pending on the Senate Calendar as 
an amendment to H.R. 12829, the In
terest Equalization Tax Extension Act. 
This amendment, which would dismantle 
the ammunition control provisions of the 
Gun Control Act of 1968, was reported to 
the Senate without a single day of public 
hearings on the legislation. 

It concerns me gravely to think that 
legislation which is as controversial as 
this amendment could be merely tacked 
on as a "Christmas tree" attachment to 
a nonrelated House-passed bill. 

This action is particularly appalling 
in view of the contents of a press release 
issued yesterday by the office of the sen
ior Senator from Utah which stated that 
the Secretary of the Treasury supports 
the move to repeal the ammunition con
trols of the Gun Control Act of 1968. 

It is appalling because the statements 
attributed to the Secretary of the Treas
ury in that release directly contradict 
testimony which the Juvenile Delin
quency Subcommittee recently received 
in a series of hearings on the effectiveness 
of the Gun Control Act of 1968. 

At that time, representatives of the 
Treasury Department and the Internal 
Revenue Service appeared on behalf of 
the administration and testified that the 
Gun Control Act has been effective. 

They asked that no changes be made in 
the law at this time. 

On July 23, 1969, Assistant Secretary 
of the Treasury, Eugene T. Rossides, told 
the subcommittee: 

It is the View of the Department that, ... 
the Gun Control Act of 1968 is working 
reasonably well and it providing the needed 
support for State and local controls for which 
it was designed. We respectfully suggest that 
the controls under the Gun Control Act of 
1968 be given a full opportunity to prove 
their worth. 

That same day, July 23, 1969, the Com
missioner of the Internal Revenue Serv
ice, Randolph W. Thrower, said: 

I strongly believe the new gun law is an 
effective law enforcement tool which will go 
a long way in assisting local law enforcement 
authorities in coping with the crime problem 
within their own borders. 

Considering the apparent conflict be
tween the testimony of Mr. Rossi des and 

Commissioner Thrower and the position 
now taken by Secretary Kennedy, we 
must have hearings on this amendment. 

If the Secretary has new informa
tion that was unavailable to the Sub
committee on Juvenile Delinquency 2 
months ago, we would like to know what 
it is. The facts should be clearly recorded, 
and in order to do so, the Senate should 
insist on hearings. 

The need to resolve the Treasury De
partment conflict, however, is only one 
reason why the Senate deserves hear
ings on this amendment. If the facts in 
the release issued by the Senator from 
Utah are any indication, hearings are 
needed to correct some serious miscon
ceptions about ammunition controls, 
misconceptions which seem to have wide 
currency in some quarters. 

Mr. President, we spent 6 weeks of floor 
debate less than a year ago on the ques
tion of firearms and ammunition con
trols. 

Let me review three of the most com
pelling reasons why the Senate was per
suaded to pass the controls on the sale 
of ammunition: 

First. Since the Act requires a dealer 
to record the name, age, and place of 
residence of each person to whom he 
sells ammunition as well as firearms, rec
ords which are available for inspection 
by law enforcement officers, ammunition 
controls would deter criminals from at
tempting to purchase bullets. Persons 
who intend to commit unlawful acts 
will be deterred from purchasing am
munition because they will not want to 
identify themselves and leave a record 
of the transaction. 

Second. Since the National Violence 
Commission estimated that there are now 
some 90 million firearms in private hands 
in the United States, ammunition con
trol is the only way in which the Gun 
Control Act can affect firearms already 
privately owned. As these weapons are 
impotent without ammunition, it is only 
common sense to regulate the ft.ow of 
that ammunition in order to prohibit its 
sale to juveniles, known felons, and other 
irresponsible persons, who may already 
own firearms. 

Third. Since evidence of the purchase 
of ammunition used in a crime may be 
an important element of proof, ammuni
tion controls would assist investigation of 
crime. Investigation of crime by law en
forcement officials should be greatly 
benefited by records of ammunition 
sales, particularly where police suspect 
a particular individual of a specific fire
arms crime. 

Despite Senate debate on these points 
last year, however, the press release is
sued by the Senator from Utah states 
that ammunition controls are of no help 
to law-enforcement officials and are of no 
significance in the fight against crime. 

I do not know of any law-enforcement 
officer who says so. I do not know of any
one who has dealt with thi.s problem who 
says so. 

I had thought, when this matter was 
referred to the Finance Committee, that 
the Finance Committee would be pre
pared to hold hearings on it. Our Ju
venile Delinquency Subcommittee was so 

prepared. We had scheduled hearings on 
this subject when the bill was suddenly 
withdrawn and a "new" one introduced 
and abruptly referred to the Finance 
Committee. I thought and all of us inter
ested in this problem thought, there 
would be hearings. We never expected 
this quickie attempt to put this amend
ment on a wholly unrelated House bill. 

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

Mr. DODD. I yield. 
Mr. KENNEDY. One of the problems 

raised by the amendment was obvious 
in the morning paper. I saw reported in 
the Washington Post today that the ex
panent of the amendment does not feel 
that his amendment covers handgun am
munition, yet I see that in the commit
tee report, on page 30, .22-caliber rimfire 
ammunition is, in fact, included in the 
amendment. 

It is interesting to note, Mr. President, 
that 30 percent of all murders commit
ted by handguns in this country every 
year are perpetrated by .22-caliber 
handguns. Some 60 percent of murders 
committed by rifle used guns of .22 cal
iber. Thirty-seven percent of all gun 
murders involve .22-caliber ammunition. 
I thought it relevant to mention those 
statistics. 

There does appear to be a conflict in 
the statement of the Senator from Utah 
(Mr. BENNETT), that his amendment does 
not include handguns, and the commit
tee report to which I just made refer
ence. 

Mr. DODD. The Senator is correct. I 
am very pleased that the Senator has 
brought this point up at this time, be
cause it is a salient and important one. 
These .22-caliber rimfire bullets are 
known as killer bullets by the law-en
f orcement officials. This is the ammuni
tion that, about a week ago, killed four 
persons in a bank robbery. This is the 
ammunition that is so cheap to buy. 

If the Senator from Utah really be
lieves that ammunition controls are no 
help to the police, I would think that 
he would be willing to have hearings so 
that he could hear the testimony of law
enforcement officials for himself. 

We also need hearings to correct some 
misconceptions, for another statement in 
the Senator from Utah's press release, 
a statement which might be amusing in 
its misrepresentation if it were not so 
tragic, tells us that the pending amend
ment in no way whatsover affects ex
isting controls over pistol and revolver 
ammunition. 

As the acting majority leader just said, 
the Senator from Utah implies that pis
tols and revolvers do not use .22-caliber 
ammunition. 

I wonder if the Senator knows that in 
1967, of the 1,188,000 pistols and revolv
ers estimated to have been sold, a sub
stantial percentage would fire .22-caliber 
ammunition, and, of all imported hand
guns, of which there were 747,000 in 1967, 
the great majority fire .22-caliber am-
munition. 

I wonder if the Senator knows that 70 
percent of all the ammunition produced 
in the United States last year was .22-
caliber ammunition, and that 30 per
cent of the persons murdered with pis-
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tols last year were murdered with .22-
caliber ammunition. 

I wonder if the Senator knows that 
his amendment would exempt these and 
approximately 90 percent of all firearms 
from ammunition controls. 

This amendment would exempt 90 per
cent of all firearms from ammunition 
control, at a time when crime is rising 
every day, at a time when the number of 
murders committed is up every day, at 
a time when more people are being as
saulted every day. Yet here we have an 
amendment presented to us for the first 
time, tagged on to a House bill, slipped 
into the Senate, making it impossible to 
fully explore the matter and, because of 
the urgency of the tax measure, getting 
Senators stampeded into dismantling the 
Gun Contr.ol Act. 

I say there is nothing more important 
to the American people than that this 
not be done, and certainly that it not be 
done in this fashion, without any hear
ings at all of any kind, shape, or manner. 

The Senator fr.om Utah does not have 
to accept my statistics. I obtained them 
during hearings on firearms control 
legislation. However, if hearings are 
held, as they must be held, the Senator 
can learn for himself that there are a 
significant number of pistols and revolv
ers abroad in this land which fire .22-
caliber ammunition, and the ammunition 
for these handguns would be exempt un
der the Senator's amendment. 

In fact, if the pending amendment is 
passed, essentially all that is left sub
ject to the ammunition controls of the 
Gun Control Act are large caliber hand
guns, which constitute a very small frac
tion of the firearms that would be sub
ject to the bill. 

And if such significant gaps in the 
coverage of ammunition are to be 
created, is it not clear that those bent on 
crime will convert to the weapon that is 
m.ost available? Surely criminals will 
find it easy to use weapons other than 
the few large caliber handguns still sub
ject to the ammunition controls. 

And, I hasten to point out that a pistol 
loaded with .22's is just as intimidating to 
a bank teller, or a person walking down 
a dark street, or to a transit driver, as 
any other firearm. 

The argument has been made that 
sportsmen are the only ones who use 
rifles and shotguns, and that "Boy 
Scouts" are the ones who use .22 caliber 
ammunition. I note that the active ma
jority leader has left the :floor, but I ask 
Senators to consider: 

Senator Robert F. Kennedy was killed 
by a pistol firing .22-caliber bullets, which 
Senator BENNETT would exempt; 

President John F. Kennedy and Dr. 
Martin Luther King, Jr., were killed by 
rifte bullets, which Senator BENNETT 
would exempt; 

Medgar Evers was killed by a shotgun, 
the ammunition for which Senator BEN
NETT would exempt. 

To describe this amendment as appli
cable only to sporting ammunition is a 
charade, it is deceptive, and it is mislead
ing. The truth is that this amendment 
would, if adopted, provide assassins and 
felons of every description with free and 
easy access to their choice of the 4.4 bil-

lion rounds of ammunition produced in 
the United States each year. 

I ask Senators to consider this fact and 
consider it well. 

Finally, we have the most spurious ar
gument of all. We are told that this 
amendment would do away with the 
"elaborate registration procedures re
quired under the present law." 

Mr. President, there are no registration 
procedures under the present law. A per
son shows his driver's license to prove he 
is who he says he is, when he was born, 
where he lives and nothing more. 

All a person who wants to buy this kind 
of a bullet has to say is, "I am John 
Jones, I am over 21 years of age, and I 
live at No. 1 Smith Street." That is all 
he has got to say. Now, what a great 
burden that is, considering the crime 
situation in this country. 

I have bought ammunition. Many of 
us here have. My judgment is that most 
people who buy ammunition buy it at a 
store where they are known. Of course 
there are some exceptions; but generally, 
I say, a person buys his ammunition 
from a man he knows. There will not be 
a great burden on anybody to obtain 
ammunition by giving the simple facts 
of name, age, and address. 

Of course, I have never suggested am
munition controls would stop all the 
crime committed with guns. All I have 
said was that ammunition controls 
would help us a little bit. I believe a crimi
nal will be a little bit reluctant, and 
perhaps think twice about buying bullets, 
when he knows he has to give his name, 
age, and address, and that if he gives 
false information, he subjects himself to 
penalties for violation of the law. It is 
said that the criminals would continue 
to violate the law anyWay. 

But, Mr. President, all we are trying to 
do is make it a little bit harder for crimi
nals, mentally disturbed people, and 
children, just a little bit harder. 

This back-door registration canard 
was put abroad by the gun and bullet 
lobby and they have fooled many well 
meaning people, and apparently many 
Senators. 

Sportsmen have not been hurt. There 
have been more hunting licenses issued 
since the Gun Control Act was passed 
last year than ever before in the history 
of this country. 

I think it is important that the Senate 
have these facts. I do not wish to dwell 
at any greater length upon them now. 
I simply call them to the attention of the 
Senate, and I ask Senators to look at the 
facts, and to reject the arguments for 
what they are, uninformed, unfounded 
and unconscionable. 

And when the time comes, I ask them 
to reject the Bennett amendment and to 
ref er it to an appropriate committee for 
hearings, so that misrepresentations can 
be corrected, so that misconceptions can 
be clarified, so that the legislation can be 
placed in proper perspective and the 
Senate can view it for what it really is. 

I plead with those who are pushing this 
amendment at least to hold hearings. 

Do not jam this measure through with
out hearings. I do not think the American 
people want that to happen. I do not 
think the Senate does. 

I do not think this matter has been 

thought out carefully enough. If it can 
be proved in proper hearings that it is 
not needed, that it is too cumbersome, 
or too expensive, all right; then we will 
have the record before us. 

But this is a terrible way to legislate 
on a subject of this importance, and I 
hope the amendment will be rejected. 

VIETNAM INVOLVEMENT
NATIONAL INSANITY 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, in 
March of 1964 I first spoke out in the 
Senate criticizing our involvement in a 
ground war in Vietnam. In the course of 
my remarks I quoted excerpts from a 
letter from the wife of a serviceman who 
formerly lived in Ohio but was then liv
ing in Saigon where her husband was 
stationed. She wrote: 

A big problem is that most of the Vietnam
ese do not really ca.re about the war, most 
of them do not want to fight. There are 
Vietnamese guards at the American instal
lations in Saigon and elsewhere in south 
Vietnam. When these bases are attacked by 
the VC some of the Vietnamese guards are 
bribed, some run away .... There has been 
a noticeable lack of any Vietnamese around 
these bases. It seems very likely that they 
have been warned beforehand ... When 
the south Vietnamese armed forces do have 
a chance to fire on the Vietcong quite often 
they refuse ... Even if they were receiv
ing adequate training to fight the war by 
themselves (which they are not) they could 
not and would not win by themselves because 
they have no will to fight and win. 

I stated then and I state now that it ls 
"more than obvious that if this war is 
won it will have to be won by the Amer
icans." This was confirmed when in 1965 
I spent nearly a month in Southeast Asia 
on a factfinding mission and at that time 
I was in every area of South Vietnam. 

It was clearly said yesterday by the 
distinguished senior Senator from Ida
ho (Mr. CHURCH) that the strength of 
antiwar sentiment in Congress has 
grown out of its nonpartisan nature. In 
1964 when Senator CHURCH and I first 
protested our deepening involvement in 
Vietnam we were speaking against the 
policies of a Democrat in the White 
House. Our primary ooncem was our 
country's interest. That should always 
be placed above partisan considerations. 

Throughout 1964 and 1965 and even 
more recently than that there was far 
less dissent against the war than there 
is now. No longer do I receive abusive and 
denunciatory letters from Ohio citizens 
suggesting I am a Communist sympa
thizer because I have spoken out in 
Ohio and in the Senate against our ever
deepening involvement in a civil war in 
South Vietnam. 

Mr. President, the reason that I no 
longer receive abusive and insulting let
ters and telephone calls from Ohio citi
zens terming me "a traitor," "Peacenik," 
a "Hanoi sympathizer," "a stupid dove" 
is that every little community in my 
State has been afflicted with the trag
edy of the loss of priceless lives of recent 
high school graduates who were drafted 
or who enlisted to serve in our Armed 
Forces. That tragedy has been inflicted 
upon nearly every village and small city 
throughout the country. 
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I wish to plainly state today, as I 
have repeatedly in the past, that all of 
our Armed Forces should be withdrawn 
from combat in Vietnam before the end 
of this year, December 31, 1969. They 
should be withdrawn in the same man
ner that they were sent in-by planes 
and by ships. Furthermore, if it is 
claimed all of the more than 500,000 
Americans in our Armed Forces in Viet
nam cannot be returned to this country 
in the few months remaining, then I 
urge today that those officers and men 
of our Army, Air Force, NaVY, and Ma
rine Corps should be returned before the 
end of this year to coastal bases such as 
Cam Ranh Bay and DaNang and placed 
in defensive posture in those coastal en
claves as advocated years ago by General 
Gavin, General Ridgway, and others 
where they would have the cover and 
protection of our 7th Fleet and of our 
airpower. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. I ask unanimous 
consent that I may proceed for 10 addi
tional minutes. 

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

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, I 
was one of those who attended the recent 
luncheon in the Vandenberg Room of 
Democratic Senators and Representa
tives who joined in planning an October 
15 demonstration to protest against our 
involvement in Vietnam which has been 
termed the Vietnam moratorium. I know 
that we who participated in that lunch
eon are responding to the overwhelming 
sentiment of the country. 

President Nixon stated at his recent 
press conference that under no circum
stances would he be afiected by the 
coming antiwar demonstrations. To me 
this demonstrates a shocking attitude. To 
me it seems that our waging a ground 
war in a little Asiatic country torn by in
ternal insurrection could be termed mad
ness. Vietnam is of no importance what
ever to the defense of the United States. 
It is an act of international insanity that 
the Johnson administration involved us 
on a huge scale in this immoral, unde
clared war which is the most unpopular 
foreign war waged in the history of this 
Republic. It has now become the bloodi
est from our standpoint with the sole ex
ception of World War II, and also the 
longest in the history of our Republic. 

It was pleasing to me that recently in 
this chamber the distinguished junior 
Senator from New York <Mr. GOODELL ) 
spoke out against our waging a war in 
Vietnam and urged that all of our sol
diers be returned, not by the end of this 
year, but by the end of 1970. It seems to 
me he is a Johnny-come-lately, to oppos
ing our involvement in that miserable 
civil war. However, I say, better late than 
never. I praise him for his conclusions 
and for his statement. I know that the 
junior Senator from New York expressed 
his concern in the other body in August 
1967. I did not agree then and I do not 
agree now with the statement he then 
made as follows: 

If the United States should fail in South 
Vietnam-if its resolve should weaken to 
the point of retreat and departure under 
conditions as ignominious as those experi-

enced by the French in 1954, then surely 
the "domino theory" Will be rendered in
evitable by the power vacuum in the area 
and the voracious and inexorable expan
sionist interests of the Communist Chinese 
state. 

The domino theory was formulated by 
former Secretary of State John Foster 
Dulles. It was supposed to mean that 
if one Asiatic country were to fall, all 
others would fall like dominoes. 

That theory has been thoroughly dis
credited since that time. He was using 
that theory then as an excuse to help 
the French who were trying to retain 
their lush Indochinese empire against 
the Vietnamese who were fighting for 
national liberation. 

It is true, Mr. President, that I voted 
in favor of the Gulf of Tonkin resolu
tion. I was misinformed at that time as 
were other Senators. Later I tried to rec
tify that mistake. On March 1, 1966, five 
Senators of the United States voted to 
repeal the Gulf of Tonkin resolution. It 
happens I was one of those five as were 
my colleagues Senator FuLBRIGHT, chair
man of the Foreign Relations Commit
tee, and the senior Senator from Min
nesota <Mr. McCARTHY). 

Mr. President, it was most discourag
ing that directly following January 20 
of this year President Nixon dismissed 
our great negotiator at the Paris peace 
conference, W. Averell Harriman, and 
substituted in his place Henry Cabot 
Lodge. This was a disservice to our coun
try and to the cause of peace. Ambas
sador W. Averell Harriman is a truly 
great American diplomat and statesman. 
It was he as Ambassador for the late 
President John F. Kennedy who 
achieved the agreement of the Soviet 
Union to the Limited nuclear Test Ban 
Treaty sought for in vain by three U.S. 
Presidents. 

I know Henry Cabot Lodge person
ally. During my two visits in Vietnam I 
talked with him. I know his thoughts 
and his views. Henry Cabot Lodge is re
garded as a close friend and an admirer 
of that flamboyant air marshal, Vice 
President Ky, who was born and reared 
in North Vietnam and was in the French 
Air Force in 1954 fighting his own peo
ple who were seeking national liberation. 
Furthermore Ambassador Lodge is a 
minor league warhawk. His achieve
ments as an Ambassador have been ex
tremely questionable. I am not able to 
cite any. 

President Nixon made the further mis
takes of dismissing Cyrus Vance, our 
other highly respected negotiator for 
peace at the Paris conference, and of re
taining Ellsworth Bunker as our Ambas
sador to the Saigon militarist regime. 
Bunker has been proven wrong from the 
time he became Ambassador. He has 
demonstrated that he is a shortsighted 
diplomat and entirely subservient to the 
Thieu and Ky militarist regime in Sai
gon. 

Why do President Nixon and his admin
istration continue on a huge scale an un
justified war Americans no longer sup
port? Why continue to bolster a Saigon 
militarist regime we cannot trust? Presi
dent Nixon's order of withdrawal of 60,
ooo American troops, while we keep more 

than half a million men under arms in 
Vietnam, is but a token gesture. At that 
rate it will take at least 10 years to 
withdraw completely from the Vietnam 
quagmire. 

When campaigning for the Presidency 
less than a year ago Richard Nixon stated 
he had a secret plan to end the war in 
Vietnam. That plan is evidently still his 
secret. 

Also we now read the shocking news 
that Government troops in Laos backed 
by U.S. planes from bases in Thailand re
captured Muong Soui from a Pathet Lao 
battalion which had captured it last 
June. The news report published today 
said three Government battalions as
saulted Muong Soul from three directions 
and met only light resistance from the 
remaining battalion of North Vietnamese 
and Pathet Lao. Pathet Lao, in Laotion, 
means the forces seeking national libera
tion. Of course, the Pentagon propa
gandists refer to them as Communists. 
Many are Buddhists. Many are ignorant 
tribesmen who have no political philoso
phy whatever but who remember and 
whose parents remember the tyranny of 
French colonial oppression. American 
citizens should know that they as taxpay
ers are paying out money every day, every 
hour, for our involvement with our 
Armed Forces including B-52 bombers 
in Laos. 

Mr. President, while in Southeast Asia 
last year I was flown to every area of 
Laos by helicopter. I was a guest at our 
Embassy in Vientiane. During the period 
I was in the southern area of Laos, it was 
my considered judgment that this very 
undeveloped area was not worth the life 
of one American soldier. That became 
more evident as I was flown by helicop
ter to the hills and mountains and un
believable primitive areas of north, east 
and western Laos. The situation in Laos 
is now at a critical point. The adminis
tration may soon have to decide whether 
to escalate the war there or scale our in
volvement down to smaller proportions. 
We must not permit Laos to become an
other Vietnam. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore laid before the Senate the fallowing 
letters, which were ref erred as indicated: 
REPORT ON USE OF FuNDS APPROPRIATED IN 

THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIA
TION ACT, 1969, AND THE MILITARY C-0N
STRUCTION APPROPRIATION ACT , 1969 
A letter from the Assistant Secretary of 

Defense, reporting, pursuant to law, that no 
use was made of funds appropriated under 
section 536, Department of Defense Appro
priations Act, 1969 (P.L. 90-580) a nd section 
109 of the Military Construction Appropria
tion Act, 1969 (P.L. 90-513), during the pe-
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riod January 1 to June 30, 1969, to make 
payments under contracts for any program, 
project, or activity in a foreign country ex
cept where, after consultation with a des
ignee of the Secretary of the Treasury, it was 
determined that the use, by purchase from 
the Treasury, of currencies of such country 
acquired pursuant to law was not feasible 
for the reason that the Treasury Department 
was not holding excess foreign curre~cies in 
the country involved; to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 
PROPOSED SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF 

1969 
A letter from the Secretary of Health, Edu

cation, and Welfare, transmitting a draft of 
proposed legislation to amend the Social Se
curity Aot to provide an increase in benefits 
under the old-age, survivors, and disabild'o/ 
insurance program, provide for automatic 
benefit increases thereafter in th_e _event of 
future increases in the cost of llvm~, pro
vide for future automatic increases in the 
earnings and contribution base, and for other 
purposes (with the accompanying papers ) ; to 
the committee on Finance. 

REPORTS OF THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
A letter fr:om the Oomptroller Genera.I of 

the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law a report on the need for improvementa 
in the administration of the Veterans' Ad
ministration nursing home care progr~m, 
September 29 , 1969 (with an accompanying 
report) ; to the Cammi ttee on Government 
Operations. f 

A letter from the Comptroller General o 
the United States, tranmnitting, pursuant to 
law a report on improvements needed in the 
ma~agement of Government owned and 
leased re.al property overseas, Department of 
state dated September 30, 1969 (with an ac
comp~nying report) ; to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

REPORT ON THE MINERALS EXPLORATION 
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

A letter from the Under Secretary of the 
Interior transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
fourth ~nnual report on the minerals ex
plora tion assistance program, authorized by 
the act of August 21, 1958, fiscal year end
ing June 30, 1969, Office of Minerals Explora
tion, Geological Survey, Department of _the 
Interior (with an accompanydng report), to 
the Oommittee on Interior and Insular 
Affa irs. 

REPORT ON PARTICIPATION AGREEMENT
NAVAJO PROJECT 

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of 
the Interior, transmitting, pursuant ~ law, 
reporting on the Navajo Project Participa
tion Agreement between the United States 
of America, Arizona Public Service Co:• De
partment of Water & Power of the Cit~ of 
Los Angeles, Nevada Power Co., Salt River 
Project Agricultural Improvement & ~ower 
District, and the Tucson Gas & Electric Co. 
(with accompanying papers); to the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 
REPORT ON CLAIMS PAID UNDER THE MILITARY 

PERSONNEL AND CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES CLAIMS 
ACT OF 1964 
A letter from the Secretary of the Treas

ury, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
listincr claims settled in fiscal year 1969, 
settin"g forth the name of each clai~nt, 
the amount claimed and the amount paid for 
each bureau, under the Military Personnel 
and Civilian Employees Claims Act of 1964,. 
as amended (with an accompanying report); 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
PROPOSED LEGISLATION INCREASING CRIMINAL 

PENALTIES UNDER THE SHERMAN ANTITRUST 
ACT 
A letter from the Attorney General of the 

United States, transmitting a draft of pro
posed legislation to increase criminal pen
alties under the Sherman Antitrust Act 

(with accompanying papers); to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 
REPORT OF THE JEWISH WAR VETERANS, U.S.A., 

NATIONAL MEMORIAL, INC. 
A letter from the National Secretary, Jew

ish War Veterans, U .S.A., National Memorial, 
Inc., transmitting pursuant to law, an audit 
report of the Jewish War Veterans, U.S.A., 
National Memorial, Inc., April 1, 1968 to 
March 31, 1969 (with an accompanying re
port); to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
REPORT ON A STUDY OF STREAMBANK EROSION 

IN THE UNITED STATES 
A letter from the Special Assistant (Civil 

Functions), Department of the Army, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report of the 
Chief of Engineers to the Secretary of the 
Army on a study of streambank erosion in 
the United States, August, 1969 (with an 
accompanying report); to the Committee 
on Public Works. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

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

By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro 
tempore: 

A resolution adopted by the House of Rep
resentatives of the State of Missouri; which 
was ordered to lie on the table: 

"RESOLUTION, MISSOURI HOUSE OF 
REPRESENTATIVES 

"Whereas, the Missouri House of Represent
atives has learned with profound regret of 
the untimely death of the Honorable Everett 
McKinley Dirksen, United States Senator 
from Illinois; and 

"Whereas, Senator Dirksen was widely rec
ognized as one of the great American states
men of modern times; and 

"Whereas, the great voice of this beloved 
statesman has been forever stilled in the 
legislative halls of the Congress in Washing
ton and in the homes of all Americans; and 

"Whereas, Senator Dirksen who put his 
country first and his duty as he saw it fir~t, 
was respected by members of both major 
political parties; and 

"Whereas, this is a loss for the entire 
nation, including the people of the State of 
Missouri; 

"Now, therefore, be it resolved that when 
the Missouri House of Representatives of the 
Seventy-fifth General Assembly now as
sembled in the First Extraordinary Session, 
adjourns today, it adjourn in respect to his 
memory; and 

"Be it further resolved that the Missouri 
House of Representatives express its heartfelt 
sympathy to his widow and that a suitab[y 
inscribed copy of this resolution be sent to 
her at her home in Pekin, Illinois, and that 
copies be sent to the Clerk of the United 
states House of Representatives and to the 
Secretary of the United States Senate. 

"Attest: 
"AGNES MOORE, 

"Chief Clerk." 
A joint resolution of the Legislature of 

Micronesia; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs: 

"H.J. RES. 53 
"A house joint resolution respectfully urging 

the United States of America to refrain 
from enacting any legislation that would 
affect or alter the present political status 
of the Trust Territory of the Pacific Is
lands until the people of Micronesia 
through their duly elected representatives 
advise the United States of their wishes 
and desires with respect to their future 
political status 
"Whereas, several legislative measures are 

now pending and others are likely to be in
troduced soon in the United States Con-

gress, any one of which if enacted would al
ter the present political and constitutional 
status of the Trust Territory; and 

"Whereas, the United States as an Admin
istering Authority by virtue of Article 76 of 
the Charter of the United Nations has as
sumed inter alia the obligation to foster the 
development of such political institutions as 
are suited to the Trust Territory and to pro
mote the development of the inhabitants of 
the Trust Territory toward self-government 
or independence as may be appropriate to 
the particular circumstances of the Terri
tory and its peoples and the freely expressed 
wishes of the people concerned; and 

"Whereas, the people of Micronesia are 
actively seeking to decide on their future 
political status, and are in the process of 
considering meaningful proposals of political 
and constitutional alternatives open to them 
for this purpose; and 

"Whereas, it is the sense of this Congress 
that any change of political status of Micro
nesia must for reasons of justice and dignity 
reflect the desires, wishes, and aspirations of 
the people concerned as expressed through 
their duly elected representatives; now, 
therefore, 

"Be it resolved by the House of Repre
sentatives of the Third Congress of Micro
nesia, Second Regular Session, 1969, the Sen
ate concurring that this Congress by means 
of this Joint Resolution and on behalf of 
the people of Micronesia respect fully urges 
the United States of America to refrain from 
enacting any legislation that would affect 
the present political status of the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands until the 
people of Micronesia through their duly 
elected representatives have advised the 
United States of their wishes, desires, and 
aspirations with respect to their future po
litical status; and 

"Be it further resolved that certified copies 
of this Joint Resolution be transmitted to 
the President of the United States, President 
of the Senate of the United States Congress, 
Speaker of the House of Representat ives of 
the United States Congress, President of the 
Trusteeship Council of the United Nations, 
President of the Security Council of the 
United Nations, Secretary of the Department 
of the Interior, and High Commissioner of 
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands. 

"Adopted August 24, 1969. 
"Attest: 

"BETHWEL HENRY, 
"Speaker, House of Representatives. 

"CARL HEINE, 
" Clerk, House of Representatives. 

"AMATA KABUA, 
"President of the Senat e. 
"VICTORIO UHERBELA U, 

"Clerk of the Senate." 
A resolution adopted by the city of 

Albion, Mich., remonstrating against any pro
posed amendment of the Internal Revenue 
Code relating to the abolition of the exist
ing tax exemption for interest on municipal 
bonds; to the Committee on Finance. 

A resolution adopted by the city of Claw
son, Mich., remonstrating against any pro
posed amendment of the Internal Revenue 
Code relating to the abolition of the existing 
tax exemption for interest on municipal 
bonds; to the Committee on Finance. 

A petition from the members of the First 
Baptist Church, Hendersonville, N.C., ex
pressing concern over internal crises con
fronting the Nation; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 

Bills were introduced, read the first 
time and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. RANDOLPH: 
S. 2972. A bill authorizing a survey of 

harbors and rivers, territory of Guam, in the 
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interest of navigation, flood control, and 
related water resource purposes; to the Com
mittee on Public Works. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware (for 
himself and Mr. SCOTT. Mr. GRIFFIN. 
Mr. BOGGS, Mr. H ANSEN, Mr. FONG, 
and Mr. MURPHY ) : 

s. 2973. A bill to amend the Social Secu
rLty Act to provide an increase in benefits 
under the old-age, survivors, and disability 
insurance program, provide for automatic 
benefit increases thereafter in the event of 
future increases in the cost of living, pro
vide for future automatic increases in the 
earnings and contribution base, and for other 
puriposes; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr.BAKER: 
S. 2974. A bill to amend certain provisions 

of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act; 
to the Committee on Labor and Public Wel
fare. 

By Mr. SPONG: 
S. 2975. A bill to require certain persons 

to wear approved eye protective devices when 
participating in certain vocational, indus
trial arts, and chemical-physical laboratory 
courses of instruotion in the District of Co
lumbia; to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

(The remarks of Mr. SPONG when he in
troduced the bill appear later in the RECORD 
under the appropria.te heading.) 

By Mr. McCARTHY: 
S. 2976. A bill for the relief of Margarita 

Anne Marie Baden (Nguyen Tan Nga); to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2975-INTRODUCTION OF A Bn.L 
REQUffiING THE USE OF EYE 
PROTECTIVE DEVICES IN HAZ
ARDOUS SHOP AND LAB CLASS
ES IN ALL DISTRICT OF COLUM
BIA SCHOOLS 
Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, I intro

duce, for appropriate reference, a bill re
quiring all students, teachers, or visitors 
at any public or private District of 
Columbia school or college to wear 
approved eye protection devices when 
participating in certain vocational indus
trial arts, and chemical-physical labora
tory classes in accord with regulations 
to be prescribed by the District of Co
lumbia Council. Twenty-nine States in
cluding Maryland and Virginia have laws 
requiring eye protective equipment in 
school shop and laboratory classes. The 
District of Columbia does not. 

In States without such legislation 
there has been an increasing number ot 
eye injuries resulting from school work
shop and lab mishaps. These injuries, 
many of them causing irreparable loss of 
vision, could have been prevented if the 
students had been wearing industrial 
quality eye protection at the time of the 
accident. 

This legislation will not only protect 
students from such injuries, but good eye 
safety habits learnEd in school should 
reduce the number of accidents later in 
life. 

It is a tragedy when a grown man suf
fers the needless loss of eyesight due to 
the failure to use proper safeguards. How 
much more poignant is the loss when it 
affects a youngster on the very threshold 
of life. This can be prevented by taking 
steps to require the use of eye protective 
devices in hazardous shop and lab classes 
in all District of Columbia schools. 

The purpose of the legislation that I 
am introducing today is to require every 
student, teacher, or visitor attending 

shop or lab classes in any District of 
Columbia school to wear industrial qual
ity eye protective devices in hazardous 
situations. The bill lists the courses of 
instruction where eye protective devices 
will be needed. It is left to the District of 
Columbia Council to determine through 
regulation the specific circumstances in 
which these will be worn. 

The bill provides three alternative ways 
of furnishing the required eye protective 
devices to students and teachers. The 
safety glasses may be given outright, pur
chased and sold at cost to students and 
teachers, or made available for a moder
ate fee. All visitors to shop and lab classes 
will be provided with eye protective de
vices. 

It is vital that all eye protective devices 
meet high-quality standards. Maximum 
impact resistance, good optical qualities 
and workmanship, nonflammable, non
toxic, and noncorrosive materials are all 
important features of eye protective de
vices. The accepted guide to quality is 
the American Standard Safety Code 
Z87.1-1968. This code was sponsored by 
the Department of the Navy, National 
Bureau of Standards, U.S. Bureau of 
Mines, and by the U.S. American Stand
ards Institute, Inc. The code is used by 
both industry and all branches of Gov
ernment in establishing specifications for 
eye protectors. Therefore, to safeguard 
against the use of poor quality eye pro
tective devices, the bill provides that the 
safety devices meet the standards of the 
Z87 Code. 

As chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Public Health, Education, Welfare, and 
Safety I hope to hold hearings on this 
legislation in the near future. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have the text of this bill printed 
in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and aippropriately re
f erred; and, without objection, the bill 
will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill (S. 2975), to require certain 
persons to wear approved eye protective 
devices when participating in certain vo
cational, industrial arts, and chemical
physical laboratory courses of instruc
tion in the District of Columbia, intro
duced by Mr. SPONG, was received, read 
twice by its title, ref erred to the Commit
tee on the District of Columbia, and 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 2975 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That every 
student, teacher, or other person participat
ing in, teaching, or observing any of the fol
lowing courses of instruction in any school 
in the District of Columbia shall be required 
to wear industrial quality eye protective de
vices during such time as shall be prescribed 
by regulation.s issued by the District of 
Columbia Council in accordance with section 
3 of this Act: 

(1) vocational, technical, industrial arts, 
chemical, or chemical-physical courses of 
instruction involving exposure to {A) hot 
molten metals, or other molten materials; 
(B) milling, sawing, turning, shaping, cut
ting, grinding, or stamping of any solid 
materials; (C) heat treatment, tempering, or 
kiln firing of any metal or other material; 
(D) gas or electric arc welding, or other forms 
of welding processes; (E) repair or servicing 

of any vehicle; or (F) caustic or explosive 
materials; or 

(2 ) chemical, physical, er combined chem
ical-physical laboratory courses of instruc
tion involving caustic or explosive xnaterials, 
hot liquids or solids, injurious radiations, 
or other hazards. 

SEC. 2. The eye protective devices required 
by the first section of 'this Act may be fur
nished to all students and teachers, pur
chased and sold at cost to students and 
teachers, or made available for a moderate 
rental fee, and shall be furnished for all 
visitors to shops and laboratories wherein 
such courses of instruction are held, for use 
by them in accordance with the provisions of 
this Act. The devices required to be worn 
by this Act shall meet the standards of the 
United States of America Standard Safety 
Code for Head, Eye, and Respiratory Protec
tion, Z87.l-1968, and subsequent revisions 
thereof, approved by the United States of 
America Standards Institute, Incorporated. 

SEC. 3. The District of Columbia Council 
is authorized to issue such regulations as may 
be necessary to carry out the provisions of 
this Act. 

SEC. 4. As used in this Act, the term 
"school" means any school under the control 
of the District of Columbia Board of Educa
tion, any college, school, or other vocational 
or educational facility under the control of 
the Board of Higher Education, any private 
school, and and any college, university, or 
other vocational or educational institution 
or facility in the District of Columbia. 

SEC. 5. This Act shall take effect upon the 
expiration of ninety days following the date 
of its enactment. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILL 
s. 2548 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, on behalf of the Senator from 
Georgia (Mr. TALMADGE), I a.sk unani
mous consent that, at the next printing, 
the names of the Senator from Utah 
<Mr. BENNETT), the Senator from Vir
ginia <Mr. SPONG) be added as cospon
sors of S. 2548, to amend the National 
School Lunch Act and the Child Nutri
tion Act of 1966 to strengthen and im
prove the food service programs pro
vided for children under such acts. 

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

SENATOR HUGH SCOTT SUPPORTS 
DIRECT POPULAR ELECTION 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I com
mend the President for his political real
ism in endorsin·g the di1ect popular elec
tion approach to electoral reform con
tained in his message on this subject 
today. President Nixon has once again 
demonstrated that politics continues to 
be the art of the possible by pointing out 
that the time is right for electoral col
lege reform and that we cannot afford 
the luxury of losing this unique oppor
tunity to change our presidential elec
tion procedures. 

I am confident that the legislature in 
my own Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
will overwhelmingly ratify the direct 
popular election method should it be 
submitted to them. In a poll which I took 
this past winter, 69 percent of the Penn
sylvani.a. legislators responding favored 
direct popular elections. Subsequently, 
the U.S. House of Representatives has 
approved by a wide margin the direct 
method of election approach, indicating 
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that the support for this plan is much 
more extensive than previously thought. 
My position has always been that I would 
support direct electoral reform in lieu of 
the district approach if it was reported 
to the full Senate from the Senate Judi
ciary Committee. 

As a member of that committee, we 
will soon consider the problem of elec
toral reform. While I continue to favor 
the district approach to electoral reform 
at this time, I will support whatever 
legislation is reported from the Judiciary 
Committee to the Senate floor. I believe 
that we should not lose the opportunity 
for acting on electoral reform this year, 
and I will support the plan which has the 
best chance of passing Congress and be
ing ratified by the States. 

RADIO STATEMENT BY SENATOR 
ROBERT C. BYRD ON SOCIAL 
SECURITY 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, I ask unanimous consent to in
sert in the RECORD a recent radio state
ment by me on the subject of social 
security. 

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

The Social Security program now reaches 
almost 25 mlllion citizens 1n the United 
States. More than $22 million in Social Se
curity benefits go into West Virginia every 
month, and more than 290,000 of our state's 
residents are being reached by the Social Se
curity program. 

Because so many Americans are totally 
dependent on Social Security benefits for 
support, I think the reasons are compelling 
for keeping the program relevant to the age 
in which we live. I have, therefore, intro
duced a. series of bills designed to bring 
about some necessary changes, one of which 
is an immediate--an immediate--increase 1n 
Social Security benefits. Congress needs to 
act now, because our inflated economy is 
bringing unbearable pressures on Social Se
curity recipients and others wi-th Umited or 
fixed incomes. 

The consumer price index shows tha.t the 
cost of living ha.s risen approximately eight 
per cent since the la.st increase in Socia.I 
Security benefits took effect in February 
o! 1968. So the need for an increase in bene
fits is obvious; and there are other im
provements which Congress should enact as 
well. One of the bills which I have intro- -
duced would lower the age limit at which 
Americans may apply for benefits. 

The Senate has accepted this amendment 
offered by me on about four occasions, I 
believe, during the eleven yea.rs which I 
have served in the Senate. But in every 
instance, the House conferees have been 
unwilling to accept this change in the laws. 

At the present time, an individual must 
wait until he is age 65 to receive full Social 
Security payments. Or he can quallfy at age 
62 for actuarially-reduced benefits. I believe 
that these age llmits are not realistic, and, 
as I have stated, I am pushing legislation to 
permit persons to voluntarily take reduced 
benefits at age 60. Moreover, I think that 
Congress should make full benefits available 
at age 62. At the present time, an individual 
must wait until the age 65 to receive full 
benefits. But as I say, I think Congress should 
make full benefits available at age 62. Auto
mation is ta.king its toll on the jobs held 
by many of our citizens, and millions of 
Americans are finding that they are physi
cally unable to work as they approach their 
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sixties, and they are not able to find em
ployment because of their age. 

It should not be overlooked that provid
ing benefits at an earlier age would also 
encow·age some workers to retire who might, 
of necessity, be clinging to jobs that push 
them to the limits of physical endurance. 
It is estimated that 800,000 Americans-
10,000 of them in West Virginia-would 
choose to retire at age 60 with reduced bene
fits if Congress were to enact my bill. A 
significant portion of these 800,000 persons 
would vacate jobs allowing younger people 
to advance to the positions previously held 
by the retirees. And this would additionally 
create job openings at lower levels for peo
ple just entering the labor market. In other 
words, lowering the age for benefits to age 60 
would have a potentially significant impact 
on the nation's social and economic struc
ture. 

And there are other areas which merit the 
attention of Congress and I am advocating, 
particularly, improvements in benefits to 
widows and to the disabled. I think that a 
widow should be able to qualify for bene
fits at age 50. And I will discuss this and 
other proposals in more detail at . a later 
date. 

The area,s which I have enumerated today 
are some of the more important ones re
quiring immediate attention. And I am hope
ful that Congress will move speedily to enact 
the necessary changes. We owe much to our 
citizens who are approaching their retire
ment years, and the least we can assure them 
is that the Social Security program can be 
one of which they can count for meaningful 
help when the time comes. 

PRISONERS OF NORTH VIETNAM 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, as the 

war drags on and there is no end in sight, 
public attention is focused constantly on 
the weekly casualty rate. Largely for
gotten are the hundreds of Americans 
being held by the North Vietnamese and 
by the Vietcong. -

I know that all Senators have received 
many letters from the parents and wives 
of those held captive in the North and 
in the South. I recently received a letter 
from the mother of the only military 
doctor to have been captured in the war. 

The letter is important not only for its 
poignant plea for congressional action to 
secw·e the release of the POW's, but be
cause it is symbolic of the sentiment of 
thousands of Americans who have 
changed their views on the war and want 
it brought to an immediate end. The 
frustration felt by Mrs. Robert Kushner 
and countless others has dispelled the 
false belief that our commitment to fight 
in Vietnam was necessary to secure 
American security at home. Her desire 
that our prisoners in the North not be 
forgotten in any negotiated settlement is 
a valid request made of the Congress and 
of the administration. 

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

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

Hon. ALAN CRANSTON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DANVILLE, VA., 
August 31, 1969. 

DEAR Sm: Your remarks in the August 13 
issue of the "Congressional Record" were very 
gratifying to me. 

My son, Major Floyd Harold Kushner, 
02320775 has been a prisoner of the Viet 

Cong since November 1967. In almost two 
years, we have had no direct communication 
with him. 

My son is a physician, and I understand 
from the Pentagon that he ls the only mili
tary doctor to have been ca.ptured during the 
entire Vietnamese conflict. He volunteered for 
duty in South Vietnam because he is a dedi
ca.ted doctor and a loyal, patriotic young 
American. He knew that risks and sacrifices 
would be involved, but his determination was 
to heal and save American lives ... not to 
kill. 

There is no need to elaborate on the 
anguish, frustration, and discouragement 
that has been our way of life for over twenty
one months. The heartache of his lovely 
young wife, his five-year-old daughter, and 
his sixteen-month old son who my son does 
not know exists. 

My purpose in writing you is to frantically 
urge you to keep this problem uppermost in 
the minds of your colleagues. Press for im
mediate release of ALL American men who 
are held captive by either the North Viet
namese or the Viet Cong. 

Even after many concessions, there has 
been no progress in Parts. It is apparent, after 
eight years, that we have only fought a de
fensive war and that now a military victory 
is no longer the goal. In the last year, my 
views on our involvement have drastically 
changed. In the beginning, I believed this 
war as necessary to our security at home. 
Now, it appears obvious that we will just 
phase out gradually with a "'no decision" for 
this undeclared war, but what of our prison
ers. Are they to be forgotten and forsaken, 
they who have suffered so much for so long, 
they who were willing to back-up their coun
try in time of stress. Is the United States 
more interested in reciprocity to the North 
Vietnamese and the South Vietnamese in
cluding the Viet Cong? Have we not fulfilled 
our commitment over 38,000 fold? Was not 
our promise to offer financial aid and troops 
only in an advisory capacity? Isn't our most 
important allegiance to our own men and 
especially those who are helpless in captivity? 

As to saving face, or what the world will 
think of us as to reliability, etc., continuing 
this war is ridiculous . . . it will be tan
tamount to back yard gossip . . . we will be 
talked about by other nations until some
thing jucier come along ... or until they 
will need our aid again. 

I realize that the ultimate decision of a 
cease-fire, etc. is in the hands of the Execu
tive Branch of the government, but you in 
the Congress, represent the people and are 
our liaison to the President. I beg you to 
use your influence to make the necessary 
steps to free the 1365 POW's and return them 
to home and love. Please urge Mr. Nixon to 
consider this plea and demand an immediate 
release of these men. If it means complete 
troop withdrawal, promise it as soon al:! is 
logistically possible, but have our men re
leased and homeward bound before proceed
ing with this plan. 

I trust that you are in agreement with my 
arm-chair strategy, that our aspirations will 
be attained, and this whole great nation will 
applaud this Congress and Administration 
for bringing this nightmare to a conclusion. 

Sincere and humble gratitude, 
JEAN F. KUSHNER, 

Mrs. Robert L. Kushner. 

IN SEARCH FOR SCIENCE OF 
PEACE-NEED TO RATIFY GENEVA 
PROTOCOL OF 1925 ON CBW 
Mr. PROXMrn.E. Mr. President, revo

lutionary developments in chemistry 
and biology in this century have pro
vided medicine with miraculous new 
weapons to combat disease and save 
human lives. However, these same de-
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velopments also possess the potential to 
destroy all life on this planet if not ade
quately controlled. 

At least 13 nations-including the 
United States-currently are devoting 
hundreds of millions of dollars a year to 
the development and production of 
weapons to wage chemical and biological 
warfare. 

By an amendment to the Military 
Procurement Authorization Bill, steps 
were recently taken to substantially re
duce funds for chemical and biological 
warfare programs. 

Mr. President. it is tremendously im
portant that the resources of science be 
used for peaceful purposes, not for in
creasing our overkill capacity. In keep
ing with this, I invite the attention of 
Senators to an enlightening article writ
ten by Joshua Lederberg, the winner of 
the Nobel Prize for his work in molecular 
genetics. The point is made in the article 
that: 

The central moral issue of science ls that 
we do not have ia science of peace and 
hardly know where to begin in building one. 

Mr. President, in 1926 the Senate, de
spite the favorable report of the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations, ref erred the 
Geneva protocol of 1925, banning chemi
cal and biological weapons, back to the 
committee after a brief debate. That de
bate took place some time ago. In view 
of the alarming proliferation of these 
weapons, it seems worth our while to re
examine the arguments used against 
them, to determine whether the argu
ments are as accurate now. I think not. 
As a step that the Senate can take in the 
search for the science of peace, the ratifi
cation of the 1925 Geneva protocol 
against chemical and biological weapons 
is eminently worth while. I ask unani
mous consent that the article written by 
Dr. Lederberg entitled "The Moral Issue 
of Science Is Lack of Science of Peace," 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Washington Post, Sept. 20, 1969) 
THE MORAL lSsUE OF SCIENCE Is LACK OF ScI-

ENCE OF PEACE 
(By Joshua Lederberg) 

STOCKHOLM.-The advance of science, 
which is to say the increase in collective 
knowledge of the natural world, is perhaps 
the only measure of human progress during 
the last 3000 yea.rs about which no argu
ment is possible. But even here we must be 
careful not to confuse the claim; although 
most readers of this newspaper live in un
precedented comfort and afiluence, these by
products of science are very unequally 
sprayed over the world's population. 

Taking all into account, some people are 
even abused more than helped. It may also 
be part of human na-ture that the inner 
and outer strife generated by that inequality 
will generally outweigh the material con
tribution of technology to the satisfaction of 
life enjoyed by the individual. 

Science today is at a point of crisis. Given 
the equation, "Knowledge equals power," it is 
a plausible scapegoat for failures of the so
cial system. 

Accusations that science is wrecking the 
environment, and the privacy and individual
ity of hum.an life, may stem from a cal
low confusion of the pursuit of knowledge 
with its unthinking exploitation. Neverthe-

less, these concerns are being internalized 
to make a moral crisis for more and more 
young scientists, and at least one who must 
reluctantly admit to middle a,ge. 

Alfred Nobel endowed the famous prizes 
that bear his name as a kind of penance for 
the invention of dynamite. The Nobel Prize 
for Peace most directly fulfills moral aim
and has had very hard going in a turbulent 
century. The prizes for science have assimi
lated the scientific ethic that the objective 
pursuit of knowledge may show the nations 
how to quiet their petty conflicts in favor of 
ra.tional methods of solving problems by 
analysis and negotiation. 

These awards have, then, focused on the 
recognition of creativity in pure science 
rather than immediate human benefits 
(which would also be hard to measure with 
assurance as to the long-term impact. The 
award for DDT, an exception to pure science, 
dramatizes this problem.) 

The science awards have, more than any 
other institution, publicized the fact that 
knowledge is universal, that it knows no na
tional boundaries. On the other hand, the 
superpowers have concluded that force is the 
rule of reason in world politics. The mobiliza
tion of science behind that principle over
reaches Nobel's worst fears. The central moral 
issue of science is that we do not have a sci
ence of peace and hardly know where to begin 
in building one. 

In recent years, the Nobel foundation has 
looked for ways to revitialize Alfred Noble's 
testbent. This week, it is conducting a con
ference here on "the place of values in a world 
of facts" with a roster of world luminaries 
including poets like Auden and Asturias, 
economists like Gunnar Myrdal and social 
and natural scientists like Dexia.dis, Konrad 
Lorenz, Margaret Mead, Linus Pauling and 
Glenn Seaborg. 

No revolutionary discovery will emerge 
from this kind of discussion. It would be 
enough to find a. tangible expression of the 
myth of Pandora's box: that Hope was there, 
too. The conference may also show some con
crete ways in which the perspectives of the 
individual scientist may be broadened, that 
he might find some avenue to relieve his own 
intense frustration over the abuse of the 
knowledge he has labored to deepen. 

From the perspective of my own participa
tion in science, I certainly would not tax my 
colleagues with indifference to human prob
lems. However, I believe that many of them 
a.re easily discouraged by larger problems and 
neglect to search for the ways in which their 
own expertise might be a. unique key to solv
ing a small problem, or perhaps more often 
to discovering an insidious new one. 

This would also require a degree of self
education about issues of human importance 
which is not encouraged by the existing sys
tem of academic recognition (right up, one 
might add, to the Nobel Prize, too). There is 
no substitute for the scientist as vigilant 
critic; we can hardly expect the lay politica.n 
to have much insight into the metabolism of 
polychlorinated phenyl compounds. 

REVITALIZATION OF THE AMERI
CAN FISHING INDUSTRY 

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, for the 
September 29 issue of the Wall Street 
Journal, Elliot Carlson has written a 
penetrating and alarming acoount of the 
plight of the U.S. fishing industry. Mr. 
Carlson states that the decline of the 
industry has lead many knowledgeable 
people to fear for its future. 

U.S. authorities seem either unwilling 
or unable to halt the continued harass
ment of New England fishermen by for
eign fleets sweeping our fishing grounds. 
Present Federal programs aimed at help
ing the :fisherman are unresponsive t.o 

his problems and are badly in need of 
overhaul. 

In less than a month, the Subcommit
tee on Energy, Natural Resources, and 
the Environment of the Committee on 
Commerce will consider five bills which 
address themselves to major problems 
facing the Nations fishermen. I look for
ward to the hearings, for I am sure that 
they will be a major contribution to the 
construction of effective and far-reach
ing new programs that will aid in the 
revitalization of this great industry. 

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. 
Carlson's article be printed in the REC
ORD. 

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

A VOYAGE ON A TRAWLER POINTS UP THE 
PROBLEMS OF AMERICAN FISHERMEN 

(By Elliot Carlson) 
HAMPTON, VA.-Old and weather-beaten, 

the trawler Dragnet slips almost unnoticed 
into this fishing port. Despite five tough days 
at sea, the crew of this 35-ton boat shows no 
the argot of ocean-going fishermen, was 
leation at the sight of land. For the trip, in 
nearly a "broker." There was barely enough 
money made to cover expenses, leaving little 
for the crew. 

The problems were many: Too much time 
spent chasing too few fish. Mechanical 
mishaps. Bad weather that cut short the 
voyage. And, most depressing of a.11, an un
expected sharp drop in the price of fiounder
for which the men were fishing eight miles 
off the Virginia coast. 

"Many more trips like this one and we'll 
be out of business," grumbles Capt. James 
Callis, the pipe-smoking, 47-year-old skipper 
and part-owner of the Dra,gnet. 

"Captain Jimmy" and his two hands 
.aboard the Dragnet aren't alone in their 
troubles. Indeed, unproductive trips like this 
one are becoming all to familiar for many 
American deep-sea. fishermen. For one thing, 
once-prolific species are dwlndling. North At
lantic waters no longer yield the rich catches 
of cod, haddock and ocean perch of just a 
few years ago. Farther south, catches of 
porgy, sea bass and flounder have slumped. 
In Pacific Northwest waters, halibut and king 
crab are in short supply. The result: Amer
ica's total fish catch last year was the second 
smallest since 1942. 

FOREIGN RIVALS 
Fishermen blame their woes on Russian 

ships and other foreign fleets that increas
ingly work waters near the American 12-mile 
limit. The problem ma.y worsen. TWo weeks 
ago a foreign fleet of more than 300 boats, 
at least 200 of them flying the Soviet flag, was 
reported sweeping the New England coast. 

Of course, by no means are all species on 
the decline. The 1968 shrimp catch set a rec
ord, and the tuna catch, while down, re
mained at a high level. Still, concern is 
heightening over the plight of the U.S. fishing 
industry, which pulled in $472 million worth 
of fish in 1968. "Large portions of the in
dustry are in deep trouble," says Lee J. Wed
dig, executive director of the National Fish
eries Institute Inc., a trade group. "The catch 
is declining, equipment is lagging and there 
a.re few, if any, profits." 

Much of the American fishing fleet is old, 
ineffi.cient and unable to compete with the 
large, modern craft 1n foreign fleets, which 
are capable of operating thousands of miles 
from home ports. There are, to be sure, ex
ceptions; at lea.st 350 new vessels joined the 
U.S. shrimp fieet la.st year. But noting that 
60% of America's boats are over 16 years old, 
a Bureau of Commercial Fisheries report 
states fiatly: "Most of the U.S. fleet is obso
lete." 
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RUGGED INDIVIDUALISTS 

What's more, foreign boats, often subsi
dized by their governments, are geared to co
operate in their expeditions. The large Rus
sian :fleets regularly send out scout boats 
that search for schools Of fish. American 
captains, however, tend to be small business
men who view each other as competitors. 
Crusty and independent, they aren't inclined 
to cooperate. And like many small business
men, they're also plagued by rising costs, es
pecially for labor and insurance. 

Whatever the reasons, the U.S. ts rapidly 
losing its place as a world fishing leader. 
The U.S. share of the total world catch of 
fish has dropped to 5 % from 13 % in 1956, 
thereby moving the nation to sixth from sec
ond place (Peru is first). And while America's 
annual production has varied little since 
1945, the world catch of fish has increased 
more than threefold. The U.S. now imports 
nearly three-fourths of the fish it consumes. 

A Congressional committee that studied 
the predicament of the fishing industry re
cently commented that "vessels generally be
come much less economical to operate by the 
time they are 15 years old." A case in point is 
the 31-year-old Dragnet, whose mechanical 
woes add considerably to expenses. "Some
thing ts always falling apart," sighs Capt. 
Callis, a slightly built, unflappable man who 
has skippered the boat for 15 years. 

CATCHING AN ANCHOR 

A few days aboard the 65-foot trawler il
lustrate what the captain means. The first 
day out the boat's nets were badly shredded 
when she snagged an old ship's anchor. It 
took the captain and his two-man crew three 
hours to disentangle the anchor and repair 
the net, a delay that cost the men at least 
one net-load of fish. On the second day, a 
vital link holding the net to a cable snapped 
loose, permitting the net to dangle freely in 
the water. It took an hour to fix and probably 
cost another haul. (Actually, the boat got 
off easy this trip; a few months ago she had 
to be towed home when a propeller was dam
aged.) 

Finally, the weather-a constant worry to 
fishermen-forced the Dragnet to shorten her 
trip by two days. But it's unlikely that the 
extra days at sea would have greatly im
proved the Dragnet's fortunes. For while the 
fishing wasn't disastrous, it was mediocre. 
"I'm not so much disappointed as bored," 
muttered the captain as he bent over the 
wheel on the second day. "Ten years ago you 
could catch twice the fish in half the time." 

Capt. Callis and his crew work 14 hours a 
day, from first light at 5 a.m. to 9 p.m. How 
do they spend the late evening hours? They 
fish-this time for themselves, dangling lines 
over the boat's side. Usually they have even 
worse luck than during the day: On this trip 
they caught nothing in two nights of trying. 
"We just like to fish," said deck hand Gar
land Smith, baiting a hook with a piece of 
raw fish. 

During the day, the trawler usually has 
time for seven hauls-assuming nothing 
breaks down-as she cruises back and forth 
off the Virginia coast. The nets cut a 60-foot 
swath along the ocean :floor; after covering 
about two miles, they're hauled in With 
Winches. Each haul yields roughly 70 to 150 
pounds of fish. 

All told, the Dragnet must haul in about 
4,500 pounds of :flounder on each trip for the 
captain and crew to make a modest profit. 
This is based on prices to the fishermen rang
ing between 30 and 60 cents a pound, depend
ing on the size of the fish. But on this trip, 
the catch was only 3,000 pounds, and prices
for reasons that still aren't clear to capt. 
Callis--slumped to an average of 27 cents a 
pound. (The wholesaler who bought the 
Dragnet's load claims prices always drop after 
the summer.) 

"That was a real blow," says the skipper, 
noting the boat grossed only about $800 for 

the five-day effort. The amount was so small 
it couldn't be divided up in the usual man
ner, which calls for 40% to be set aside for 
boat upkeep, 10 % to go to the captain and 
his fellow owners, about $350 to defray ex
penses and the rest to go to the crew (which 
again includes the captain). Almost nothing 
would have been left for the crew had the 
captain followed this formula, so he juggled 
expenses so that each man got $100 for about 
70 hours work. 

Capt. Callis concedes this is low pay, but 
he has troubles of his own. For the owners 
to break even each year, he has to gross a 
minimum of $50,000. This isn't always easy. 
Last year, for example, the Dragnet's 13-year
old engine broke down, idling the boa.rt for 
three months. As a result, the captain showed 
a slight loss for the year. Despite declining 
catches, it's still possible to make a profit 
most years because the prices of many dwin
dling species have doubled or better over the 
last five years, the skipper says. 

Even so, the skipper finds himself caught 
in a profit squeeze. Higher prices may enable 
him to gross about what he could when fish 
were more abundant, but the increases in 
costs cut profits. For one thing, insurance for 
his boat and crew now costs him $6,200 an
nually, up from about $3,000 ten years ago. 
The costs of fuel, ice, nets, cable and other 
equipment are also rising. 

While he can survive for the moment, the 
captain worries about the future. "Prices 
have gone about as high as they can go," he 
maintains. "So if the fish keep declining, I 
don't know what's going to happen." 

PROPOSALS FOR CURES 

Government and industry sources believe 
Capt. Callls' troubles are typical (the 35-ton 
Dragnet may seem small, but only 13,000 of 
the country's 84,200 commercial fishing boats 
weigh five tons or more). Lately, dozens of 
proposals have been advanced for revitalizing 
the fishing industry. Early this year the 
President's Commission on Marine Sciences, 
Engineering and Resources recommended, 
among other things, that the U.S. develop a. 
"technically advanced fishing :fleet" and also 
reduce "excess fishing effort" in order to re
plenish depleted species. 

One cost problem affecting U.S. fishermen 
stems from a 1793 law requiring that vessels 
landing fish in U.S. ports be built in this 
country. Construction costs in the U.S. are 
about double those elsewhere. A b111 to end 
the restriction has been introduced in the 
Senate, but it ts given little chance of pas
sage. 

In 1964, Congress did pass a law granting 
subsidies covering up to 50 % of the cost of 
new boats built in the U.S. The law expired 
in June, and a bill to renew it has been 
passed by the House and ls pending in the 
Senate. But funds for the subsidies have been 
scarce, and so far only 32 new boats have been 
built under the program. 

Department of Interior officials say they 
have been somewhat more successful in ef
forts to ease pressure on over-fished species. 
A spokesman notes that in 1967 the Russians 
agreed to refrain from fishing for :flounder, 
porgy and a few other species found to be 
declining near U.S. shores. Officials say the 
program is working, but some fishermen 
claim the Russians frequently ignore the 
agreement. 

Capt. CalUs says that early this year his 
trawler passed wt.thin 100 yards of a Russian 
:fishing boat hauling in large amounts of 
porgy. He says he complained to the Bureau 
of Cominercial Fisheries but found the 
agency skeptical. "They asked if I could 
prove the fish were porgy," recalls the cap
tain. "Hell, I've been chasi'n.g porgy all my 
life. I ought to know wha.t they look like." 

The captain claims that during the sa.xne 
trip a Russian boat veered towards the Drag
net a.nd nearly rammed it. The incident was 

reported to the State Department, but noth
ing came of it, he says. "A lot Of those Rus
sian boats just want to hog the bottom
and since they're bigger than we are, there 
isn't much we can do about it," he grumbles. 

The large Russian, Jaipanese and other for
eign :fleets that work off American coasts are 
equipped to haul in many more fish than U.S. 
boats. For instance, Russian trawlers, which 
range up to 423 feet in size, are large enough 
to pull two sets of nets-one dragging the 
bottom and one dragging at middle depths. 
This technique enables them to double their 
catch. · 

"The Dragnet simply doesn't have the 
power to pull more than one set of nets," 
says Capt. Callis. Fishermen also complain 
that the Russians use a much finer net, which 
permits them to fish for a number of species 
simultaneously. (American boats generally 
fish for just one species at a time.) The 
Russian trawlers periodically transfer their 
catches to large mother ships that process, 
can and refrigerate the fish while stlll at 
sea. 

A LOW-PRESSURE LIFE 

Despite the industry's troubles, most fish
ermen are reluctant to leave their jobs, al
though there have been some departures. 
Nationally, the number of commercial fish
ermen declined to 136,500 in 1967 from 
161,463 in 1950. Only about 45 trawlers now 
operate out of Hampton, compared with 
about 100 ten years ago, according to one 
study. 

Captains complain that young people are 
rejecting the fishing life for softer land
based jobs. But some fishermen say the low
pressure life at sea has its compen.sations. 

"Out here you're your own boss-there 
aren't all kinds of people standing over you," 
says deck hand Smith of the Dragnet. Stlll, 
he concedes his income is unimpressive. The 
two Dragnet deck hands say they gross $4,000 
to $5,000 a year. They get no overtime pay, no 
paid vacations and few other fringe benefits. 

Nor does the Dragnet offer her crew much 
in the way of amenities. The only fresh water 
comes from a small, hand-operated pump in 
the bow. Hence, everyone foregoes ba.thing, 
tooth-brushing and other niceties during 
what is ordinarily a seven-day trip. The cap
tain and crew sleep in cramped quarters in 
the bow or in the engine room, which ts 
hot and reeks With diesel fumes. (Indeed, a 
passenger found his engine room bunk so 
initolerable he ended up sleeping on the floor 
of the pilothouse.) 

Food on the Dragnet, however, ts good and 
hearty. Mulligan stew, pork chops, hot dogs 
and beans-and occasionally fish-are stand
ard fa.re concocted by deck hand Eugene 
White, 44, who doubles as cook. 

THE TRAGIC PUBLIC SCHOOL 
SITUATION IN MONTGOMERY, 
ALA. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, Mrs. Billie 
Ruth Chambless is the mother of school
age children and the wife of an eminent 
surgeon in Montgomery, Ala. She has 
written a memorable letter concerning 
the tragic public school situation in 
Montgomery, Ala. 

While this letter was addressed to the 
President of the United States, Mrs. 
Chambless sent me a copy, and I believe 
that it contains an important message 
for all Americans. 

It speaks of the dreams and aspiTa
tions of a young married couple. 

It speaks of patriotism and duty ful
filled. 

It recounts struggles, and hard work, 
and sacrifices, and eventual triumph and 
success. 
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It speaks with pride of family, and 
home, and neighborhood, and schools. 

It reaffirms a faith in the concept of 
public education and questions actions 
which would strip education of its essen
tial meaning. 

It upholds our moral values and con
demns the trends which undermine 
them. 

It reveals an attitude of tolerance and 
forbearance, and expresses compassion
ate concern for the welfare of others. 

It distinguishes between civil rights 
and civil wrongs and between rights and 
duties of citizenship. 

It advocates rational solutions and 
conunonsense approaches to our prob
lems. 

And it touches on these points with 
sincerity and with eloquence befitting 
an eternal truth springing from the 
depths of a mother's love for her chil
dren. 

Mr. President, this letter is sterling 
Americana. It is refreshing and inspiring 
for it speaks the sentiments of countless 
millions of Americans. 

Mr. President, the letter is silent on 
several points perhaps from a sense of 
proprieties in writing the President. 

It does not mention the sickening 
hypocrisy and double standards of many 
who seek to impose conditions upon par
ents and children of the South which 
they themselves would not tolerate were 
their own children involved. 

It does not mention the callous indif
ference of Federal authorities to educa
tion standards or the barbarism of using 
the weapon of deprivation of innocent 
schoolchildren as a means of enforcing 
Federal control of local public schools. 

Neither does it not mention the sorry 
spectacle of Federal District Court 
judges, appointed for life, beyond reach 
and recall of the people, resorting to 
threats of confiscatory fines and impris
onment of local elected public officials 
without benefit of trial by jury as a 
means of compelling submission to Fed
eral dictates over matters directly bear
ing on the safety and welfare of our 
children. 

Mr. President. the Senate will soon 
vote on whether or not our children shall 
remain hostages of the Department of 
HEW and Federal judges; and whether 
or not schoolchildren shall continue to 
be victims of the weapon of deprivation; 
and whether or not local public ofilcials 
shall continue to be subjected to threats 
of confiscatory fines and imprisonment 
as a means of imposing Federal control 
over our children and our public schools. 

Mr. President, Mrs. Chambless' letter 
is relevant to these issues. I highly rec
ommend it for careful reading by Sena
tors and the public and ask unanimous 
consent that it be printed in the RECORD. 

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

The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

MONTGOMERY, ALA., 

September 22, 1969. 

DEAR MR. PREsmENT: I believe that the peo
ple in this country should feel that their 
President is always accessible to them for any 
matter in which they are sincere and feel 

that an injustice is being committed. There
fore, I am writing to you regarding my feel
ings about our public schools. 

I am 38, my husband is 40, and we have 
three daughters ages 14, 10 and 8. We married 
when we were 20 and 22 before he started to 
Emory Medical School. He had four years of 
medical school at Emery, one year internship 
at the Medical College of Virginia, two years 
in the U.S. Navy at Norfolk and five years of 
surgery residency. I worked four of those 
twelve years he prepared for his profession 
after college. During internship when his 
salary was $50.00 per month, our two families 
helped us as we had a small baby. During our 
time in the Navy we saved enough to help us 
through the residency with salaries from $200 
to $500 per month. Then, finally, when he was 
34 years old he went into the private practice 
of surgery here in Montgomery-which does 
not mean becoming rioh overnight. But the 
point I am slowly working up to is that we 
worked hard for whatever we have now-we 
enjoyed the work and the hardships--and 
we enjoy the work and the rewards now. We 
are happy for the wonderful benefits we can 
give our children. It is the joy of life. 

I could send my children to a private school 
if we economized in other areas. They are 
above average ohildren in grades and intelli
gence. But I choose public schools because I 
happen to believe in them. I want my chil
dren to grow up in life knowing people who 
are smarter than they, who are less intelH
gent, who have much more materially and 
people who have less. This is the essence of 
maturating socially and emotionally sound 
and appreciating the needs, hurts, frustra
tions, joy, love, happiness and friendship of 
others. But our public schools will collapse 
if the present trend continues of busing and 
destroying school areas. 

We bought our home here in Montgomery 
about six years ago in a neighborhood which 
we love with homes ranging from $30,000-
$100,000. We worked for it. I want to stay 
here until, as I told my husband, I go out 
"feet first." My children attend Floyd Ele
mentary and Junior High School. They love 
it. It is only approximately six blocks a.way. 
Their friends attend this school or two 
schools in near vicinities. In the freedom of 
choice plan, any of these schools are not over 
eight to ten blocks away. 

I am the first to admit that many things 
which Civil Rights asked for were right. But 
these rights have been granted and with less 
trouble in Montgomery, Alabama, than any 
place of which I know. But I am also the 
first to say that now many Civil Wrongs are 
being committed, and Civil Rights are push
ing into areas that cause injustice. I pur
chased my home in this neighborhood. I chose 
to do so. My children chose to go to the 
school, naturally, in their area. If a negro 
family choose to buy a home in this area, pay 
his/her taxes and attend this school, it is 
his/her right. But it is not right to bus chil
dren out of their area of living for 10 or 12 or 
15 miles or even farther-whether they be 
black or white. 

Mr. Nixon, the children at Carver High 
School (a large, good colored school here in 
the city) cried when their names were called 
to attend Lanier High School or other white 
schools. They did not want to leave their 
friends and their school, and they want to 
go back. It is not right to use children as 
pawns in a game of political and social chess. 
I resent it--they resent it-no one under
stands it. 

I returned t.o school myself about six years 
ago and graduated from Huntingdon College 
in my old age "summa cum laude" in ele
mentary education. I did my practice teach
ing in the first grade. I substitute occasion
ally. I know thwt children who are not 
emotionally and socially happy cannot learn. 
Children are happiest with their friends-
their contemporaries. It gives them a feeling 
of security. After all, they are not adults in 

children's bodies-they are just what they 
are. 

I want good education for all chlldren
black and white. It is not compatible with 
rational thinking to say that the only way 
a colored child can learn is in a white school 
or with a white teacher. What the colored 
people need today is race achievement and 
pride. Two of my children this year have 
colored teachers for several classes. They 
are fairly good teachers and this is fine. The 
important thing about a teacher is-is she 
good? All of this forced mixing does not make 
for better education-it contributes to mass 
confusion on the part of teachers, principals, 
educators, and most important children. 
Of course, the most important point is that 
the Civil Rights Bill plainly stated that bus
ing from one area to another was forbidden. 

We may always have man's inhumanity to 
man, but it is very important for all of us 
to remember that our rights end where an
other person's rights begin. And in the past 
few years I have begun to feel that my rights 
are becoming less and less as a decent, hard
working, tax-paying citizen. When the day 
arrives the government tells my children 
where they have to go to school and on which 
bus, then my rights as a free person in a 
free society under a republican government 
have ended. 

Man must have human dignity. The best 
way to achieve human dignity and pride of 
self is to work for it. Many liberals would 
say to me "you can say that--you are white, 
free and SAE". That's right--but if I were 
black, green, yellow, or red and poor, I would 
work to prove my worth the right way. The 
answer ts job opportunity and willingness to 
take them-not demonstrations, destroying 
the morals of our young people through il
licit publications and movies, drugs, atheis
tic professors, and give-away welfare pro
grams which cost more in administration 
than in help for the people who honestly need 
it--the elderly and the ill. 

I have written to you as I would speak to 
you if we could have a conversation together. 
It is written with the hope that it will be 
read with some appreciation. 

I have always been proud of my State, of 
my County, of my Flag, of my Government. 
Today many of our young people think it is 
"corney". What will the children of tomorrow 
feel and think? It will not be possible for 
them to feel as I do if the actions, attitudes 
and lack of discipline shown on our college 
campuses is any indication. Confusion and 
chaios in the lower grades does not contribute 
to harmony in higher education. 

With kindest regards, I remain 
Respectfully yours, 

BILLIE RUTH CHAMBLESS 
(Mrs. William House Chambless). 

NATIONAL BEEF PACKING CO. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, this past 
weekend I had the pleasure to attend 
ceremonies associated with the opening 
of the most modem, complete, and for
ward-looking meatpacking plant in the 
world. The $4 million operation is located 
in Liberal, Kans. It stands as a testimony 
to the great things which can be accom
plished by the combined efforts of pri
vate enterprise, conununity spirit, and 
well-administered Federal assistance. In 
this case, the representatives of these 
forces are the National Beef Packing Co., 
the citizens of Liberal, and the Small 
Business Administration. 

The plant will have a considerable im
pact on southwest Kansas and nearby 
regions of Colorado, Oklahoma, Texas, 
and New Mexico. The plant has the ca
pacity to process completely 2,000 head 
of cattle per 10-hour day into super-
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market-ready meat and byproducts such 
as dog food, fertilizers, hog feeds, and 
eventually tanned hides. The operation 
is also environment engineered, with con
crete pens and fiushing devices and ap
paratus to compietely eliminate all 
slaughterhouse odors. 

Another distinguishing feature of this 
plant is i!s employment of the total en
ergy concept; that is, it creates all of its 
own energy and heat. This is the first 
facility of its type to use this system for 
which the Anadarko subsidiary of Pan
handle Eastern Pipeline Co. will provide 
natural gas. 

I am proud to see Kansas in the fore
front of this development in agribusi
ness. I extend an invitation to all Sena
tors to visit the National Beef Packing 
Co.'s Liberal plant. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have included in the RECORD an 
article published in the Southwest Daily 
Times, which welcomes National Beef 
Packing Co. to Liberal. The Jacobsons to 
which the editorial refers are John Ja
cobson, Sr., president of National Beef 
Packing; his brothers Eli, Irving, and 
Howard; and his son John, Jr. They, 
along with Edward Smith and Julian 
Grumbiner, are the directors of National 
Beef Packing. To these farsighted and 
public-spirited gentleman, Liberal and 
all of Kansas extend a warm welcome 
and best wishes for a long and happy 
association with our agribusiness com
munity. 

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

WELCOME TO LIBERAL 
National Beef Packing Co. is for sure now 

that they are welcome to Liberal and this 
area. 

Today's newspaper, one of the la.rgest con
gratulatory editions ever put out by The 
Times, is further evidence that the Jacob
sons are well respected, locally, area-wise and 
natlonwise. Their faith in this area by con
structing a multimillion dollar facility here, 
will, we feel sure, never be broken or wrong. 
Our area. is slated to become the largest feed, 
livestock and packing plant facility area of 
any in this nation. 

With irrigation to the fore in these parts, 
making production of feed feasible in un
dreamed of amounts, with the dozens of large 
commercial feedlots now springing up within 
a 100-mile radius of Liberal, it is no doubt 
that the packing plants are coming to the 
proximity of both feed and cattle raising. 

National Beef Packing of Liberal, Swift of 
Guymon and now talk of large plants at both 
Elkhart, Kans. and Perryton, Tex., the area 
packing plant boom seems most evident. 

Again we want to say, "Welcome to Liberal, 
National Beef Packing Co." We hope your 
stay will be long and profitable, as well as 
being profitable to all in this immediate area. 

Plan to attend open house at National Beef 
Packing this Sunday. 

THE PESTICIDE PERIL--L VIII 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, as more 
and more evidence is presented docu
menting the threat to our environment 
from the continued use of persistent 
pesticides, scientists and conservationists 
have been working to discover effective 
and safe alternatives to these hard pesti
cides. 

Many alternatives show promise, but 

the most successful methods of pest con
trol appear to be some forms of biological 
control. 

In the Washington Sunday Star, Wil
liam Hines reviewed a presentation by 
Dr. Ray F. Smith, chairman of the de
partment of entomology and parasitol
ogy at the University of California at 
Berkeley, which described integrated 
pest control as an insect population 
management system that depends pri
marily on the use of beneficial predator 
insects with limited reliance on the use 
of selective chemicals. 

Dr. Smith says that--
Integrated control is an ecological ap

proach to the control of harmful pests. It 
derives its uniqueness from emphasis on the 
fullest practical utillzation of existing mor
tality and suppressive factors in the environ
ment. Its strategy is one of "management or 
containment" rather than "seek and destroy." 

The article described a situation in 
Peru where the application of DDT to 
farm crops initially pefrormed miracles, 
significantly increasing production. How
ever, soon the birds and wildlife disap
peared from the area, and then the in
sects developed a resistance to the pesti
cide that left it ineffective. After a period 
of serious loss in farm production, an 
integrated pest control program was ini
tiated and within a few seasons farm 
production was better than it had ever 
been before. 

The significance of integrated control 
is that it ''recognizes a fact which the 
DDT-oriented overkill philosophy im
plicitly denies--that man simply cannot 
mana.ge the environment all by himself 
without in the end doing more harm 
than good." 

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. 
Hines' article be printed in the RECORD. 

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

[From the Washington Sunday Star, 
Sept.28, 1969) 

AN ALTERNATrvE TO DDT URGED 
(By W11liam Hines) 

The late Rachel Carson wasn't just imag
ining things; there once was a valley where 
there was a "Silent Spring." It was killed by 
man's ingenuity and inventiveness--just as 
Miss Carson predicted-and was then 
brought back to life by man helping Nature 
instead of fighting her. 

The story is told in "Agricultural Science 
Review," a quarterly publication of the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture's Co-operative 
State Research Service, as an object lesson 
in what ls called "integrated control of in
sects." Its author is Dr. Ray F. Smith, chair
man of the department of entomology and 
parasitology at the University of California 
at Berkeley. 

"Integrated control," Smith explains, "is 
an ecological approach to the control of 
harmful pests. It derives its uniqueness from 
emphasis on the fullest practical utilization 
of existing mortality and suppressive fac
t ors in the environment. Its strategy ls one 
of 'management or containment• rather than 
'seek and destroy'." 

This system of agriculture ls not only a 
sensible alternative to the overkill now being 
practiced through wholesale use of the 
"hard" insecticides such as DDT, but may 
also be the solution farmers are looking for 
in event that DDT bans become more gen
eral. 

Smith's real life "Silent Spring" is all the 
more dramatic for the coldly unemotional 

tone in which it is written. It goes this way: 
"A classic example of what can happen 

when a pest control program ignores ecology 
and relies on unilateral use of chemical 
pesticides ls that of the Canete Valley (Peru) 
story. Here, during the pre-DDT regime, 
chemical control of pests of ratoon cotton 
(second and third year cotton) was passed 
mainly on arsenicals and nicotine sulphate. 
During 1943-48 the average annual yield was 
about 470 pounds per acre. Because of a 
heavy Heliothis and aphid outbreak in 1949, 
the average yield dropped to 326 pounds per 
acre. 

"From 1949 to 1956, growers relied heavily 
on the new exciting organic insecticides such 
as DDT, BHC and toxaphene. Some cultural 
practices were modified to increase yields. 
New strains of Tanguis cotton were intro
duced and more efficient irrigation was prac
ticed. 

"At first these procedures were very suc
cessful. Cotton yields nearly doubled. Farm
ers were enthusiastic and got the idea that 
the more pesticide they used the better the 
crop would be. Insecticides were applied like 
a blanket over the entire valley. Trees were 
cut down to m ake it easier for airplanes to 
treat the fields. 

"But then things began to happen. Birds 
that had nested in the trees disappeared, 
along with insect preda tors and parasites. 
One by one the new chemicals became in
effective as resistance developed. Finally, as 
insects became rampant in the cotton fields. 
the 1955-56 season was an economic disaster. 
In desperation, growers appealed to their lo
cal experiment station for help. With the 
help of the Ministry of Agriculture a new, 
integrated control program was set up, and 
within a season or two the situation vastly 
improved. Today, cotton yields in the Canete 
Valley are the highest in its history, aver
aging more than 700 pounds per acre." 

Integrated control as an agricultural prac
tice recognizes a fact which the DDT-ori
ented overkill philosophy implicitly denies
that man simply cannot manage the en
vironment all by himself without in the end 
doing more harm than good. 

In other places where a policy of devas
tation has been followed it has been found, 
as in the Canete Valley, that the pests in 
the long run are hardier than their predators. 
The importation of "beneficial" insects to 
restore some reasonable semblance of eco
logical balance has been a commonplace re
sult of following the DDT route past the 
point of no return. 

Smith points out that integrated control 
ts an area-wide practice, not something that 
can be instituted by a few farmers while 
others go their usual way. Just as cities, 
states and even regions are becoming aware 
that they cannot cope with environmental 
pollution all by themselves, the traditionally 
individualistic farmer is being forced to con
sider collective-action policies. 

Integrated control may or may not be the 
most effective way to maintain the balance 
of nature in the United States, and even if 
it is, powerful forces will fight to the end 
any effort to restrict the use of chemical 
pesticides. In recent months publicists for 
the agricultural poison makers have circu
lated an unsigned memo purporting to re
fute anti-pesticide agitation. 

Will it take a Canet e Valley here to change 
things? No one can say for sure, but these 
days all the bets seem to be won by those 
laying their money on the side of pessimism. 

SIX BLOCKS APART 
Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, the prob

lems of just trying to live and get along 
in a big city are pointed out poignantly 
in an article written by Thomas J. Moore 
and published in the Chicago Sun-Times 
of September 22, 1969. 
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In one instance, Mr. Fred Pegues, his 

wife, and six children are being forced to 
leave their fire-gutted home at 835 West 
51st Place after having been burned out, 
presumably by hostile neighbors. The 
Pegues were the first black family to 
move into the block. 

Just six blocks away, Mr. William 
Burns and his wife feel they have to leave 
their home after having fire bombs 
thrown at their apartment at 5701 South 
Halsted. Burns is one of the last white 
residents in a predominantly Negro 
neighborhood. 

A black family being forced out of a 
white neighborhood and six blocks away 
a white family being forced out of a black 
neighborhood: What a tragic commen
tary on intolerance in American life to
day. 

Not much additional commentary is 
needed. The story the article tells drama
tizes the problems and agony that in
tolerance brings with it. We cannot legis
late intolerance out of existence, but we 
must be aware of it, otherwise all the 
legislation we pass to try to improve the 
quality of life in this country will be for 
nought. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the article be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From t he Chica.go Sun-Times, Sept. 22, 

1969] 
Two FAMILIES-ONE BLACK, ONE WHITE

LEARN .ABOUT HATE 

(By Thomas J. Moore) 
Fred Pegues and William Burns are almost 

neighbors---0nly six blocks separates their 
homes near 55th and Halsted on the South 
Side. 

They don't know each other, but they each 
know about hate. They learned a.bout it 
recently. 

Pegues, 37, is the first Negro to move onto 
an all-white block at 835 W. 51st Pl. Burns, 
69, is among the la.st white residents in a 
predominantly Negro area at 5701 S. Halsted. 

LIFE SAVINGS IS USED 

Pegues is a truck driver with a wife and 
six children, ranging in age from six months 
to 13 years. 

On Sept. 13, the family moved into the 
home Pegues had purchased with a down 
payment of $1,000-his life savings. 

Nobody would have called the aging frame 
house beautiful. It was squashed between 
two others and the faded blue siding had 
seen better days. But it was the Pegues' first 
home of their own. It had room for the chil
dren, and most important, the Pegues could 
afford it. 

As they carried in furniture and clothes, 
their white neighbors gathered in front of 
thei.P homes-faces hostile, silent, unwel
coming. 

SPEAK SINGLE WORD 

"Savage," snarled a nice-looking young 
person, about 20, at Fred Pegues. It was the 
only word spoken by the neighbors that day. 

By evening, when Fred had gone to work, 
a small group had gathered behind the house 
and someone hurled a bottle, breaking a 
dining room window. 

"I didn't see who threw it. I was too scared 
to go back and look," Fred's wife, Jerrylene, 
said. 

POUR LIQUID ON STEPS 

The next day, with Fred once again at 
work, Jerrylene saw a man walk through the 
back gate carrying a large can. He poured 
liquid on the wooden steps of the back porch. 

Fifteen minutes later she saw a man return 
with a burning object and hurl it against the 
porch steps. 

The house was gutted by the fire but 
Jerrylene and her six children escaped. 

"We also lost all my best clothes and the 
furniture which was still in boxes at the back 
of the house," she said. 

Six blocks sou th and 48 hours later William 
Burns and his wife, Agnes, sat in their small 
apartment at 5701 S. Halsted. It is tucked 
back on the second floor of an aging building 
wit h brown fake-brick siding and heavy wire 
screens over the first-floor windows. 

MEDICAL PROBLEMS 

Burns, a retired railroad freight house fore
man, can't get around too well anymore be
cause of two recent strokes. His wife just re
turned from the hospital after having a part 
of one lung removed. 

They have lived in the neighborhood since 
1941, and in that apartment five years. A long, 
steep staircase leads to the Burnses' apart
ment, and they would have difficulty getting 
out if a fire started. 

La.st Tuesday, a fused bottle of kerosene was 
hurled towards the second-floor window of 
Agnes' bedroom. It missed and burned on the 
sidewalk below. A second bottle broke the 
window and landed on the floor. 

The kerosene did not catch fire, but it filled 
the apartment with choking fumes, forcing 
the Burnses to flee to a friend's apartment for 
the night. 

Bud Schau, 57, owns the building. He was 
born in the neighborhood and his family have 
operated the Englewood Tavern on the first 
floor for 37 years. 

He was already alarmed about what had 
happened to the Burnses, when he found out 
the next morning his tavern had been 
robbed-its fifth armed robbery since March. 

Two men carrying pistols burst in at 9 :30 
a.m., shouted "holdup" and escaped with $270 
in ca.sh and $107 in liquor. 

The bartender, Harold Hoffman, told police 
he thought it was the same pair who robbed 
the tavern Aug. 29. 

Schau was mad. 
"This neighborhood went through integra

tion without any trouble at all. And now a 
certain element springs up which says you 
white people don't belong here any more. It's 
a certain criminal 10 percent. 

"PICK ON CRIPPLES" 

"They pick on crippled people. They take 
money a.way from kids going to school. 

"I'm tired. I'm beat. I quit. As soon as I 
liquidate the stock I'm closing up," Schau 
said. 

William Burns said: "I'll have to get out. I 
don't know where we can afford to live." 

Fred Pegues said: "If it was me a.lone, I'd 
move back. But I have a wife and six children 
and I don't want them to get hurt." 

CASTRO'S CONCENTRATION CAMP 
REGIME 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, whenever a 
non-Communist government inlprlsons 
identified members of the Communist 
conspiracy who are seeking its overthrow 
by violent means, there are protests and 
outcries throughout the free world 
against the alleged violation of human 
rights. But, for some strange reason, the 
protesters fall silent when it is not a mat
ter of a handful of Communist conspira
tors who are Imprisoned, but a matter of 
scores of thousands of political prisoners 
imprisoned by Communist regimes in 
both hemispheres. 

Last week I received a statement 
signed by 14 members of the Hartford 
Committee of Relatives and Friends of 
Cuban Concentration Camps Prisoners, 

which I wish to call to the attention of 
the Senate. 

Mrs. Mercy Oses, of Hartford, the 
cousin of Cuban student leader Pedro 
Luis Boitel, who has been condemned to 
30 years in prison, asked the question: 

How is it possible that 85,000 p::>litical 
prisoners are dying in Castro jails abandoned 
by the United Nations, the free world press, 
many western countries like Canada, Mexico, 
Spain, France, etc., etc. and while this t akes 
place only 90 miles away from the U.S. main
land. 

Mrs. Oses •also point..s out that whereas 
Che Guevara's imprisoned companion in 
Bolivia is permitted to receive special 
food and frequent visits, thousands of 
Cuban prisoners are held incommuni
cado and are dying for lack of food and 
medicine. 

Last month, the political prisoners at 
Havana's "Cabana Fortress" went on a 
hunger strike in protest against their 
condition. The hunger strike lasted for 
more than 3 weeks, but there are 
conflicting reports about whether or not 
it resulted. in any significant improve
ment. 

As one AmeriCa.Jll, I salute the efforts 
of those Cubans who, despite our indif
ference, seek to call the attention of the 
free world to the massive crimes against 
human rights which are being perpe
trated in their country, and I bow my 
head in shame that this outrage against 
humanity which is taking place almost 
within sight of our shores should call 
forth so little protest and indignation 
in our own country. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
entire text of the statement I received 
from the Hartford Committee of Rela
tives and Friends of Cuban Concentra
tion Camps Prisoners. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
HARTFORD RELATIVES AND FRIENDS OF CUBAN 

CONCENTRATION CAMPS VICTIMS DEMAND 
SUPPORT IN THEIR 3-WEEK HUNGER STRIKE 

"Deportatian or death" because freedom in 
Cuba does not even exist for those not in 
jail, 1s the motto of Havana's "Cabana For
tress" political prisoners who have entered 
the third week of a hunger strike because 
of inhumane treatment. The nearest com
parison in their plight is when one consid
ers what the Nazi concentration camp victims 
of World War II experienced a few years ago. 

Mrs. Mercedes Oses of 24 Dorothy Street, 
Hartford, cousin of Cuban student leader 
Pedro Luis Boitel condemned to 30 years 
in prison wonders "How it ts possible that 
85,000 political prisoners are dying in Castro 
jails abandoned by the United Nations, the 
free world press, many western countries like 
Canada, Mexico, Spain, France, etc., etc. and 
while this take places only 90 miles away 
from the U.S. mainland?" 

It particularly strikes us the interest of 
some of the aforementioned parties in favor 
of a certain Marxist leader in Bolivia, com
panion of Che Guevara who because of them 
is allowed to receive special food, perfumes 
and twice a week visits from his recently 
married wife, while in Cuba, my cousin Pedro 
Luis Boitel is dying like thousands of others 
because of lack of minimum food and medi
cine, while being held incommunicado under 
terrible conditions as he relates in two letters 
just received from Cuba which we will show 
to the Hartford I.R.C. early this week de
manding action on their behalf and in the 
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very least exposure of what ls happening in 
Cuba. 

Three years ago we went to the I.R.C. and 
produced a letter from Pedro Luis Boitel as 
well as other evidence of other sources on 
prison conditions in Cuba also testified in 
Washington before tbe Senate Sub-Commit
tee on Internal Security, all of this to no 
avail. After 10 years in Castro's jails although 
an invalid it is a miracle that Pedro Luis 
is still alive. When one sees in this country 
students who betray it trying to install a 
Marxist regime like in Cuba and are not 
even prosecuted, one despairs how in Cuba, 
Pedro Luis has been sentenced to 30 years 
because he choose to run for student office 
against Castro's wishes of a single communist 
ticket! 

We accuse the Castro's Government of 
genocide with its political prisoners after 
intimately knowing what he has done to them 
in 10 years. "What is wrong with this 
society when over 1,000 students are dying 
in Castro's concentration camps and the 
students and faculties of the large univer
sities ignore this and seem only to focus at
tention when accidentally a U.S. bomb falls 
astray and kills 4 or 5 civilians in Vietnam? 
Should it not deserve at least equal attention 
the fate of 85,000 political prisoners which 
are neighbors of this country?" 

"Are we only able to bring attention to our 
plight when our abandoned relatives make 
a last ditch determination as of now to re
fuse the 800 a day calorie "trash" that ls 
offered to them as food?" 

We indict at this time the United Natton.s, 
all responsible news media, western coun
tries having relations with Communist 
Cuba, student faculties and organizations 
that they will jointly share the blame of my 
counsin and other students leaders deaths, 
in the coming weeks similarly as the leaders 
of pre-war France, Britain and United States 
share the responsibility in the death 01 m.11-
lions of Jews during the early perioa of 
Nazi persecution. 

The prisoners strike seem to have been so 
effective in Cuba that Castro has been 
obliged to continue "the conspiracy of si
lence in Cuba" by closing the major wire 
agencies in the country. Only United States 
based news media can now inform the world. 

We will not stop with other relatives and 
friends in our 400 families Hartford Cuban 
exile community untE we obtain support 
of the I.R.C. the Archbishop of Ha.rtf'ord 
and other church figures and organization 
support in getting involved in our objec
tive of saving our loved ones after 10 years 
of incredible suffering. 

It is our belief that if one third of the 
world under communist rule is suffering re
ligious persecution and with no less than 
10 % of· its inhabitants in concentration 
camps at least one third of the churches' 
prayers should be directed on their behalf 
specially as like in this case all seems to fail! 

May God have mercy on our people. 
Hartford Committee of Relatives and 

Friends of Cuban Concentration 
Camps Prisoners: Mercedes Oses, Pres
ident, Estrella. Alcantara, Georgina. 
Amador de los Rios, Margarita Valla
dares, Luisa Martinez, Adela Puentes, 
Teresa Rodriguez, Victoria Diez, Vir
ginia Torres, Luisa Estevez, Mirtha 
Rodriguez, Bernarda Perez, Bertha 
Gonzalez. 

HARTFORD, CONN., September 21, 1969. 

BIPARTISAN SUPPORT OF THE 
FOOD STAMP BILL 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the Sen
ate's action last Wednesday in passing a 
comprehensive food stamp b1ll 1s historic. 
It was bipartisan all the way and can 

become law only if it continues to be bi
partisan. 

This action, which came after the 
adoption of a substitute bill, was an im
portant and historic step toward the es
tablishment of a meaningful and sub
stantially reformed food stamp program. 

I joined with eight Senators, both Re
publican and Democratic, in sponsoring 
the substitute bill because we believed
as did a majority of the Senate-that 
hunger and malnutrition in America 
must be eliminated and that the achieve
ment of this goal requires the establish
ment of an expanded and improved food 
stamp program. 

The measure which passed the Senate 
on Wednesday breaks new ground in a 
number of areas: It provides for free 
food stamps for any family of four whose 
monthly income is less than $60; it al
lows for concurrent distribution of sur
plus commodities and food stamps under 
certain conditions; it authorizes the es
tablishment of national eligibility stand
ards for participation in the food stamp 
program; and it establishes a clear 
Federal responsibility for feeding hungry 
and malnourished people where local of
ficials either will not operate a stamp 
program or where an existing program is 
being operated inadequately. The Agri
cultural Committee took important steps 
in moving toward food stamp reform, 
but the bill it reported simply did not 
have the detailed provisions and the 
scope to really cope with the problem. 
The Senate, in passing the substitute bill, 
has now clearly declared that the Fed
eral Government must, and will, mount 
a full-scale attack on hunger and mal
nutrition and will devote the necessary 
resources to the achievement of that ob
jective-that the Nation's conscience 
just will not tolerate anything less. 

Republicans have played an important 
role in directing the attention and the re
sources of this Nation to the dilemma of 
hunger amidst plenty-from thP. initial 
investigations in the Mississippi Delta 
some 2 % years ago to the administrative 
actions and legislative proposals of the 
Nixon administration. 

It was this administration which broke 
the redtape barrier that had blocked its 
predecessor. President Nixon earlier this 
year called for substantial improvements 
in the Federal food assistance programs 
and for "an end to hunger in America-
for all time." Evidence of this adminis
tration's commitment has been provided 
by significant administrative break
throughs by Secretary of Agriculture 
Hardin and Secretary of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare Finch, and by the pro
posals for food stamp reform which the 
administration submitted to the Congress 
earlier this year. 

The Senate has now responded to the 
overwhelming sense of urgency which 
has characterized public concern with 
this issue-a response that would not 
have been possible without Republican 
votes. In expanding and reforming the 
food-stamp program, the Senate has 
taken a giant step toward providing the 
administration with the tools it needs to 
establish and implement a truly respon
sive food-assistance program. 

I sincerely hope that the House of Rep-

resentatives will now act favorably upon 
the food-stamp bill which the Senate has 
passed and which is now before that body. 
I urge the House to give it the same broad 
bipartisan support which characterized 
the Senate's action on this matter. I 
believe also that this bill offers significant 
improvements which the administration 
can and should support. 

IMPACT OF THE TAX REFORM ACT 
ON PRIVATE FOUNDATIONS 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, one of 
the most difficult aspects of the Tax Re
form Act, H.R. 13270, is its proposed 
treatment of private foundations. Many 
provisions in the House bill are prudent 
and intended to eliminate abuses which 
should not be perpetuated. However, 
other provisions, especially the proposed 
7%-percent tax on foundation income 
and the severe restrictions on founda
tion activities in public policy fields, 
would greatly curtail the amount of sup
port foundations could give to valuable 
programs and institutions, and the range 
of constructive efforts in which private 
foundations could engage. 

The Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, Hon. Robert H. Finch, re
cently discussed these problems in an 
important exchange of correspondence 
with the Secretary of the Treasury. 
Secretary Finch's letter itemized some 
of the many significant and lasting gains 
in education, health, and social welfare 
which foundations have supported and 
stimulated. As he noted, many of these 
contributions are innovations for which 
public support was inappropriate or un
available at the time, but which have 
ultimately brought great benefits to the 
general public. 

The Secretary summarized: 
I choose my words with care when I sub

mit to you that the Act's present provisions 
with respect to taxation of foundation in
come and with respect to the permissible 
range of foundation activities would gravely 
damage the public welfare, defined in its 
broadest sense. These provisions would, in 
effect, diminish that sector of the Nation's 
life in which diversity, experimentation, and 
innovation flourish, and would constrict both 
the numbers and the influence of of inde
pendent centers of thought and social ac
tion. As a. consequence, pressures for govern
ment involvement--and for the commitment 
of public resources-would be greatly 
in tensifl.ed. 

In his response, dated September 24, 
Secretary of the Treasury David Ken
nedy outlined the administration's rec
ommendations for revision of the House 
bill, including a reduction in the pro
posed tax from 7¥2 percent to 2 percent. 
He also noted that the Commissioner 
of Inte1nal Revenue will soon announce 
the appointment of a Commissioner's 
Committee on Exempt Organizations, to 
review the policies to be followed in ad
ministering the laws governing the ac
tivities of all tax-exempt groups. 

Mr. President, as the Baltimore Sun 
noted in an editorial on September 29, 
the House bill's provisions would greatly 
contract the areas in which the IRS 
could exercise discretion in determining 
whether atcivities in public policy areas 
are permissible. I feel that the concerns 
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expressed by Secretary Finch are justifi
able and hope that the provisions of the 
House bill can be reexamined objectively. 

I ask unanimous consent to have print
ed in the RECORD the correspondence be
tween Secretary Finch and Secreta1:Y 
Kennedy, and the Baltimore Sun edi
torial of September 29, 1969. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

as follows: 
THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH, 

EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
Washington, D.C., September 17, 1969. 

DEAR DAVID: Within the context of the Tax 
Reform Act of 1969, your own judicious tes
timony before the Senate Finance Commit
tee on September 4 and 5, and the efforts 
now under way by your staff to perfect the 
legislation as enacted in H.R. 13270, I a.m 
ta.king this opportunity to call to your atten
tion certain implications of the Act as they 
bear on my own deep persona.I concerns a.nd 
those of my Department. 

In its present form, the Act threatens to 
undermine that uniquely American institu
tion, the private beneficent foundation, and 
might even tend toward its ultimate destruc
tion. I choose my words wJ.th care when I 
submit to you that the Act's present pro
visions with respect to taxation of founda
tion income and with respect to the permis
sible range of foundation activities would 
gravely damage the public welfare, defined 
in its broadest sense. These provisions would, 
in effect, diminish that sector of the Nation's 
life in which diversity, experimentation, and 
innovation :flourish, and would constrict both 
the numbers a.nd the in:fluence of independ
ent centers of thought and social action. As 
a consequence, pressures for government in
volvement--and for the commitment of pub
Uc resources-would be greatly intensified. 

I know, as of course you do also, that a 
relative handfUl of individuals and groups 
have abused existing law with respect to 
foundations-have, indeed, deliberately ex
ploited loopholes in the Internal Revenue 
Code for self-serving gain and for tax avoid
ance. Such abuses must be rooted out and 
effectively curbed. Such loopholes must be 
closed. In many of its provisions, the Tax 
Reform Act accomplishes precisely those ends 
and thus has earned the enthusiastic support 
of responsible foundation officers. In other of 
its provisions, the Act would ensure full pub
lic disclosure of foundation activities and 
impose limits on the undue accumulation of 
foundation income. These also are necessary 
and proper legislative objects. 

The tax on income, however, would miss 
the target altogether. Rather than touching 
the malefactors, it would penalize only the 
recipients of foundation grants and would 
fall with utter indiscrimination upon all 
who look to foundations for crucial support. 
It would predictably fall with literally k1ll
ing effect upon the most innova.tive and crea
tive. "High-risk" endeavors would simply 
never be funded-the "safe" projects, the 
ones with general approbation, would price 
the more adventurous out of the market
place of ideas. 

Your own recommendation to the Senate 
Finance Committee that the proposed 7% 
per cent income tax should be reduced to a 
2 per cent "monitoring fee" represents one 
substantial improvem.ent--but still, I think, 
there 1s room for others. 

Such a. fee should, in the first place, be 
clearly and explicitly distinguished from a 
tax in any form-to avoid the dangerous 
precedent that this particular group of 501 
(c) (3) organizations should somehow be 
"less exempt" than all others. M.any such 
organizations, indeed, serve quite narrow 
ends-trade associations, for example, and 
pressure groups for special interests-and are 
incomparably less of a. quasi-public cha.racter 
than are foftndations. Second, I would argue, 

the fee should be assessed according to as
sets rather than income--to avoid the curi
ous effect of pena.lizing foundation invest
ment managers for their imagination and 
effi.ciency. And third, rather than fixing a 
precise fee-rate, I wonder if you would not 
find it fea.sible--on the basis of two or three 
years experience--to set a "moving" rate 
that would reimburse your Department for 
the actual costs of monitoring. 

Even beyond the proposed tax, the provi
sions of the Act with respect to permissible 
foundation activities-in tandem with harsh 
penalties levied upon foundation offi.cers and 
trustees-pose yet graver dangers to the pub
lic interest. Should the highly ambiguous 
language of Section 4945 be interpreted in 
such a way as to preclude any foundation 
impact on public opinion formation, or on 
legislation, or on those public offi.cials in any 
way involved in the policy-making process
a.nd the language of the Act adml ts of this 
possible interpreta.tlon-then the effects of 
the Act would be a disaster for our pluralis
tic society. Even the suspicion that the Act 
Inight be so construed, in combination with 
the penalty clauses, would surely have a 
chilling effect on foundation innovations, 
and on the wlllingness of foundation offi.
cers to engage in those speculative under
takings on the frontiers of the human imag
ination that have been the foundations' prin
cipal glory-and their unique contribution 
to the public interest. 

It simply is not possible to exaggerate the 
breadth or depth of these contributions. In 
every area of thought and action-in all the 
arts and sciences, in basic research, in public 
health, in scholarship and creativity, in the 
building and preserving of independent social 
institutions-the catalogue of foundation
supported efforts provides many benchmarks 
in the progress of recent civilization. 

I could make note of Dr. Robert Goddard's 
pioneering experiments in rocket propulsion 
(funded in the critical early years almost 
wholly by the Guggenheims) , or of ongoing 
State legislative reform (funded through the 
Citizens Conference on State Legislatures by 
the Carnegie Corporation and the Ford 
Foundation), or the development of high
yield "miracle" grains (funded in major part 
by the Rockefeller Foundation). 

But, rather, let me limit my catalogue to 
those foundation activities that relate di
rectly to the concerns of the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfa.re--a.nd let me 
stress that this is the merest sampling and 
that many of the following items would have 
been called into substantial question (on 
grounds of influencing legislation, or public 
opinion, or both) under Section 4945 of the 
proposed Act: 

Medical education in the U.S., along with 
seminal medical research, ls almost literally 
the creation of private foundations. Modern 
teaching institutions and curricula derive 
from the ground-breaking Flexnor report 
of 1910, made possible by the Carnegie Cor
poration. In these early years, too, Rockefeller 
Foundation grants led to the virtual eradica
tion of hookworm from this continent, and 
to major inroads against malaria and yellow 
fever in many parts of the hemisphere. In 
recent years, the Conunonwealth Fund 
stimulated trend-setting curricular reform 
at Harvard and at Case Western Reserve; 
Commonwealth and the Surdna Foundation 
set up the first pilot-project of a university
sponsored community health program; the 
Kellogg Foundation launched seven wholly 
new medical schools; the Markel Foundation 
enabled Northwestern to demonstrate the 
feasibility of compressing medical education 
into a shorter time-span; the Rockefeller 
and Macy Foundations have opened new op
portunities for members of minority groups 
to undertake medical careers; and in more 
instances than it is possible here to enumer
ate, foundation grants (with Mellon funds 
particularly aggressive in this area) have 

meant the difference between the mainte
nance of urgently needed medical schools and 
the closing of their doors. 

In population studies and family planning, 
the Ford, Avalon, and Rockefeller Founda
tions, among many others, have crea.ted fund
amental research faoillties which, in turn, 
a.re supporting practical programs, both pub
lic and private. In other areas of medical re
search, the Sloan Foundation's work ln can
cer is but one prime instance, as is founda
tion support leading to the development of 
effeotive polio vaccines. 

So-called "challenge grants" by the Ford 
Foundation, usually on a two-or-three-to
one matching basis, have stimulated a burst 
of capital-expansion fund-raising efforts at 
more than a score of major U.S. colleges and 
universities. The President of the University 
of Notre Dame, for example, has estimated 
that the foundation's stimulus enabled his 
institution to achieve in ten years what 
otherwise might have taken thirty. Also at 
Notre Dame, the Carnegie Corporation funded 
the first systematic study of Catholic edu
cation ever undertaken in this country. 

In every category of higher education
teachers' salaries and pension plans, new 
and improved facilities, curricular innova
tion, and fellowship and scholarship grants
foundations have provided the stimulus and 
often the seed-money. The National Merit 
Scholarships, for example, are foundation
sponsored. Since 1956, foundations have 
poured in excess of two billion dollars into 
institutions of higher education, both public 
and private. The Danforth Foundation funds 
"refresher" programs to permit teachers and 
administrators to engage in sabbatical years 
of scholarly- and self-renewal. The Lilly En
dowment, among many others, has spurred 
the establishment and expansion of foreign
area study programs at dozens of U.S. colleges 
and universities. 

In the American South, in particulrar, foun
dation support has provided "the margin of 
excellence" for some 300 institutions Of high
er education. For example: the Emory Uni
versity medical center was made possible by 
the Woodruff Foundation; the Kresge Foun
dation provided Meharry Medical College With 
a. library of the first rank (an.ct it should be 
noted that this single institution has grad
uaited nearly half the Negro physicians now 
practicing in the U.S.); Carnegie a.n.d Dan
forth support the Southern Fellowships 
Fund; the Kellogg Foundation has created 
a center for continuing education at the 
University of Georgia.; and Ford a.Ild Dan
forth have funded "Project Opportunity" 
which so far has motivated and assisted 
some 3,000 disadvantaged young people into 
productive higher learning. 

Educational support and assistance, North 
and South, have by no means been limited to 
higher education. In hundreds of commu
nities throughout the Na.tion, foundations 
have helped to upgrade teacher training and 
retraining; to experiment with new tech
niques for teaching, and with new teaching 
technology; and to improve and expand edu
cational facll1ties. In this, as in many other 
areas of concern, the activities of hundreds 
of smaller local foundations have been the 
crucial ingredient. 

Also in the area of education, the Carnegie 
Corporation and the Danforth Foundation 
have shared in the funding of the Education 
Commission of the States and its subsidiary, 
the National Assessment of Education. These 
a.re key vehicles, through close interstate co
operation a.nd sharing of practical experience, 
to upgrade education-a.I quality and teacher 
training In the public school systems of 
every participating State. The National As
sessment will provide important inputs for 
my Department's evaluation and planning 
function. 

Experiments funded by Ford, Carnegie, and 
the Ta.conic Foundation led to the develop
ment of preschool programs and, in turn, to 
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Head Start. This is a prime example of the 
stimulation and testing of new ideas-in ed
ucation and child development in this par
ticular instance-that might have been too 
speculative for government to undertake but 
that have evolved into governmenrt programs 
of substantial success and popularity. 

Along the same line, experiments in vari
ous form.s of income maintenance and fam
ily assistance have been and still a.re being 
mounted by the Ford and other foundations. 
These p1lot projects are adding invaluable 
practical experience as my Department works 
to. implement the President's welfare inno
vation, the Family Assistance System. The 
Pechman study of revenue-sh.a.Ting, funded 
through the Brookings Institution by several 
foundations, iB contributing to the same 
broad objective. 

In the area of rehabilitation of the dis
abled and reta.rded, fundamental research 
and practical training programs have long 
been funded by the Milbank and other spe
cially-oriented foundations. Indeed, the early 
work of the MU.bank Foundation led di
rectly to the enactment of the first State 
statute in the rehabilitation field, a model 
for all the rest and for the Federal Govern
ment. 

The new, important, and growing field of 
educational television owes most of its im
petus to the study undertaken by the car
negie Corporation, and the development of a 
national network of educational TV outlets 
has been supported from the first by the 
Ford Foundation. 

• 
Certain common themes run throughout 

this exemplaTy checklist of foundation ini
tiatives and innovations-many of which, let 
me say again, might never have seen the 
light of day under the ambiguous, restrictive 
language presently incorporated in Section 
4945 of the Tax Reform Act of 1969. 

In the first place, these are predominantly 
innovations-new, sometimes even radical 
ideas, that required "risk capital" for thor
ough testing and perfecting. In instance upon 
instance, these are new departures that pub
Uc authorities might have shied from-and 
in some cases properly so, in view of their 
responsibilities to the broadest public-and 
yet have ultimately appropriated and implf" 
mented for the general benefit. Second, the 
range of foundation activities has lifted from 
public authorities burdens of support and 
funding that otherwise might have be
come publlc responsibilities. Third, in many 
instances-the Hill-Burton hospital con
struction program is one case in point-
foundations have assumed burdens of match
ing funds , and thus have enabled States and 
localities to take full advantage of a variety 
of Federal programs. 

Finally, and most important, the private 
foundation has been through the history of 
this century-and ls today-a principal cat
alyst motivating the private and voluntary 
sectors of our pluralistic society. As in any 
area of human discretion, some particular 
judgments may depart from yours, or mine, 
or any segment of the public. But as an en
tire class, and over the vast range of their 
good works, foundations have served the pub
lic interest with a high sense of dedication, 
and a deep sense of public responsiblllty. I 
venture to suggest that if they did not exist, 
we would have to invent them-and, as the 
historic Tax Reform Act of 1969 moves to
ward enactment, it is our responsibility as 
servants of the public to preserve their in
comparable strengths. 

Warmest personal regards. 
Sincerely, 

------. 
Secretary. 

THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY, 

Washington, September 24, 1969. 
DEAR BoB: I have your letter of September 

17, 1969, with respect to the pending Tax 
CXV--1739-Part 20 

Reform Bill insofar as it relates to private 
foundations. 

I appreciate your review CJ! the many fine 
accomplishments of private foundations in 
the charitable and educational fields. We 
have emphasized these accon:.plishments in 
our appearances before the Ways and Means 
Committee and the Senate Finance Commit
tee, and in our recommendation to the Con
gress we have endeavored to confine the 
statutory changes to the elimination of cer
tain abuses that have occurred without un
duly hampering the ablllty of the founda
tions to assist the nation in attain1ng its 
charitable and educational goals. 

Naturally there are numerous specific prob
lems to work out in the text of the bill, and 
we have met on a number of occasions with 
representatives of the foundations to review 
those problems. As you know, we have recom
mended that the 77'2 percent tax contained 
in the House bill be reduced to two percent, 
which we estimate would provide sufficient 
funds to defray the Internal Revenue Service 
costs of administering the program of audit 
and supervision. 

As to whether the payment to be made by 
the foundations is to be called a fee or a tax, 
we stated in our public appearance before 
the Senate Finance Committee that we would 
have no objection to calling it a fee rather 
than a tax if we could be satisfied that this 
can be accomplished without any possible 
legal infirmities. We have been considering 
this matter and discussing the legal ques
tion with counsel for a number CJ! the foun
dations. 

Similarly, we stated at the public hear
ings before the Finance Committee that we 
have no objection to framing the levy in 
the form of an excise tax in lieu of an in
come tax, provided we can satisfactorily de
termine or describe the event or privilege 
upon which the excise will be imposed. 

We have also considered the matter of bas
ing the levy upon assets of the foundations 
rather than income. We stated to the 
Finance Committee at the public hearings 
that we are opposed to an attempt to base 
the tax upon net assets rather than upon 
income, because of numerous technical and 
administrative problems which we do not 
think can be satisfactorily overcome. The In
ternal Revenue Code and the regulations 
contain many detailed provisions regarding 
the calculation of taxable net income b.ut 
have no similar structure regarding taxable 
net assets. We think it would be inadvisable 
to attempt to measure the payments by ref
erence to assets. 

You inquire whether we tbink a "moving 
rate" rather than a fixed rate fC"r the pay
ment would be feasible. We have concluded 
that with a rate of only two percent, cal
culated to raise some $15 m.1!11on in the first 
year of operation, there is no need to engage 
in the complexity of gauging each year the 
projected administrative costs and the prCJ
jected revenue yield. We do not believe that 
an attempt at this degree of precision is 
advisable. 

With respect to activities of foundations 
that may have an impact on public opinion 
formation or legislation, existing law for 
many years has prohibited charitable and 
educational organizations from devoting any 
substantial part of their activities to at
tempts to infiuence legislation. The principal 
effect of the new bill will be to forbid such 
activities whether or not they are a sub
stantial part of the total activities of the 
foundation. While the line between educa
tion and the infiuencing of legislation may 
not always be easy to draw, I am confident 
that the Internal Revenue Service would con
tinue to exercise sound discretion in this re
spect as it has in the past. As we have ad
vised the Congress, the Commissioner of In
ternal Revenue will soon announce the ap
pointment of a Commissioner's Committee 
on Exempt Organizations, composed of dis-

tinguished citizens in various walks of life, 
to consult with him on the policies to be 
followed in the administration of the laws 
relating to these organizations. 

I appreciate the benefit of your views, par
ticularly because of your frequent work with 
the foundations as a part of the many activ
ities of your Department. We are continuing 
to work on the specific details of the bill in 
preparation for the forthcoming executive 
sessions of the Finance Committee. We shall 
be happy to receive any further suggestions 
or thoughts that you might have, both with 
respect to the terms of the blll and to the 
administration of it after it is enacted. 

Sincerely, 
DAVID M. KENNEDY. 

THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH, 
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 

Washington, D.C., September 26, 1969. 
Hon. DAvm M. KENNEDY, 
Secretary of the Treasury, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR DAVID: I am grateful to you for your 
informative letter of September 24 in reply 
to the comments and suggestions regarding 
the tax treatment of foundations that I sent 
to you on September 17. 

I am dellghted to know that you recognize 
the significant contributions that have been 
made by the foundations and that you in
formed the Finance Committee a.tits public 
hearings that you have under consideration 
some further changes that you might 
recommend. 

If we can be of assistance to the Treasury 
in its work ou the bill or the administration 
of it after its enactment, we shall be happy 
to do so. 

Sincerely, 

Secretary. 

(From the Baltimore Sun, Sept. 29, 1969] 
PRIVATE FOUNDATIONS 

Secretary Finch is on the right side in 
criticizing provisions of the House tax bill 
with respect to private foundations. Re
ferring to the measure as passed by the 
House, Mr. Finch said in a letter to Secretary 
Kennedy that the bill's present provisions 
"with respect to taxation of foundation in
come and with respect to the permissible 
range of foundation activities would grave
ly damage the public welfare." 

The secretary of Health, Education and 
Welfare in his letter to the Secretary of the 
Treasury was opposing in particular the 
provision of the House bill intended to re
strict if not prohibit such political activities 
as attemptng to influence legislation or pub
lic opinion-lobbying, in some form, in other 
words. Secretary Kennedy said in reply to 
Secretary Finch that ''while the line be
tween education and the infiuencing of leg
islation may not always be easy to draw, I am 
confident that the Internal Revenue would 
continue to exercise sound discretion in this 
respect as it has in the past." 

The House bill, however, would greatly re
duce the discretion now practiced by the In
ternal Revenue Service. Mr. Finch's criticism 
on this point ls sound. It would be good to 
see the Nixon administration support him 
and urge this viewpoint before the Senate 
Finance committee, which now ls consider
ing the House bill. 

An even stronger case can be made against 
the House bill's provision for a federal tax of 
7¥2 per cent on foundation income. This tax, 
it is belleved, would affect not only the op
erations of private foundations, but would 
seriously curtail the contributions on which 
they depend. Its impact could be broad. Tes
timony has already been given the Senate 
Comm1ttee that it could deprive colleges, 
hospitals, community agencies, research cen
ters and other voluntary organizations of 
millions of dollars in private funds. 
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This is too great a price to pay in order 
to curb the operations of some foundations 
which have stretched and abused present 
rules. There is a rather wide agreement that 
a tax of about 2 per cent, or a comparable fee 
schedule, would be practicable as a means of 
financing a better enforcement of present 
regulations. The House bill goes too !ar, and 
should be corrected. 

CZECHOSLOVAKIA WILL NOT BE 
FORGOTTEN 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, although a 
quisling government imposed by the 
Soviet Red army is now moving rapidly 
to destroy the last vestiges of the limited 
freedoms achieved by the Czechslovak 
peoples before the Red army intervened, 
we in America have a duty not to forget 
and not to acquiesce. We must keep the 
issue of Czechoslovakia alive, and we 
must use all of our diplomatic and moral 
influence to help persuade the Soviets to 
give up their :political occupation of that 
unfortunate country. 

With this motivation, I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD 
the text of a statement adopted by the 
AFL-CIO executive council in connec
tion with the first anniversary of the 
Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia. 

I also ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD the text of a state
ment adopted on the anniversary of 
the Soviet invasion by the Czechoslovak 
National Council of America, Eastern 
Division. 

There being no objection, the state
ments were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT BY THE AFL-CIO EXECUTIVE COUN

CIL ON CZECHOSLOVAKIA ANNIVERSARY 

As the first anniversary of the Soviet in
vasion of Czechoslovakia, August 21, 1969, 
approa.ches, the Executive Council o! the 
AFL-CIO expresses its deep sympathy and 
solidarity with the long-suffering Czechoslo
vak people and in particular with its em
battled workers. Once again, we indignantly 
protest against the occupation o! the country 
by the Red Army. 

In the past year, Moscow has tightened its 
grip on the unfortunate Czechoslovak nation 
through stepped-up political pressure and 
expanding interference in its internal affairs. 
With more than 70,000 Russian troops oc
cupying the land, the Soviet authorities be
have more and more like the worst colonialist 
rulers. Under their orders, dissent has been 
stifled, freedom of the press has been replaced 
by censorship, and freedom of expression has 
vanished. Tl;l.e rebellious student movement 
has been silenced and its organization dis
solved. Economic reorganization has been 
halted, the right to strike SUN>ressed, and the 
beginnings of a restoration o! trade uni.on 
independence and democracy have been 
crushed. 

Since the Soviets considered Alexander 
Dubcek too slow in fulfilling their demand 
for a return to neo-Stalinism, euphemisti
cally called "normalization of the situation", 
they ousted him and had him replaced by 
the more pliant Gustav Husak. In the first 
three months of his regime, purges of the 
Party and state apparatus, the press and 
other institutions have been carried out. 
Still more conservative forces are awaiting a 
signal from their Russian masters to take 
over power and re-establish even harsher 
totalitarian rule. The capitUlatlon by the 
Czechoslovak Communist leadership to So
viet demands proves beyond any doubt that 
the Communist Party cannot be an instru
ment for baisc changes and reforms. Vested 

with all powers of the dictatorship, it is un
willing to abolish the one-party system; and 
without such an abolition no genuine and 
lasting restoration of democracy is possible. 

For the Czechoslovak people, the la&t year 
has been a tragic one. Under the constant 
threat of assault by the overwhelm1ng mili
tary occupation force, they have seen their 
aspirations to freedom cruelly destroyed. 
They now face mounting economic d11Hculties 
and aggravated oppression and exploitation 
by Soviet imperialism. In these dark hours, 
their courage and quiet determination de
serve our highest admiration and respect. 
Above all, we salute the fearless and indomi
table Czechoslovak workers who have been 
doggedly resisting all attempts to wrest from 
them the modest rights they had gained in 
the factories. Through work stoppages, slow
downs, demonstrations, and other !"Orms of 
protest, they have shown their determination 
not to become a.gain voiceless slaves con
demned to a life of drudgery, deprivation, 
and misery. Significantly, the slogans they 
have scrawled on the walls of their public 
buildings and factories are not only angry 
protests against the Russian army of occupa
tion and its henchmen, but a.lso reminders to 
the forces Of freedom everywhere that they 
should not trust the oppressors of Czecho
slovakia and never forgl'!t its struggle for 
liber.ty. 

In their occupation of Czechoslovakia, the 
Soviets are showing utter contempt for inter
national law, the UN Charter, and world pub
lic opinion. Moreover. by proclaiming the 
Brezhnev doctrine-the concept of limited 
sovereignty of other Communist countries
the Kremlin has brazenly arrogated to itself 
the exclusive right to intervene, even by 
m111tary force, in the internal affairs of any 
member state of the so-called socialist com
munity. Moscow uses troop maneuvers, eco
nomic backma.11 and political threats to in
timidate its satellites and suppress every 
attempt by them to gain greater autonomy 
and ease the totalitarian rule in response to 
their peoples' yearnings for freedom. 

The Soviet aggression against Czechoslo
vakia. demonstrates how illusory are the no
tions about international detente and liberal
ization behind the Iron Curtain. If the Soviet 
rulers are sincere in their recently indicated 
desire for rapprochement with the West, let 
them prove it by withdrawing their troops 
from Czechoslovakia and restoring the status 
quo ante. The Executive Cowacll urges our 
government to place the Czechoslovak ques
tion on the agenda for all future negotiations 
with Moscow. We further urge the Adminis
tration to make every effort to have the 
forthcoming U.N. General Assembly call for 
the withdrawal of all Soviet armed forces 
from its member state, Czechoslovakia. 

A year ago, the international free trade 
union movement unanimously denounced 
the invasion of Czechoslovakia by the Soviet 
Union and her Warsaw Pact allies. In protest, 
free trade unions which had engaged in ex
change programs with Communist "trade 
unions," broke off all contacts with such 
organizations in the invading countries. We 
call upon all free trade un1ons to continue 
tbis ban. Any resumption of exchanges would 
be an unpardonable blow against the brave 
workers of Czechoslovakia now desperately 
resisting Communist tyranny. 

Czechoslovaks are again crowding the 
refugee camps in Austria and at least 50,000 
others who have fled are trying to build new 
lives abroad. The Executive Council proposes 
that the Administration take all necessary 
steps to have the U.N. High Oomm1ssioner for 
Refugees (UNHCR) assist the Czechoslovak 
refugees in ut111zing their skills and talents 
for beginning life anew. 

STATEMENT BY THE CZECHOSLOVAK NATIONAL 
COUNCIL OF AMERICA, EASTERN DIVISION 

We, American citizens of Czech, Slovak 
and Subcarpatho-Ruthenian descent within 

the Metropolitan Area of Greater New York 
have assembled today on the First Anni
versary of Soviet aggression against our na
tive country to demonstrate in front o! the 
Soviet Mission to the United Nations to pro
test against the Soviet occupation of Czecho
slovakia. 

We should like to remind the entire world 
Of the orime of the Soviet invasion upon 
Czechoslovakia, which was a flagrant viola
tion Of several principles o! international law 
incorporated into the Charter of the United 
Nations. 

In particular, the brutal Soviet aggression 
thus: 

( 1) violated the sovereignty of a member 
state of the United Nations (Article 2, Sec
tion 1); 

(2) wa!I carried out in violatiion of Article 
2, Section 4, which prohibits the use Of mill
tary force in the relations between individual 
members Of the United Na.tl.ons; 

(3) violated the principle of self-determi
nation of peoples (Article 1, Section 2); 

(4) was in conflict with Article 2, Section 
7, which prohibits outside intervention in 
matters essentially within the dometsic jur
isdiction of any state; 

(5) was in conflict with a number of reso
lutions of the General Assembly of the United 
Naitions, particularly, however, with Resolu
tion 2131 (XX!) adopted at the meeting of 
December 21, 1965, upon the Soviet Union's 
own motion, declaring not merely the inad
missibility of am.y intervention in the domes
tic affairs of any state, but also the necessity 
of the protection of their independence and 
sovereignty. 

The above-mentioned Soviet 1aggression is a 
brutal crime against the right of a compara
tively small country in the central heart of 
Europe that had been individualistic in de
termiruvting its own fiate and aspirations. This 
aggression was an intervention by the forces 
of reactionary Oommunism to prevent the 
Czechs and Slovaks from establishing their 
own social order that did not endanger any
one. On the contrary, the people of Czecho
slovakia. tried, among other things, to con
tribute to the bulldmg of birdges across the 
discords of an ideologically divided world 
and to lend aJ.d to a better understanding 
and cooperation among all nations on the 
basis of true progress and humanity. 

Subsequently, the Soviet Union tried to 
justify its crime by the so-called Brezhnev 
doctrine, which is in direct conflict with the 
Charter of the United Nations. This doctrine 
merely places the a.ct of Moscow into an 
even worse light, because it tries to sanction 
aggression and thereby deliver small coun
tries to the "tender mercies" of the aggressive 
plans of Soviet imperialism. 

It tries to convert the condemned a.ct of the 
aggressor to some kind of Socialist right 
which should be recognized by the entire 
world. It is an indication of the fact that 
the world is presently going through one o! 
the most dangerous periods in international 
relations since the end of World Warn. Now, 
a year after the Soviet invasion of Czecho
slovakia we read about the efforts of Soviet 
authorities to compel Czechoslovak govern
mental authorities to issue a declaration 
about the alleged necessity of the invasion 
and the ensuing occupation. 

The people of Czechoslovakia have not re
signed themselves to these aggressive plans 
of Moscow. They resisted and continue to re
sist, pressure, and reject Moscow's claims of 
its right to intervene in the leadership of 
the State a.nd fue Czechoslovakia Commu
nist Party; they deny the existence of a right 
of the Soviet Union to determine who should 
govern the country in their name and rep
resent it in its foreign relations. The day of 
August 21st is being commemorated in 
Czechoslovakia as a Day of Soviet Shame in 
a mighty though discipllned Demonstration 
against Soviet pressure. 

We are joining our friends in Czecho-
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slovakia in this great and dignified Demon
stration. We ask the entire civilized world 
to understand its meaning, and to support 
the people of Czechoslovakia in their effort 
to achieve the following sole aim of this Dem
onstration: "The withdrawal of Soviet troops 
from Czechoslovakia." 

We should like to remind particularly the 
representatives of the free nations not to 
miss the singular opportunity for them to 
support this just demand of the people of 
Czechoslovakia in international meetings. 
We are grateful to President Nixon for his 
statement of August 7, 1969, which rejected 
the Brezhnev doctrine and pointed out that 
he would not be guided by it in the develop
ment of cooperation with the countries of 
Eastern Europe. There will be many occasions 
during the forthcoming General Assembly of 
the United Nations for a denunciation of So
viet aggression and for raising the demand 
for the withdrawal of Soviet forces from 
Czechoslovakia. We hope that the represent
atives of the free nations will not let this 
opportunity go by unused and will, by a 
peaceful but diplomatically very effective 
action help to solve a problem which en
dangers the peace in Europe and the peace 
throughout the world. 

VRATSILAV BUSEK, President. 
JOHN BABINEC, Secretary. 

NEW YORK, N.Y., August 21, 1969. 

SENATOR MURPHY SAYS DRUG 
ABUSE REPRESENTS CLEAR AND 
PRESENT DANGER TO COUNTRY 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, at my 
request the Special Subcommittee on 
Alcoholism and Narcotics of the Com
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare held 
hearings in California on the drug-abuse 
problem, which has reached epidemic 
proportions. The hearings were held on 
September 27 in Los Angeles. 

I ask unanimous consent that testi
mony I gave be printed in the RECORD. 

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

Mr. Chairman, first I want to welcome the 
Subcommittee to California. Earlier this 
year-I wrote to Senator Yarborough-the 
Chairman of the Senate Labor and Public 
Welfare Committee--and after the new Spe
cial Subcommittee on Alcoholism and Nar
cotics was created-to Senator Hughes urging 
that hearings be held in California on the 
drug problem. I therefore appreciate very 
much the Subcommittee coming to Cali
fornia. 

The hearing today focuses on a subject 
which has reached epidemic proportions and 
which is foremost on the minds of Cali
fornians-the growing use and abuse of 
drugs. Frankly, Californians are deeply 
alarmed and-rightfully angry-over this 
problem. 

In California the magnitude of the drug 
problem can be seen by the growing number 
of drug arrests. 

In 1968-6,400 adults were arrested-a 
figure representing a 65 per cent increase 
over 1967-and a two hundred per cent in
crease over 1960. 

Juvenile arrests totaled 29,947 in 1968-a 
figure representing a 115 per cent increase 
over 1967 and a two thousand per cent in
crease over 1960. 

In California in 1967-there were over two 
thousand more arrests for marihuana viola
tions than in the previous six years combined. 

These statistics dramatically demonstrate 
the drug problem has reached the crisis 
stage. Even more alarming than the numbers 
is the fact that the average median age for 
drug arrests keeps getting lower and lower. 

At one time, marihuana, for example, was 

a phenomenon of citizens in the ghetto areas 
and certain jazz musicians. More recently, 
there has been a growing concern in Califor
nia and in the country over drug abuse by 
our college students. As bad as this we.s
and is-we now know that drug use is spread
ing to our high schools and junior high 
schools. This Special Subcommittee has 
heard testimony that the drug problem has 
reached the elementary grade levels. Recently 
reported in the press was a story claiming 
that a third grader ma.de $40,000 trafficking 
in drugs. That drugs have reached the ele
mentary level is frightening-but correspon
dence that I have received confirms this in
vasion. For example, I received a letter from 
Mr. Arthur H. Suddjian--Coordinator-Drug 
Abuse Information Center of the Fresno Uni
fied School District--and I quote: "I can 
assure you that drug abuse has not decreased 
in our high schools-it has increased tre
mendously at junior high levels--and has 
extended into the fifth and sixth grades.'' 

On July 17-the San Diego Union in a lead 
editorial pointed out the need for action now 
in the drug battle. The cartoon on the edi
torial page for the same day depicted the 
drug and dope problem as "The Fifth Horse
man" galloping destructively across our 
country with a hypodermic gun labeled 
"Dope". This is an apt description as evi
denced by the frightening possibilities raised 
in the editorial's conclusion which states: 
"Time as well as vigor is of the esseru::e. Un
less something is done quickly parents may 
not be able to send their children to play
grounds without exposing them to nar
cotics". 

On September 16, 1968-then Presidential 
candidate Richard Nixon made an important 
speech to the American people in Anaheim, 
California. In this speech-Mr. Nixon made a 
pledge to the American people that he--if 
elected-would act on the urgent national 
drug abuse problem. President Nixon did 
act--appointing in February-a Special 
Presidential Task Force on Narcotlcs
Marihuana-and Dangerous Drugs. The Task 
Force began its work in March and on June 
6, the Task Force report was sent to the Pres
ident. On September 1, 1969, the first imple
mentation of President Nixon's Task Force 
took place under the name "Operation In
tercept". The FAA regulations were amended 
to provide, among other things, that all 
filghts from Mexico into the United States 
must henceforth be ma.de on a fiight-plan 
basis. The regulations further provided for 
revocation of the license of any pilot con
victed of a drug abuse offense and-where a 
private aircraft is used to smuggle drugs in
to the United States-the certificate of air
worthiness for the plane may be revoked so 
that the plane may no longer be legally fiown 
by anyone. 

So less than a. year after he took office, 
President Nixon launched what I called 
D-day in the nation's war against illegal 
drugs and narcotics. 

A study of this Task Force report reveals 
that it represents a virtual battle plan of 
sweeping proportions. The entire US-Mex
ico border is under surveillance in an effort 
to cut off and control illicit narcotic and 
drug traffic. Mexico is estimaited to supply 
about 85 to 90 per cent of marihuana in the 
United States and is also a source of a sub
stantial amount of other drugs. President 
Nixon thus has launched the crackdown on 
drugs and narcotics that he promised he 
would do in Ahaheim, California, in 1968. 
Certainly "Operation Intercept" will have 
the overwhelming support of the American 
people. 

I was pleased that many of the recom
mendations 1n the Task Force report followed 
recommendations and suggestions that I have 
submitted to the President and to the Ad
ministration. I do wish to comment on some 
areas that seem to me most pressing. 

I believe it is essential that we increase 

research in the whole drug and-particu
larly-the marihuana area for it's quite clear 
that although-for example--we have known 
of marihuana for some time--we have in 
the words of the President's Task Force 
"comparatively little sound research on the 
drug." Therefore, I believe that research ls 
necessary to provide us with the soundest 
possible facts on the causes and effects of 
marihuana. 

In addition, we must step up our educa
tion programs and give our citizens and our 
young people scientifically accurate infor
mation regarding the dangers of drugs. A 
crash anti-drug program comparable to the 
anti-smoking campaign should be under
taken. In addition-we must work within the 
schools and the communities to make drugs 
the "out thing" rather than the "in thing". 

We must enact legislation as proposed 
by the Administration to protect the gen
eral public from the illicit diversion of drugs 
from legitimate channels and to make cer
tain that there is a greater accountability 
of drugs from the nation's pharm.aceutical 
companies. The President's Task Force re
port and testimony before committees of 
Congress have indicated that there are con
siderable quantities of d.ru.gs being legally 
manufactured in the United States-sold 
and exported to Mexie<>-and then smug
gled back to this country. Action in this 
area is particularly critical for the 1968 re
port of the Justice Department of the State 
of California shows a decrease in the per
centage of drug arrests for marihuana in 
both the adult and juvenile categories
but an increase in the percentage of dan
gerous drug use. Therefore, I strongly urge 
that the Administration's recommendations 
to curb and regulate dangerous drugs be 
acted upon immediately. 

No one likes the situation resulting from 
the border checks. It is harmful to business 
on both sides of the border-inconveniences 
the touri&t a.nd our ci tizens---and it is po
tentially harmful to the good relationship 
enjoyed by our governments and our peo
ples. 

I have introduced in the Senate S.J. Res. 
142, which urges the creation of an Inter
national Drug Commission to get interna
tional coordination, cooperation and unified 
action with respect to the drug problem. 
In the past, the Mexican government has 
resisted such an international body, but I 
still believe that we should keep working 
and pushing the Mexican government on 
this. 

We have often said that our young peo
ple represent the nation's greatest national 
resource. This expression may be trite--but 
it is nevertheless true. I strongly believe it. 
Therefore, we are not e.bout to allow drugs 
to continue their insidious endangering of 
the mental and physical health of our young 
people and the undermining of the moral 
fibre of this great nation. 

In short--the American people are angry 
over the drug problem and are demanding 
that action be taken to stop the drug traffic 
which only profits those who don't care 
how they make a buck. 

This rightful anger and demand for ac
tion can be seen in the approximately one 
hundred cities in California who passed 
resolutions urging the closing of the Mexico
US border to minors unless accompanied by 
their parents. 

This rightful anger and demand for ac
tion can be seen by the action Of the Cali
fornia State Legislature in enacting legisla
tion restricting the border-crossings of resi
dent minors to occasions when they are ac
companied by a parent, have parental writ
ten consent, or have a passport. 

This rightful anger and demand for action 
can be seen in New York where in a study 
this week by the New York Times it was 
reported that addict victims were turning 
vigllante and that residents in areas with 
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large numbers of addicts now "regard retri
bution preferable to promises of protection 
and plans for therapeutic programs never 
seem big enough, prompt enough or work
able." This disturbing article went on to 
estimate that there are one hundred thous
and heroin users in New York and that they 
figure the addicts might be stealing as much 
as $2.6 billion a year in property to support 
their habits. The article also told of the 
United States Post Office paying $360,000.00 
in overtime pay just to provide additional 
postmen for safety reasons in some of the 
heavy drug areas. It seems these added post
men are needed twice a month when welfare 
checks are mailed since narcotics addicts 
have come to regard these checks as a po
tential source of money with which to buy 
heroin. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I believe 
the drug problem represents a clear and 
present danger to our citizens and our coun
t ry and I certainly am pleased that you have 
come to California. I am hopeful that a.s a 
result of these hearings and as a result of 
the vigorous action taken and recommenda
tions made by the Administration, we might 
begin to put an end to this terrible problem. 

PUBLIC HEARINGS TAX REFORM 
ACT OF 1969-SUMMARY OF TES
TIMONY 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, today the 
Senate Finance Committee heard testi
mony with respect to that pazt of the 
House tax reform bill whieh reduces de
pletion allowances for hard minerals and 
cuts back on the tax advantages of pro
duction payments of natural resources. A 
number of distinguished citizens repre
senting many areas of the mining indus
try described the potential difficulties 
that these new provisions would pose if 
enacted into law. 

So that Senators might follow the 
progress of these tax reform hearings, I 
ask unanimous consent that the attached 
summary of the testimony be inserted in 
the RECORD. 

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

SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY ON TAX REFORM 
BILL 

WITNESSES 

Hon. William Proxmire, U.S. Senator, State 
of Wisconsin 

Oil and Gas Taxes 
Proposes, on behalf of Senators Brooke, 

Kennedy, Mcintyre, Muskie, Nelson, Pell, and 
Stephen Young, two modifications to the 
House bill with respect to taxation of oil and 
gas: ( 1) elimination of foreign tax credits 
for payments to foreign governments, al
though such payments would be deductible 
as ordinary business expenses; and ( 2) es
tablishment of a three-tier domestic deple
tion allowance to permit the 27¥2-percent 
depletion on the first $5 million of gross 
income from oll and gas properties, 21 per
cent on the gross income from $5 million to 
$10 million, and 14 percent for gross income 
in excess of $10 milllon. 

Contends that the present foreign tax 
credits for the oil industry are really dis
guised royalty payments. Argues that the 
three-tier depletion allowance would con
tinue the incentives for the small independ
ent producers while it would prevent the 
major companies from abusing the tax struc
ture. Maintains that these two proposals 
would raise more than three times as much 
revenue as the Treasury's proposal. 

Supports the House provisions to elimi
nate foreign depletion allowances and ABC 
and production payment transactions. 

Indicates that the revenue loss from the 
oil percentage depletion allowance and in
tangible drilling expensing was $1.6 billion 
in 1968. Considers this to be Government 
spent money just as if Congress had ap
propriated the money--except that it did not 
receive the examination of the appropria
tions budget process to evaluate whether it 
was worth the cost. States that this $1.6 bil
lion is three times the budgeted amount in 
fiscal 1969 for Federal law enforcement, 15 
times the cost of the Federal judicial sys
tem, three times the amount for school lunch 
and food stamp programs, five times the 
amount for low-rent public housing, and 4 
times the allotment for the Alliance for 
Progress. 

Considers the oil and gas tax incentives 
to be most inefficient as a way of achieving 
the goal of stimulating exploration. 

Suggests, as an alternative to expending of 
intangible drilling costs, a direct drilling sub
sidy of 25 percent of the tangible costs on 
exploratory wells. 
Hon. Gordon Allott, U.S. Senator, State of 

Colorado 
011 Sale Depletion Allowance 

Urges the committee to retain the provi
sion in the House bill which permits the 
depletion allowance on oil shale to be taken 
after the retort process. Points out that to 
apply the depletion allowance to rock is 
meaningless and that oil shale must undergo 
complicated and expensive retort processes 
in order to derive the liquid kerogen neces
sary for the production of oil. States that 
the House bill recognizes the need of apply
ing ·the depletion allowance to the post-retort 
state of processing. 

Indicates that the failure to develop real
istic and equltable Federal tax incentives has 
had a direct bearing on the unwilllngness of 
business management to commit the large 
amounts of oapital requisite for the develop
ment of an oil shale industry. 

States that Treasury opposes the retention 
of this provision in the House bill arguing 
that the proposed additional incentive 
"should be granted in terms of the research 
and development objective." States that the 
administration believes this proposal would 
constitute "an important breach in the prin
ciple that percentage depletion is to be com
puted on gross income from mining, not 
manufacturing to any extent." Believes that 
Treasury's objectives simply are not in ac
cord with the facts because (1) to suggest 
that further research and development ef
forts should be expended (Government and 
industry have invested nearly $100 milllon in 
oil shale research and development) simply 
overlooks the realities of the present situa
tion; (2) under existing law, treatment proc
esses are considered mining for purpose of 
applying the depletion allowance to ores or 
minerals which are not customarily sold in 
the form of the crude mineral product, that 
is, lead, zinc, copper, gold, silver, uranium, 
fluorspar ores, and potash. 

Molybdenum Depletion Allowance 
Points out that molybdenum is the only 

nonferrous metal to be excluded from the 
23 percent depletion allowance. States that 
under present law, molybdenum receives 15 
percent and equity would seem to require 
that it should be treated no differently than 
other ferro-alloy materials. Believes that 
molybdenum's unique properties should re
ceive the same depletion treatment afforded 
other nonferrous industrial meta.ls. 
Divesture by All Foundations of Voting Stock 

of Business En terprlses 
Points out that the House b1ll provides that 

if a foundation owns more than 20 percent of 
the voting stock of a business enterprise it 
must divest itself of sumclent stock to bring 
such holdings to no more than 20 percent. 
Discusses several unique foundations (in
cluding the Helen Bonflls Foundation and El 
Pomar Foundations) which would be severely 

imperiled if the proposed change actually be
comes law. Believes that the 20-percent provi
sion should be amended to assure that it is 
structured in such a way that foundations ex
ist for charitable purposes and not for per
petuating donor control or for tax evasion. 
NATURAL RESOURCES: DEPLETION ALLOWANCES, 

EXPLORATION EXPENSES, PRODUCTION PAY
MENTS (HARD MINERALS) 

Fred W. Peel, chairman, tax committee, 
American Mining Congress 

Depletion Rates 
States that the mining industry will re

quire tremendous amounts of capital invest
ment to meet future demand and if the 
industry is to generate the caplJtal to meet in
creased demands, then the present depletion 
rates should not be reduced. 

Effective Dates 
Suggests that all tax imposing provisions of 

the House b1ll be applied prospectively only. 
Mining Exploration 

Urges that taxpayers who have elected to 
treat their exploration expenditures under 
section 615 of the Code be given another op
portunity to elect section 617 treatment. 
Suggests that in explaining the mining ex
ploration expenditure provisions of the blll in 
the committee report, it be stated that ex
penditures after the development stage ls 
reached are to be treaited as development (or 
production) expenditures. 

Mineral Production Payments 
Believes that if profits from sale of min

eral production payments are treated as loans 
for purposes of depletion computations, the 
mining industry should not be prevented 
from accelerating income for other purposes 
on the same basis as other taxpayers. 

Depreciation 
Suggests that buildings constructed by 

mining companies to house their mining and 
beneflciation faclllties and for related op
erations be permitted to continue to use dou
ble declining balance and sum of the yearR 
diglits depreciation subject to full recapturP. 
and depreciation a.s ordinary income against 
profit on sale. Urges provision in the law for 
depreciation guideline lives so taxpayers may 
use useful lives at lea.st as short as guideline 
lives without regard to a reserve ratio test. 

"Hobby Loss" Provision 
Recommends that if this section is re

tained in the House bill, it be revised to 
make it clear that it does not apply to un
profitable activities carried on as segment of 
an overall trade or business conducted with 
a reasonable expectation of realizing profit. 

Foreign Mining 
Suggests that the entire subject of foreign 

tax credits and changes from domestic de
pletion rates be put over for consideration 
when the Treasury makes its comprehensive 
proposals on taxation of a foreign income. 
States that any changes in our tax laws that 
would discourage American mining firms 
from securing and developing foreign min
eral deposits would be contrary to the na
tional interest. 

Brice O'Brien, general counsel, National Coal 
Association 

Percentage Depletion 
Recommends that, instead of being cut to 

7-percent depletion, coal should be given 
the 15-percent rate presently applicable to 
minerals in the "all other" category. Con
tends that coal is vital to the export trade 
and is essential to the electric power and 
steel industries. Argues that other Govern
ment policies have reduced the incentive to 
invest in coal productive capacity, and that 
the tax incentive should not be reduced to 
add to these problems. States that coal is 
more important to the economy than many 
of the minerals in the "all other" category. 



September 30, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 27599 
Mineral Production Payments 

Does not object to the repeal of the present 
tax treatment of mineral production pay
ments. Proposes, however, tha.t the effective 
date be made prospective. 

Synthetic Fuels-Cut-Off Point 
Notes that the House bill provides for 

computation of depletion for on shale at the 
point where it is equivalent to crude oU. 
Suggests that any mineral used to make 
synthetic oil and gas be allowed the same 
tax incentive as any other mineral used for 
the same purpose. 

Depreciation Guidelines and "Reserve 
Ratio" Test 

Proposes that legislative sanction be made 
for the existing depreciation guidelines and 
that the "reserve ratio" test be el1m1nated. 
Suggests inclusion of "industrial buildings" 
in the guidelines, but provide for taxation as 
ordinary income all depreciation taken in 
the future and recaptured on the sale of 
such industrial buildings. 

Multiple Corporations 
Requests retention of the present tax 

treatment of multiple corporations where 
the taxpayer can demonstrate a sound busi
ness reason (independent of and apart from 
tax saving«) for the use of multiple 
corporations. 

Mineral Exploration Expenditures 
Recommends that the llmitation on small 

companies be removed so that section 615 
taxpayers will be treated the same as section 
617 taxpayers. 
John R. Greenlee, chairman, tax committee, 

American Iron Ore Association 
Percentage Depletion Rates 

States that in light of the foreign tax credit 
provisions the denial of full depletion on 
foreign iron ore deposits would result in a 
U.S. taxpayer paying additional tax to foreign 
countries and no additional tax to the United 
States. Contends that no reasonable distinc
tion can be made between domestic and for
eign depletion rates as applied to the pro
duction of iron ore and urges that the rates 
for both remain at 15 percent. 

Foreign Tax Oredi t 
Urges that the present rules for the com

putation of the foreign tax credit be retained. 
Believes that in attempting to eliminate a 
possible "double benefit", the House bill does 
violence to other sections of the Code and 
should be rejected. 

States that the House proposals adversely 
affect their international competitive posi
tion. Suggests that American capital must 
develop foreign iron ore reserves, not only 
to complement our domestic supplies but in 
order that United States controlled opera
tions can effectively compete in the foreign 
markets for iron ore. 
Charles E. Brady, on behalf of the National 

Scrnd & Gravel Association 
Sand and Gravel Industry 

Notes that the sand and gravel industry 
is the largest nonfuel mineral industry in 
the United States. Indicates that sand and 
gravel ls not an inexhaustible natural re
source, but that currently held reserves had 
a life expeotancy of 24 years as of 1963. 

States that sand and gravel operations 
must be located close to metropolitan areas, 
and that the land price for operations has 
increased substantially. Argues that without 
a depletion allowance of at least 5 percent, 
the sand and gravel industry wm not be able 
to locate and acquire the necessary land close 
to the market. 
Earle T. Andrews, member, taxation com
mittee, National Industrial Sand Association 

Mineral Depletion Allowance 
Opposes the proposed rate reduction in de

pletion for industrial sand from 15 to 11 

percent. Argues that the proposal is contrary 
to national policy to encourage development 
of mineral resources. States that this change 
was not based upon any study of either the 
industrial sand industry or the mining in
dustries generally. 

Contends that the proposed rate reduction 
would be a serit.Jus dislocation to the econ
omies of the industrial sand industry, yet 
not greatly increasE .x revenues. 
S. James Campbell, National Crushed Stone 

Association 
Percentage Depletion for Crushed Stone 

States that the reasons which ca.used the 
Congress in 1951 to grant the crushed stone 
industry a depletion allowance of 5 percent 
on construction aggregates and 15 percent on 
chemical and agricultural stone are even 
more compelling today and require the con
tinuance of this treaitment. Expresses the 
opinion that a change in a tax provision is 
not a "reform," if the reasons which 
prompted the provisions originally remain 
valid. 

States that the depletion allowance incen
tive is needed if the production of stone is to 
meet projected demand. Notes that market
able stone is becoming more difficult to lo
cate, and the capital investment required to 
open and develop a stone quarry is becoming 
greater. 

Urges the retention of the present rates of 
depletion for the crushed stone industry in 
order that the needs of this Nation will be 
properly supplied in 1985 and in the year 
2000. 
Philip L. Corson, chairman, tax committee, 

National Lime Association 
Percentage Depletion of Limestone 

Points out that high-quality limestone is 
indispensable in the manufacture of iron and 
steel and in the beneficiation of copper ore 
and copper refining, and states that known 
reserves of high-quality ("metallurgical 
grade") limestone in this country are in rela
tively short supply. 

States thiat limestone companies are being 
forced to invest heavily in elaborate dust con
trol equipment and systems tn order to com
ply with recent stringent air pollution stand
ards. 

Requests the restoration to the House bill 
of the current 15 percent depletion rate on 
limestone as well as the 5 percent rate on 
construction aggregates. 
Paul W. Seitz, first vice president, board of 
direct-,,.s, National Limestone Institute, Inc. 

Percentage Depletion of Limestone · 
Opposes the proposed reduction under the 

House bill in the existing percentage deple
tion rates for limestone from 15 and 5 percent 
to 11 and 4 percent. States that the proposed 
reductions indicate a significant change from 
the policy which recognized that mineral 
resources are wasting assets. 

Expresses the opinion that the proposals 
were not based upon any study of either the 
limestone industry or the mining industries 
generally, and that it is unlikely the Ways 
and Means Committee even considered them 
in terms of any mining industries other than 
oil and gas. 

Suggests that investors in the limestone 
industry need the incentive of percentage 
depletion to develop limestone deposits and 
to efficiently produce marketable limestone 
products. 

Depletion of Real Estate 
States that the House proposals respecting 

depletion of real estate would result in a seri
ous impact on the cash fiow of the iron ore 
m.1ntng industry. States that the provisions 
are broad enough in scope to include appre
ciable industria.l real estaite constructed or 
acquired for use as an integral part of a 
mining operation. 

Does not oppose the recapture provisions 
of the House b111--states the provisions pro-

vide ample protection against so-called 
abuses involving real estate depletion. 
Rhyne Simpson, Jr., first vice president, 

Gypsum Association 
Percentage Depletion Rates 

Opposes any reduction in percentage de
pletion rates. Requests, in the alternative, 
relief for gypsum from the general 30-per
cent reduction in percentage depletion rates. 
Points out that the principal market for the 
gypsum mining industry is products used in 
residential construction, which has been ar
tificially depressed by high interest rates. In
dicates that the need for residential con
struction, particularly in urban centers, is a 
pressing na.tiona.l problem. States that the 
gypsum industry has in the past and hopes 
in the future to aid in solving this problem, 
but that this will take funds which are re
stricted because of depressed housing. Urges 
the retention of the percentage depletion 
rate for gypsum under the precedent estab
lished in the House bill continuing accel
erated depletion for residential construction. 
John W. Roberts, president, Solite Corp. 

Percentage Depletion 
Opposes the proposed reduction in the ex

isting percentage depletion rate for sintered 
or burned lightweight aggregate. Urges (1) 
continuation of the 7Y2-percent I"ate for 
lightweight aggregate, or preferably, (2) 
amendment of code section 613(c) (4) to 
treat as a mining process the sintering or 
burning of clay, shale and slate used or sold 
for use as lightweight aggregate. Draws at
tention to discr1m1nation between clay, shale, 
and slate used as lightweight aggregate and 
other competitive concrete aggregates. Points 
out that the rate for lightweight aggregates 
is reduced by the House bill from 7Y2 to 5 per
cent (a one-third cutback), while the rate for 
gravel, sand and crushed stone used as con
crete aggregate ls reduced from 5 to 4 per
cent (only a one-fifth cutback). Emphasizes 
that clay, shale and slate used as lightweight 
aggregate be allowed a 6-percent rate, which 
is a cutback of one-fifth from present rate. 
Also points out that competitive products 
compute percentage depletion on selling price 
whereas clay, shale and slate aggregates must 
compute percentage depletion on the value 
before burning and sintering. 

Urges that discovery and development of a 
deposit of suitable raw material for light
weight aggregate is a difficult and expensive 
project consequently the lightweight ag
gregate industry needs percentage depletion. 
Emphasizes that the proposed cutback in the 
depletion allowance cannot have a significant 
impact on national revenues, however, the 
effect on individual producers of lightweight 
aggregate will be substantial. 
Clark Sutherland, chairman, clay pipe indus

try depletion committee, NationaL Clay 
Pipe Institute 

Clay Pipe Depletion 
Recommends no reduction of the current 

7Y2 percent depletion allowance. States that 
expansion and modernization are sorely 
needed, but risk capital is hard to find and 
would doubtless be less than adequate with 
a further reduction in the percentage de
pletion allowance. 

Points out that limestone and shale (clay), 
the principal ingredients used in the manu
facture of cement, enjoy a 15-percent deple
tion allowance rate whtle sewer pipe clay has 
been reduced. States that refractory clay 
purchased for manufacture of sewer pipe, al
though 15 percent when mined, becomes 7.5 
percent when used 1n clay pipe production. 
Urges an equitable adjustment in clay pipe 
depletion to eliminate arbitrary competitive 
disadvantages between the cement pipe and 
clay pipe industries. 

States that clay used 1n the manufacture 
of sewer pipe, supported by Internal Revenue 
Service rulings, under earlier law was per
mitted a 15-percent allowance until it was 
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summarily reduced in 1960 to 5 percent. In
dicates that this amount was subsequently 
increased to 7¥2 percent in 1966 amounting 
to only 50 percent of its original allowance. 
Argues that it is unfair to reduce again an 
already reduced percentage on an across-the
board basis, compared to other minerals 
which have not heretofore suffered any re
ductions. 

CHICAGO CALLS S. 2625 A PRACTI
CAL SOLUTION TO THE EDUCA
TION CRISIS 
Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, from 

the city of Chicago, I have received a 
letter from Superintendent Redmond 
endorsing the Urban and Rural Edu
cation Act, which I introduced on July 
15. The superintendent says that S. 2625 
"provides a logical and practical solution 
to a major crisis in education and un
doubtedly will have widespread sup
port." 

I ask unanimous consent that the let
ter be printed in the RECORD. 

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

BOARD OF EDUCATION, 
CITY OF CHICAGO, 

Chicago, Ill., August 14, 1969. 
Hon. GEORGE MURPHY, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MURPHY: Thank you for 
your letter of August 7, 1969 with the en
closed reprint from the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

Introduction of the Urban and Rural Edu
cation Act of 1969 in the Senate was a ma~ter 
stroke on your part which is worthy of the 
highest commendation from educators 
throughout the country. The amendment 
provides a logical and practical solution to 
a major crisis in education, and undoubtedly 
will have widespread support. 

Unquestiona:bly the disadvantaged young
sters in the Chicago public schools need 
much more help than they are presently re
ceiving and S. 2625 would help to provide it. 
We could really utilize more than the 30% 
"add-on" for fiscal year 1970, but this is a 
great step in the right dirootion. 

You were wise to specify that the funds 
were to be restricted to the elementary grades 
since this is the level at whlch it will do 
the moot good. If the educational assistance 
is not provided to the disadvantaged at an 
early age, no later help oan make up for the 
lost years. Concentration of the additional 
fund!:> in the schools having the greatest 
need is also a very sound policy which has 
been proven over the past several years in 
the regular ESEA Tl tle I prog:ria.ms in our 
city. 

Your amendment appears to be exitremely 
well thought out and its passage should do 
much for children in the urban and rural 
disadvantaged areas. You may be certain that 
it has the complete support of the Chicago 
public schools, and that we will extend every 
effort to a.sSist in obtaining aipproval by Con
gress. 

With every best wish for the early passage 
of S. 2625. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES F. REDMOND, 

General Superintendent of Schools. 

NOMINATION OF ROBERT E. 
WIECZOROWSKI 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, today Pres
ident Nixon is announcing the nomina
tion of Robert E. Wieczorowski, of Chi
cago, to be Executive Director for the 
United States at the International Bank 
for Reconstruction and Development. 

This is a fine choice. I have known Mr. 
Wieczorowski for many years, and can 
vouch for his business and civic leader
ship in the Middle West where he has 
been an outstanding investment banker 
and a guiding force in the development 
of the Chicago Council on Foreign Rela
tions. During his 4 years as president 
of the council he vastly expanded the 
council's activities in public information 
and education. 

Mr. Wieczorowski's selection is the 
latest in a series of appaintments of 
distinguished Illinoisans by the Presi
dent. I am pleased to express the pride 
of the people of Illinois in our State's 
contribution to the service of the Nation. 

CLOSED TREATY HEARINGS 
Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, the Sena

tor from Arirona <Mr. GoLDWATER) has 
urged that the closed hearings before 
the Subcommittee on Security Agree
ments and Commitments Abroad of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations be 
opened to the press and the public. He 
states that "there is no reason for secrecy 
in questions involving treaties which were 
openly ratified by the Senate," and he 
contends that "there are no security mat
ters that would be breached by cautious 
questioning of witnesses in open ses
sion." 

I agree with Senator GoLDWATER and 
I commend him for speaking out. The 
American people pay the bills in blood 
and treasure for our foreign treaty com
mitments, and they have a right to know 
the extent and details of our national 
commitments. 

DESIGN CONCEPT TEAMS 
Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I invite 

attention to two articles in Innovation 
magazine about the highway program 
and the city of Baltimore. There has been 
a good deal of controversy over the ad
vance of the superhighways in Balti
more, as in many other cities, and in one 
of the articles that I shall place in the 
RECORD today, this battle is described. 
In Baltimore, we have been exceptional
ly fortunate in having our urban high
way planning done in a unique manner 
with design concept teams. This new ap
proach to planning is a very significant 
breakthrough for our cities. 

Therefore, I shall place in the RECORD 
an article describing the design concept 
teams and their use in Baltimore. The 
article was written by Archibald Rogers 
the originator of this design concept 
team and a partner in the outstanding 
architectural firm of Rogers, Taliaferro, 
Kostritsky, Lamb. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that these two articles be printed in the 
RECORD. I also hope to address the Senate 
in the near future about design concept 
teams and our urban highway program. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
How To OoMBINE EXPERTS' !DEAS AND CITI

ZENS' !DEAS AND YOUR OWN PROFESSIONAL 
TALENTS IN BUILDING AN ENVIRONMENT 
THAT Is RIGHT FOR PEOPLE 
Over the ne:ict thirty years, we of the United 

States wlll spend several trilllon dollars to 
rebuild our physical environment. Billions for 

new homes. Billions for highways. Billions for 
the renewal of our cities. 

Come what may, those trillions will be 
spent. 

But how? What kind of environment are 
we creating? And the big question, the ques
tion that hangs heavy over us--threatening 
a resounding no: 

Can a democracy build a beautiful en
vironment--beautlful in both a humane and 
aesthetic sense? 

The answer I keep hearing is not really an 
answer at all. "Why certainly it can," goes 
the ringing response, "provided we set aside 
democratic processes." 

Many important people hold to this belief. 
And many who are concerned about aesthet
ics, including a good number of my col
leagues in architecture, will tell you that 
"the people" are not to be trusted in this 
area called urban design. 

I cannot agree. I say not only must the 
people be trusted, but that there ls no alter
native. We saw this in Baltimore-as re
counted by David Allison in last month's 
lnnovation-whe.re the community organized 
itself against the expressways. The people 
will fight you unless you involve them, un
less they feel they are participants in the de
sign process. 

Baltimore encouraged a degree of com
munity participation, through the creation 
of its Design Concept Team. (It was my 
proposal that such a team be set up ln Balti
more, but I did not serve as a member.) 
However, the creation of a design team 
of professional speclalists--architects, social 
scientists, engineers, and so on-is only one 
step toward the kind of community involve
ment I am talking about. 

The design team alone is not the answer. 
You also need the people, the community, 

organized as a team themselves. And along 
with the community team and the design 
team, you must esta.blish what I call a deci
sion-making team. 

These are the three essential components 
in the urban design process. Within these 
next pages, I will talk about their makeup, 
their working relationships, and how this 
triumvirate can achieve a new order of urban 
design. 

I will speak from the viewpoint of the 
architect, since architecture ls my profes
sional base. But as I discuss the problem of 
rebuilding our physical environment, I will 
assume that you bring a different professional 
perspective to it. Perhaps you are as systems 
engineer, or a banker, or a politician, or a 
scientist. I will assume further that you have 
a professional skill to offer in solving this 
problem of environmental renewal-as a po
tential member of one of the three teams I 
will be describing, whether as a member of 
the design team, the decisionmaking team, 
or as a representative of the community. 

I have always said that great design is not 
a produce of a great architect. Great design 
is a product of a great architect with a great 
client. To cite Baltimore again, I believe the 
community of Baltimore ls at least latently 
a great client--and I know that its design 
team is potentially a great architect. I believe 
this architect working with this client can 
indeed produce a great work of civic archi
tecture. 

But to achieve what lt has thus far, Balti
more had to go through some agonizing re
appraisals. It had to learn that the true 
client is not that mythical character called 
the "highway uses"-the man who is pre
sumed to spend his life in his automobile and 
who cheers for new expressways wherever 
they can be built. What Baltimore taught-
and what is being taught in a score of cities-
is that the true client is the community 
itself. 

As of today, the Baltimore project ls still 
no more than an experiment--an idea for 
solving the design and political problems of 
urban expressways. Many years will pass be
fore we know whether the experiment was a 
success. But meanwhile the idea itself is 
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catching on. A design team is at work in 
Chicago and others are being formed in Cam
bridge and Seattle. 

What encourages me about these various 
experiments is the fact that the experience 
gained from them is bound to be valuable 
in many other areas--beyond the immediate 
problem of urban expressways. 

The fact is, the design team idea is appli
cable to nearly every scale of project-from 
that scale we normally classify as archi
tecture to a much larger scale, a national 
scale. Here I am referring to national plan
ning-and this is the second subject I want 
to discuss, for I believe that our nation is 
now prepared--i>erha.ps for the first time 
since the days of Thomas Jefferson-to think 
.about something as comprehensive as a 
national plan. 

But not by the old methods--the old 
procedures of design. Indeed, I believe the 
real significance of the design teams--in 
Baltimore and the other cities--is that they 
may herald the emergence of a new archi
tecture that may prove as important for 
Western C11.1lture as did the earlier experiment 
of the twenties wLthin the Bauhaus under 
Walter Gropius. 

To understand this new architecture, we 
must appraise conventional architecture as 
practiced ·today. To my profession, its clien
tele, and the general public, architecture is 
generally understood to consist of inde
pendent buildings--as individual elements 
against the backdrop of landscape or street
scape. From this conventional view has 
sprung an obsessive concern with external 
appearance, and many gifted designers at
tempting what architect Ming Pei calls "head 
stands in concrete." This leads to a bastardi
zation of design itself, where design is mis
interpreted to mean simply style or decor. 
When he falls into that trap, the designer 
becomes a minor character-he becomes a 
stylist or a decorator, somebody who comes 
into the picture after all the practical deci
sions have been m.ade. In my opinion, the 
architect has brought this on himself, by 
setting himself up as a taste-maker, an 
aesthetic dictator-and as a consequence, 
his work is judged as sculpture rather tha.n 
as architecture. 

What is lacking therefore, and what must 
come in the new arch1tecture, is the char
acteristic of wholeness. Architecture (as a 
product) and design (as a process) must act 
as a unifying agent within our severed 
society. 

Unity is an important mission for our 
nation in these times--0bvious. All forces 
within our society should share in this mis
sion-equally obvious. The architect is one 
of these unifying forces--by no means ob
vious! Indeed, I would even call it incredible. 

Do we not look upon conventional archi
tecture-wt th its emphasis on style or fash
ion-as irrelevant to the urgencies of the 
day? Do we not summon the conventional 
architect to the urban scene only after the 
important decisions have been ma.de? 

Of course we do--and hence the role of 
the architectural designer today is little more 
than that of decorator. 

This is a quite untypical role for architec
ture as it has been understood throughout 
history. Architecture of the past has re
flected the values, functions, and aspirations 
of the societies it has housed. And the archi
tect of the past was therefore regarded as 
the generalist of his times, the generalist 
who understood the specialized segments of 
his society and who synthesized from this 
understanding. 

That is what great architecture has been 
all a.bout. 

And that is what the new architecture 
must be all about-particularly a.t the scale 
of city architecture and urban design. 

Yet the precise opposite obtains today. 
Look at our cities. 
We do not think of them as unities. On 

the contrary, we divide the wholeness of a 
city into separate functions-traffic control, 
street maintenance, under-street utilities
and ea-eh of these separate functions is as
signed to a different administrator and de
signer. There is no generalist to unify the 
parts. 

And hence the chaos of our public street
scape-and the wastage of the public funds 
so chaotically invested. 

Henceforth, we must unite these separate 
functions and all the relevant disciplines. 
And here we come back to the design team. 
Today's architectural project-at any sig
nificant scale-is too complicated (and too 
important in its effect on the life of a city) 
to be left to the often egocentric whims of 
a design hero, regardless of which profession 
has produced such a hero. Thus the design 
team must include not only the traditional 
design disciplines of architecture, planning, 
engineering, and landscape architecture, but 
also the nondesign disciplines which are so 
fundamental to achieving a social relevance
at the very least, those of economics and 
sociology. 

But as I said earlier, the team must be 
united with the community and with that 
third component in the design process, the 
decision-making team. 

This is perhaps the most critical problem 
of all, for there is very little unit among 
today's participants in the design process-
particularly when we look at an entire city 
and see how the design process works there. 
The designer is divorced from his client and 
both are divorced from the community itself. 
Inevitably, the result of this divorcement is a 
series of discontented and irrelevant addi
tions to the cityscape. 

What do we do about this? 
Let us look first at the relationship be

tween the designers and the community. Ob
viously, if the designers are to work With the 
community, the community has to be talked 
to--and listened to. The tradition in the past 
has been one of secrecy. You did not tell the 
community what you were doing until you 
absolutely had to--at a public hearing. This 
was particularly true of highway projects . 
Secrecy is defended on the grounds that pre
mature knowledge will spur speculation in 
land-but the reason for secrecy hes less to 
do with this than with the fact that public 
authorities do not trust the public. 

The public is troublesome. It asks too many 
questions. It is ignorant of the real issues. 
And hence the tradition holds that there 
shall be no public involvement. 

This tra.dition has got to go. Public involve
ment must begin at the very beginning, with 
the identification of values, aspirations, com
munity goals. If you want the community 
to respond positively to design alternatives, 
then the community must have a voice. This 
does not mean that it is going to be possible 
to satisfy everybody, nor do I say that de
sign decisions should be made on the basis 
of a majority vote. 

Let me take the example of Cincinnati to 
illustrate what I am talking about. As most 
such stories do, the story of Cincinnati starts 
with faih.i.re. 

Over a period of five years, Cincinnati 
made three attempts to evolve a downtown 
renewal plan. All three failed to Win support. 
The first plan, by the city planning depart
ment, was not aired publicly until it had 
been completed. The City Council killed it 
over the issue of a controversial underground 
garage. The second plan, privately commis
sioned by a group of downtown merchants, 
ran into trouble over the issue of closing off 
some streets. It too was shot down. Then the 
city hired a private developer to take a third 
crack at the problem, but again, the various 
factions within the city could not agree. 
At this point, in mid-1963, my firm was asked 
to come in as the fourth candidate for 
crucifixion. 

We were warned of two taboos when we 

started. First, do not propose an under
ground garage. Second, do not touch Foun
ta1n Square. Fountain Square is a kind of 
sacred symbol in Cincinnati. 

Today, the new downtown is just about 
finished. The new plan includes an under
ground garage, and on top of the garage 
we are constructing a new Fountain Square. 
There was no public outc.ry against either 
scheme. 

I believe our plan succeeded because of 
the working relationship that was estab
lished among client, community, and our
selves. For example, when we went into the 
situation, the planning oommission pro
posed that all parties of interest be formed 
into a working review committee. These in
cluded members of the City Council, mem
bers of various city agencies, such as the 
planning commission, and various private in
terests, such as Procter & Gamble and some 
of the city's big banks. What we had to do 
was establish a process whereby these inter
est groups would be made to work together
and to work with us--in the step-by-step 
creation of a new plan. And we had to set up 
a decision la.dder-a device whereby each de
cision by the working review committee 
would pass immediately to the planning 
commission and then to the city council 
for formal adoption. 

A typical decision would have to do With 
the question of separation of pedestrians 
from automobiles--should there be such 
separation or not? We insisted that all such 
questions be discussed out i1ll. the open, .at 
public meetings. These sessions usually ran 
for two days, during which time all of the 
various alternative proposals were presented 
and the public was free to participate. We 
would present all alternatives coequally
and thus ithe working review committee had 
the opportunity (indeed, the duty) to review 
all the possibilities. We would put forth our 
own recommendations as to which scheme 
appeared best to us, but even the wildest 
ideas were given public exposure, tncluding 
publication in the local newspapers, and the 
committee could a.ccept our Tecommenda
tion~r that of another party. 

Seveml points are importaint to note here. 
First, the community is involved in the proc
ess; the presentations are made form.ally, but 
the community is present-and it is able to 
participate in the deliberations. Second, the 
decisions--the choices from iamong the vari
ous alternatives--are made by those With 
power, but the decisions are made With full 
knowledge of community attitudes, and with 
the community's knowledge of what is going 
on. 

I want to take a moment to talk about 
the question of power-and here we come 
to the role of the decision-making team. The 
power question is the crucial one in this 
whole iapproach to urban design, for what 
is involved is the willingness of existing in
stitutions~public institutions-4;() surrender 
their powers to a lllew institution. Cincinnati 
did this with the creaition of its working re
view committee, which had the power to 
make decision&-and the obligation to do so, 
for otherwise everything stops. You must 
have such a body-with Wide representation. 
In Cincinnati, for example, the decision
making team ha.d 23 members, each with 
one vote and majority rule. 

Baltimore, on the other band, has ha.d no 
such decision-making mechanism-amd this 
has been one of the sources of difficulty in 
Baltimore. Actually, •the source of the prob., 
lem is not in Baltimore at all, but rather in 
Washington, in the Bureau of Public Roads. 
When the Design Concept Team was being 
set up--with much support for the idea from 
the Bureau of Public Roads--! was urging 
the creation of a decision-making team as 
well. I said that the Bureau of Public Roads 
should be represented on the team~since 
federal money was involved__,but I also 
said that the Bureau representative should 
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have no more power than any other team 
member. One man-one vote, just as in Cin
cinnati, with the team majority having the 
power to accept or reject each proposal as 
it came through. However, the powers-that
be decided that the Bureau of Public Roads 
could not surrender its power of veto. What 
was said, in effect, was that the plenipoten
tiary power of the decision team would vio
late the legislative mandate of the Bureau 
of Public Roads. 

Legally, of course, this was right--and I 
do not quarrel with the interpretation. On 
t he other hand, this unwillingness to dele
gate power is the essence of the institutional 
problem-whether we are talking about ex
pressways through Baltimore or school de
centralization in the Ocean Hill-Browns
ville section of New York. In all such cases, 
the institution is willing to give the com
munity a voice, provided the institution re
tains the power to veto. 

But when this is the new condition, you 
are worse off than before. In fact, I believe 
this is the source of our current urban un
rest. I do not think the cause of riots is poor 
housing or rats or unemployment or police 
brutality. These things trigger riots, but the 
central cause, I believe, is institutional. The 
people are revolting against our obsolete 
municipal institutions. 

What are the alternatives? Do we defend 
those institutions? If so, we must put down 
the forces of change. Or do we adapt them 
to fit the new circumstances? I fear there ls 
no time to adapt, for the pace of change ls 
so fast that the institutions wlll be blown 
to pieces first. Thus, I believe we must dis
mantle them, and replace them with new 
and embryonic institutions that have some 
hope of working. 

I read our times as the end of the Renais
sance-even though we perhaps think of the 
Renaissance as having ended with the death 
of Christopher Wren. But I believe the very 
chaos of our situation today supports my 
view-and if I am correct, then the United 
States has the kind of responsibility that 
faced Elizabethan England. But if we can 
meet this challenge-which is very much 
wrapped up in the unresolved issues of tech
nology and social change-then I believe we 
can bring our nation its first Golden Age. 

It is easy to look at our older cities, such as 
Boston or Charleston or Annapolis, and say 
"That was our Golden Age." But really these 
were only isolated transplants from a Golden 
Age in Europe. We have been too busy di
gesting our continent, our technology, our 
international responsibilities, to have had an 
American Golden Age. But if we wlll begin 
to express its form, I believe ours can be an 
age as great as the Renaissance, an age that 
will carry with it the traditional form of a 
beautiful environment, and on a scale as 
large as the nation itself. 

I mentioned earlier the idea of a national 
plan. Not only do I believe a national plan 
is politically feasible, but I think it is essen
tial if the nation is to get on with certain 
urgent programs-such as the building of 
new towns, to pick one example. 

Indeed, I cannot conceive of new towns 
being positioned throughout this country 
without a coordinated national policy and 
plan. 

If we look at design on this scale-on the 
scale of a national plan-the first thing we 
see is the transportation skeleton. We may 
look at the transportation skeleton on a 
small scale-your house and the road going 
past it. Or we may see it on a larger scale-
of a complete neighborhood or even a com
plete nation. But however we look at it, this 
is the skeleton on which the urban form 
depends. 

We really ought to call it the public skele
ton, for it ls here that more than 90 % of the 
capital investment of the public ls invested
federal, state, and local. In other words, 90% 
of the money we spend for public things-
for schools, parks, hospitals, highways, li
braries, all the public activities, adding up 

to several billions per year-is spent along 
this great national skeleton. 

The point then, is that things can be 
done with this skeleton--and with those bll
lions-to shape the urban form. Things that 
cannot be done in the operation of the free 
market place, on private land. 

What ls needed to evolve an urban form 
and move us toward that beautiful environ
ment we seek? First is the need for a na
tional plan. And this should come from the 
work of a team of many disciplines, includ
ing ecologists, agronomists, sociologists, 
architects, engineers, economists. I estimate 
that this would be a two-year project and 
that it would cost about $5 million to de
velop a schematic design for the entire 
country. 

Second, there is need for a deoision-makers' 
team. I believe this should be a cabinet
level task force, since virtually every fed
eral agency will be involved, as well as state 
and local representatives and private groups. 
The decision-making team would have the 
power to acquire land-for the new towns 
and freeways-and the power to esta-bllsh 
design criteria. 

And finally, there must be a communi.ty 
team. On the naitional scale, the "commu
nity" would be represented by the U.S. Con
gress, for the key ingredient here is the na
tion, as a community, responding to national 
issues through its elected officials. 

What I am saying is that the three-team 
idea-the design team, decision team, and 
community team-is just as applicable to 
a national development plan as it is to the 
development of a system of freeways with
in a city. Yet the significance of the idea 
is really far grea.ter than the matter of 
scale, even scale at the level of the entire 
nation. For what we see in this new ap
proach to environmental design is in fact 
the kind of embroyonic institution that is 
so essential to the creaitive reaction to chal
lenge in our country today. 
If we are, as I believe, in a period of radical 

change-a time of troubles-then the essen
tial requirement is creativity in our response 
to the awesome challenges of our time. And 
creativity requires absolutely the "breaking 
of the mold" of the past. 

I have termed our present crisis an institu
tional crisis. I mean that we have carried with 
us, from a more stable past, all of its institu
tional paraphernalia. These are totally inade
quate to meet the circumstances of a new 
time. Yet the nature of an institution is 
precisely to defend itself, in fact to defend it
self from change. 

What we are really talking about is self
renewal of the United States in a time of 
troubles, a time when a great new age may 
be brought into being, a time when the true 
mission of the United States--as the Duke of 
the Western Marches-is to give form to his 
new age. This can only be done by a creative 
response to challenge. (The above, I confess, 
is pure Toynbee.) 

Self-renewal implies more than adjustment 
to change. It implies metamorphosis. Thus 
the controversial aspect of the design team 
and, more particularly of the decision-making 
team and community involvement, is their 
threat. 

They threaten the old institutions and the 
old ways of doing things. Indeed, the sig
nificance of the three-legged "team-of
teams" ls precisely that it is new-new in a 
very radical sense. 

Many old institutions are threatened by 
this new institution, this new way of doing 
things. The existing professions, for example. 
The engineering profession ls deftnltely 
threatened. Also my own profession of archi
tecture, for architecture has long held to the 
tradition of the architect as the individual 
master builder, the individual design hero. 

Our public institutions are also threatened. 
Today we see them jealously guarding their 
authority and their mode of decision-making. 
They are conditioned against citizen partici
pation and the delegation of power. I refer 

here to those agencies that are charged with 
the planning and construction of highways, 
but I also include many others-including 
those engaged in social services, for example. 
All see the threat, if this new institution and 
this new way of decision-making succeeds. 

The general institutional reaction is rather 
like that of czarist Russia, which undertook 
to defend any monarchy against any rebel
lion, on the theory that a successful rebel
lion against a monarchy anywhere would in
evitably threaten monarchy in Russia. 

Yet for all the good service they have ren
dered in the past, and for all the tradition 
they carry with them. it is precisely these 
institutions that are frighitened by and are 
resisting this new approach to the design and 
renewal of our environment. They must go 
through the agony of metamorphosis-the 
requirement that, as a condition precedent 
to change, the existing molds be broken. 

It may be asking too much for the institu
tions to accomplish this on their own. 

Yet the alternative in the United States, 
and indeed in other countries, is that unless 
such self-immolation can be quickly accom
plished as a condition for institutional self
renewal, there is the real chance that the 
institutions will be destroyed from wiJthout. 

Under these circumstances it becomes 
clear: If the United States is to meet its 
mission as a form-giver for Western civili
zation as it enters a new age to replace the 
Renaissance, it must accept radical changes 
in its institutional systems. And this kind of 
change probably cannot be imposed from the 
top. It must start at a sort of institutional 
grass roots level and it must involve a sort of 
self-destruct approach, 1f the new problems 
faced by these institutions are to be solved. 
For example, is the hallowed and tradition
bound institution of the civll service really 
capable of managing today's urban envtron
ment--both physical and social? Is it not in 
fact obsolete and a hindrance to its problem
solving mission? Should it not, then, be dis
mantled? 

The problems of this period of' transition, 
and perhaps the basic theme of our time, 
might be summarized by the frustrating 
phrase: "yes but." 

For example, I seldom encounter disagree
ment as to the merit of citizen participation. 
But the qualifications that are added to 
this agreement effectively destroy its attain
abllity. I believe tbis was precisely the case 
in the recent troubles in New York City's 
Ocean Hill-Brownsv11le school district. 
What was seen there was a "yes but" ap
proach to the delegation of institutional 
power. Power was ostensibly given to the 
local schools boards. Yet the central author
ities reserved to themselves the right to over
turn or veto. And the result was worse than 
if no power had been delegated, because ex
pectations were raised and a feeling of fraud 
has pervaded both sides of the issue. 

I gave a talk not long ago on the subject 
of citizen participation. Afterward, during 
the question-and-answer period, the sub
ject received what I judged to be an en
thusiastic response. During this discussion, 
one gentleman suggested that while he was 
all f'Or citizen participation, it was obvious 
to him that certain criteria needed to be es
tablished. He put it this way: "Mr. Rogers, 
when you designate citizens to participate 
in your design program, I think you should 
insist that they at least have a college de
gree." 

I scarcely had the heart to discuss the 
matter further-but that is really what 
the problem is all about. 

THE BATTLE LINES OF BALTIMORE 

Of all American cities today, the most in
teresting and pivotal in many ways is the 
City of Baltimore. 

Baltimore is where the snake stopped. 
Baltimore is where the federal interstate 

highway snake-25,000 miles long, with a 
voracious, billion-dollar appetite-stopped 
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and looked around and seemed to ask: Why 
are they stomping on my head? 

Baltimore is interesting because it may be 
the last American city to suffer the intru
sion of federal expressways-or the first to 
take a new approach. Whatever its destiny, 
Baltimore will one day be regarded as pivotal 
in the current urban struggle over how and 
where and whether to build expressways. 

A kind of Gettysburg in concrete. 
Expressways have an abiding sense of self

preservation. They know their enemies and 
instinctively they weave around them, cut
ting their way through territory that holds 
no peril. 

But sometimes they are fooled. Some
times an enemy jumps from the under
brush and kills an expressway in its tracks. 

San Francisco's Embarcadero Freeway met 
such an ungracious end. Misjudging the peo
ple's love for their magnificent San Francisco 
Bay, that thoughtless concrete serpent tried 
to cut between them-and hence block the 
view of the harbor. The people chopped it 
off as it tried to cross Broad.way. 

That was nearly a decade ago--and the 
stunted Embarcadero lies there still, a warn
ing to builders, an inspiration to their foes. 

Baltimore and San Francisco are not alone. 
The same fight goes on in at least 25 major 
cities and countless towns and villages across 
the country. When the builders win-as in 
Boston and Los Angeles-a swath of tech
nology cuts through the community, some
times destroying it. 

When the other side Wins, construction 
stops. If the wounded expressway is built at 
all, it turns away from the most hostile 
neighborhoods and tries to find a new and 
safer path to the other side of town. 

What distinguishes Baltimore is an at
tempt to include the talents of many profes
sional specialists in the project, to be inter
disc1p11nary in its approach to the building 
of the new expressways. But the enemies of 
the new roads say baloney, that this is just 
the newest fancy phrase for the same old bag 
the highway engineers have tried to foist on 
Baltimore for the past 20 years. In one real 
sense, these opponents are right--and their 
deep conviction may yet k111 the project and 
send the builders to seek stm other routes. 
But in another sense there is merit in the 
Baltimore idea--and it is this that makes the 
struggle there worth looking at. 

Let us pick up some background. The 
struggle in Baltimore comes ait a time when 
over half the nation's new 41,000-mlle inter
state highway system ls built and running. 
Over most of those miles and during most of 
the dozen years since the $50 b1llion pro
gram got under way, there was little outcry. 
Quite the contrary, people generally ap
proved the idea of the new high-speed 
roads. 

But then the roads hit the cities. 
Baltimore was to be hit from three sides. 

From east, west, and north, three interstate 
routes would transect the city and intersect 
one another at points near the center of town. 

To some citizens of Baltimore, the new 
roads promised a bonanza. Downtown mer
chants envisioned a return of shoppers, driv
ing into the city from their new homes in 
suburbia. Businessmen could take the fast 
new routes to their downtown ofilces. The 
cost to Baltimore itself would be relatively 
low, for the Federal government would cover 
82 % of it, and by kicking in just a few mil
lion of their own local dollars the people of 
Baltimore would become the beneficiaries of 
some 20 miles of excellent new roadway. 

That in brief was the prospect in 1967, 
when angry citizens rose up once again to 
fight, and angry engineers--frustrated over 
their 20-year failure to get the roads built-
fought back with charges of obstructionism 
and worse. 

It was the classic battle between man and 
the motor car, with conservationists, poor 
people, and folks of various "do-gooder" 

stripes lined up on one side, and downtown 
businessmen, professional spokesmen for the 
"motoring public," and highway engineers 
lined up on the other. 

Each side knew it was right. Enemies of 
the roadways were determined to save such 
places as Federal Hill, an historic park, and 
Fells Point, the city's oldest neighborhood 
and last remaining window on the water
front. Both were threatened by the oncoming 
expressways. 

The builders were just a.s determined that 
the roads would go through. "Federal Hill 
has been exaggerated out of all proportion 
to its real importance," said one key figure, 
and another declared that he had seen Fells 
Point and that there wa.s nothing there of 
any architectural significance. 

For their part, the engineers saw their re
sponsibility as being to their clients-the 
local ofilcials and their counterparts in Wash
ington. These were the people who were 
signing the checks for the highways, not the 
sentimentalists who were always out there 
parading around and making general nui
sances of themselves over the few bits and 
pieces that remained of Old Baltimore. Thus, 
to behave in a professional way and observe 
the ethics of their profession, the engineers 
would not allow themselves to be distracted 
from the job they were being paid to per
form. 

Whether people wanted them or not, Balti
more was going to get those new roads. 

Over the years, in Maryland and elsewhere, 
many private engineering firms had done 
very well in the highway business by adher
ing to this simple code of ethical behavior. 

But increasingly in recent years, the neatly 
prescribed code of the engineers has been 
regarded by many citizens as anything but 
ethical. "It ls the 'not my department' syn
drome," says one critic of the Baltimore 
engineers, "the same logic that welllt into 
the V-2 rockets that bombed London. Only 
this time the victims are black." 

Indeed, that is stm another strange 
phenomenon of expressway instinct. The 
snake, if not racist, most ce.rtalnly seems to 
know that whLte is more threatening to it 
than black. In Baltimore, for example, which 
was about 40% Negro when the fight over 
the new roads was at its hottest a couple of 
years ago, it turned out that the people in 
the homes that would have to be destroyed 
by the new expressways-some 3,600 homes 
in all-were over 80 % black, mostly poor, 
and what was doubly cutting, most of the 
people in some of the ·doomed neighborhoods 
did not even own automobiles. 

The interdisciplinary idea came forth in 
Baltimore at just about this time-and 
many 1n the comm.unity, including men who 
favored the new expressways, saw the idea 
as the way out of the city's dilemma. Its 
proponent was a local architect named 
Archibald Rogers and its central point was 
that large public works projects, such as 
Baltimore's new expressway system, ought to 
improve the communities through which 
they pass, rather than ma.Im them. To ac
complish this, said Rogers, you need the 
skills of many spectalists, not just highway 
engineers. 

Rogers called it a Design Concept Team 
and said it should be ma.de up of architects, 
social scientists, housing experts, acoustical 
experts-all the specialists who could make 
creative cont1·ibutions to the total design 
process, including the highway engineers. 

Understandably, the engineers were not 
totally receptive, especially since Rogers had 
said the team should be headed by an 
architect. But the idea found strong support 
among many whom the engineers did listen 
to, including politicians in Baltimore and 
powerful men in Washington, such as Alan 
Boyd, the Secretary of Transportation, and 
Lowell Bridwell, who was the admin.lstrator 
of the interstate highway program, and by 
late 1967 Baltimore had both a Design Con-

cept Team and $4.8 mllllon in Federal money 
to reexamine its problem once again. 

But Lt was not quite the team that Rogers 
had proposed, nor was its mandate, as in
terpreted in Baltimore, quite the sweeping 
one that enemies of the expressways wanted. 

And for these reasons, Baltimore 1s st111 
in turmoil over its highway problem. 

For example, the team has four members
fewer than Rogers had suggested-and three 
of these are engineering people. There are 
no social scientists, acoustical experts, hous
ing experts, whiat have you, on the team. 
Raither, such people are retained as con
sultants-and the team 1s free to accept or 
reject their contributions, aocording to its 
wishes. 

Moreover, the team is not headed by an 
architect, but rather 1s headed by two men
one is an archLtect and the other an engi
neer. The architect is a man of national 
reputation, but he is an out-of-towner. The 
engineer has spent his professional life right 
there in Baltimore. 

And thait set of circumstances has been an 
important element in the story. 

Architect Nathaniel Owings, of the San 
Francisco office of Skidmore, OWin.gs & Mer
rill, brought a strong design group to the 
Baltimore project. But what Owings could 
not bring, and coUld not quickly acquire, 
was entree to the inner world of Maryland 
public works. Owings' co-chairma.n on the 
Design Concept Team, on the other hand, 
Engineer Edward Donnelly, was an officer in 
a firm that over the years has established ex
cellent relationships Within Maryland's two 
important power structures, in Baltimore 
and Annapolis. This firm was the J. E. Greiner 
Company, which had done most of the high
way designing in Maryland for three decades. 

The other members of the team are of lesser 
importance to this account. One is the New 
York firm of Parsons, Brinckerhoff., Quade & 
Douglas-mass transport experts-and the 
other is Wilbur Smith & Associates, of New 
Haven-traffic consultants. Neither really 
figured in the turmoil which has surged in 
Baltimore since the team's creation, for the 
parties to the new unrest have been Owings 
and his Californians, in one camp, and mem
bers of the Baltimore community it.self, these 
being split into a least two others: Some 
wanted nothing more than to be rid of Ow
ings and his troupe, so that the engineers 
could get on with building the roads. others 
were getting anybody-team or no team
who wanted to concrete their neighborhOOds. 

What troubles Baltimore now-and here 
we come closer to the moral of the story
is that the people whose lives are affected 
by the new highways feel they have no 
voice in their comm.unity, no opportunity 
to choose, for example, between highways 
and parks. As a point of reference, let us 
note that both parks and playgrounds are 
badly needed in Baltimore. A study for the 
City Planning Commission shows the city's 
parkland and playground "deficit" to be in 
excess of 1,000 acres-roughly the same acre
age as the new roads would take away. 

Bureaucratic logic tells us it is specious 
to argue parks vs. highways, for everybody 
knows you cannot use "highway money" to 
build new parks. To be sure, even the people 
whose houses are in the path of the new 
roads know it-and this is precisely their 
argument: What is the logic of such logic? 

If Baltimore had accepted the idea of the 
Design Concept Team as Archibald Rogers 
had in fact present.ed it--rather than sim
ply picking up pieces of the concept-such 
questions as parks vs. highways would have 
been raised, for it is the essence of the idea 
that all such questions be considered-and 
all voices heard-in the course of reaching a 
design solution. (In the next issue of In
novation, Rogers Will talk about the design 
team idea and how it came about--and how 
it fares today in other cities.) But Baltimore 
was not about to scrap everything and start 
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over stlll another time. So instead it tried 
to superimpose the concept team idea on 
what it already had. Essentially this amount
ed to taking its system of expressways, as 
pianned by the engineers, and dressing them 
up. A large part of this work-under the more 
dignified name, urban design-fell to the 
people of Skidmore, Owings & Merrill. 

There was trouble almost from the start. 
For one, there was Nathaniel Owings him
self. 

A restriction put on all team members was 
that nobody should talk publicly about the 
project. And certainly no member should 
utter criticisms of the routes the new high
ways were to take, !or these routes were 
"givens" that would not be changed, And 
yet here was Nathaniel Owings getting into 
print With: 

"Running a conventional freeway system 
through a city-using conventional methods 
of interposing it-is comparable to running 
a pair of shears through the warp and woof 
of a priceless tapestry." 

And, at a dinner of Baltimore dignitaries, 
including the mayor and at least 500 others: 

"The concept team has unanimously 
agreed that the original route falls as an 
efficient transportation system." 

Proponents of the expressways were furi
ous. "We are Nat Owings' clients," declared 
the chairman-director of the State Roads 
Commission. "If he won't accept that fact, he 
won't be our architect. I don't care 1f he 
knows Lady Bird, or the President himself." 

But what angered them just as much
and prompted questions of professional 
ethics-had to do With the activities of 
Owings' people Within the Baltimore neigh
borhoods. Worse than just speaking out in 
public, Owings' people were going into neigh
borhoods and showing the residents how to 
stop the bulldozers. "They opened up fan
tastic alternatives for us," said a delegate 
to the State Legislature to a reporter from 
Archltectual Forum. "They let us know that 
we didn't have to have it that way. Without 
their help, no citizen group could have 
gained the expertise to understand the tech
nical alternatives." 

Unethical! declared the builders. Owings• 
men are working against the interests of 
their client. They have forgotten their as
signments and allowed themselves to get 
emotionally involved. As one critic puts it, 
they are "soft on people." Highly unprofes
sional! 

But who is the client? Whose roads are 
these? Whose community ls this? 

Owings' designers maintained that the 
community was the client, citing the fact 
that their contract made the architects and 
planners responsible for, among other things, 
the social, economic, and esthetic needs of 
the city's environment. 

No Sir, said the real client-which is to 
say, the source of contract funding-and two 
of Owings' key men were yanked off the 
project. 

In a strict legal sense, the bullders were 
right. As every engineer knows, if you cannot 
subscribe to the wishes of your sponsor, you 
do not subvert him; you resign the commis
sion. But just as this undergraduate echo 
was rattling through the Baltimore highway 
corridor, two interesting things happened. 
First was the action of the new mayor of 
Baltimore, Thomas D'Alesando Ill, son of a 
man who had been the city's mayor in years 
past, who decided last December that the 
routes were wrong after all, and selected a 
modified scheme that would be less destruc
tive to the community. Second was simply 
the issuance of a memorandum, which came 
along in January from the Bureau of Public 
Roads, in Washington. What the memoran
dum did, in effect, was confirm that the 
architects and planners of Skidmore, OWings 
& Merrill had been right in involving them
selves in the community: 

"The rules, policies, and procedures estab
lished by this Policy and Procedure Memo-

randum are intended to afford full opportu
nity for effective public participation in the 
consideration of highway location and design 
proposals .... " 

Some would say it is a new ball game in 
Baltimore. But that is not really true. In
deed, for many families the game ended 
years ag<r-for the people of the Franklin
Mulberry corridor, for example, whose houses 
have fallen. But what can be said of Balti
more is that its painful experience can stand 
as a lesson for other cities who will heed the 
advent of a new age of urban design, an age 
in which the phrase community participa
tion is not simply desirable, but absolutely 
essential. 

It was not long ago that community par
ticipation was anathema to the great build
ers of our society. It was a can of worms, a 
Pandora's box, a sure way to stop progress. 
Moreover, "we" knew better than "they" 
what was needed, what was good taste. Hence 
we would build for them, in secret of course, 
drawing upon our creative powers and bask
ing thereafter in their gratitude. 

Highways. Public housing. The works. 
But that was a failure! 
What happened? What went wrong? If we 

are honest with ourselves, we must concede 
that none of us is wise enough to know how 
to accomplish the total design of an urban 
environment. There are too many things to 
k.now for any man, or even one organization, 
to be master of all. And even if that genius 
did exist, who in this awakened society would 
be powerful enough, or foolhardy enough, to 
play surrogate for all the people? Anyone who 
has lived through Baltimore's troubles would 
shun that impossible role. 

Baltimore is demonstrating that three areas 
of strength must exist-or be developed
in order to succeed at this difficult business 
of restoring and healing the urban fabric. 

First there must be the professional special
ists, with all the creative talents they can 
bring to the cities. 

Second, the client. Traditionally, he 
brought nothing but money and the power 
of eminent domain. But now he must make 
a larger contribution, including a better 
understanding of the word community and 
a fuller knowledge of all available options. 

And finally there is the community itself. 
In this case, the people of Baltimore. But in 
the larger sense, community means all the 
voices in each community that undergoes 
such change. To become an effective force in 
shaping change, people of all factions, all 
causes, must learn to work togetheir-as 
indeed is happening in Baltimore. This learn
ing process begins in protest, in being against 
the new roads. But if the people are to suc
ceed at more than stopping things, they must 
learn to go to the next stage, to participation 
in the creation of a new community. 

That is what a joint development of the 
highway corridor is all about: to involve the 
professional specialis-W, the client, and the 
community in the creation of something 
that is better than before. This is what the 
design concept team is striving to achieve 
in the Franklin-Mulberry area, for example, 
with its plan to build an educational facil
ity on top of the tunneled roadway through 
Franklin-Mulberry. But as we saw in that 
story, the architects and planners recog
nized that joint development would be 
meaningless unless there was community in
volvement, unless the designers knew the 
needs and aspirations of the people of that 
particular community. And hence the idea 
of the "Design-In," where citizens could 
come into the design team's field office and 
express themselves-indeed, involve them
selves-as their new neighborhood was being 
created. 

It is worth taking the last moments of 
this story of Baltimore to explore the joint 
development idea further-to explore the 
potential of the idea, as well as the real 
problems that go with trying to make it 
work. 

Through joint development, there is op
portunity to design a roadway that will be 
a positive addition, rather than a negativ~ 
force, in the disrupted neighborhood. Fair
minded men can agree that this is a de
sirable thing to do. 

But what is the cost? And who will pay 
the bill? 

These are questions that stand in the 
way of the idea's implementation-and, in 
fact, stand in the way of solving the total 
problem of urban expressways. 

For example, if Franklin-Mulberry is to 
have its sunken roadway, if indeed the road
way is to be a positive addition, there must be 
a long platform built over the roadway-in 
effect, tunneling the automobile traffic 
through the community. On it, there can be 
schools, playgrounds, open spaces, all the 
positive additions. But platforms are costly: 
upwards of $20 per square foot. And in areas 
such ru:i Franklin-Mulberry, land is cheap: 
around $3.50 per square foot. Thus, on the 
basis of "traditional" economics, the fde~ 
makes no sense. The traditional argument 
goes: Yes, there should be a new school, or 
new playgrounds, but why must we build 
such things on $20 platforms? Let us scrap 
the platform and save the money. Let us put 
the school over here, on this $3.50 v,acant 
lot. The troublie with the traditional ap
proach, however, is that it does not allow 
the new roadway to be anything but a bat
tlelin~ conduit for motor oars &nd a 
barrier that cuts the community into two 
parts. 

But even the powers in Baltimore must 
tread cautiously through this dilemma: 
Even if they are determined that the tradi
tional approach is wrong, even if they a.re de
termined to bulld the platform and allow 
the new community to be created on top of 
it, there is still another problem in their 
way-and that is the federal government. De
spite its wishes to the contrary-as expressed 
earlier by the Bureau of Public Roads in its 
January memorandum on effective public 
participation-there is still uncertainty in 
Washington over how far the federal govern
ment can go in using "highway money" for 
such things as platforms. As the law now 
stands-the law being that which defines 
how money from the Federal Highway Trust 
Fund may be spent-the Bureau of Public 
Roads must be conservative in its approach 
to the expenditures of highway funds. For 
example, the Bureau of Public Roads feels 
that it is legally permitted to use money 
from the Highway Trust Fund to add a tile 
lining within the tunnel under Franklin
Mulberry, but it is far less certain that such 
money can be spent for the platform itself
and it can scarcely even consider expendi
tures for those positive additions that would 
go atop the platform, given the strict way 
in which the Highway Trust Fund law is 
written. 

And th us we come back to the kind of 
problem that Alan Boyd and Robert Wood 
discussed, in their comments which set the 
stage for this story of Baltimore, the prob
lem of coordinating the works of many pow
erful forces within the society so that those 
forces are directed at solving our urban prob
lems rather than creating new ones. Or per
haps one should call it our urban problem
singular-for truly it is not a highway prob
lem alone. Nor a housing problem alone. Nor 
a. problem of parkland and playground defi
cits alone. Nor a problem of education alone. 
Rather, the total problem involves all of 
these and more-and all must be considered 
together before the urban problem can even 
be defined. 

The outcome in Baltimore will turn on 
how well this complex problem can be de
fined-and on the strengths of the three key 
participants: professionals, client, and com
munity. That grand old city may yet end the 
bitterness that has divided it for twenty 
years-if designers, client, and community 
are all involved in the learning process. 
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RADIO STATEMENT BY SENATOR 
ROBERT C. BYRD ON THE DRAFT 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr. Pres

ident, I ask unanimous consent to insert 
in the RECORD a radio statement which I 
recently made on the subject of the draft. 

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR ROBERT C. BYRD 
During the month of October, 29,000 young 

American men-nearly 400 of them West 
Virginians-will be drafted and ordered to 
serve for two years in the active service of 
our country's armed forces. 

Many of these young men will enter the 
military grudgingly, at best, and painfully 
aware t hat they have no choice in the mat
ter. For t hem, there are but two alternatives; 
one, relinquishing their personal freedom to 
the stat e through military service or re
linquishing t heir personal freedom by going 
to prison. 

For many of the men chosen, the draft Will 
work varying degrees of personal and finan
cial hardship . And, inevitably, some of the 
draftees will pay the supreme sacrifice. It is 
little wonder, then, that the equity of the 
draft is now being subjected to serious ques
tion. 

In t h is time of world turmoil, the need for 
a strong, effective military is self-evident. 
The question becomes, therefore, not the 
why of military service, but the how. 

It would be ideal if men about to embark 
on milit ary duty could look forward to the 
prospect with enthusiasm. No employer in 
civilian life would hire an unenthusiastic 
or disgruntled fellow to work in the business. 
And for this reason, the idea of a well-paid, 
all-volunt eer army seems attractive to some 
persons. 

There are thooe, however, who do not be
lieve that a sufficient number of men would 
volunteer under this approach. And this is 
no refiection upon the patriotism of our 
young men. Often they would not want to 
interrupt their educational caa-eers; others 
would not want to disrupt their family lives. 
And so, I personally doubt that enou_gh young 
men would volunteer to serve in order to 
meet our nation's m111tary manpower and 
defense needs. I do not, however, wish to de
tract from the idea until further and careful 
consideration can be given to the idea. 

The cost estimates, however, of an all
volunteer army range from $4 billion to $17 
billion a year. And then there are those of us 
who believe thait an army that loses its ci
vilian orientation can become too mercenary, 
even posing a threat to the freedom of our 
civilian populace. And most of the countries 
in which the military has taken over·, one will 
find that those countr:les have hrad mercenary 
armies. 

So it will be a long time before the ques
tion of a volunteer army is resolved and we 
are faced, in the meantime, with what to do 
about the inequities of the selective service 
system as it exists today. Now any selective 
service system is going to work an inequity 
upon someone. Someone will feel that he is 
not being treated fairly. 

One of the moot oft heard criticisms of 
the draft is that it works hardest on the poor 
and on those not bright enough to go on to 
get a higher education, and thus get defer
ments because of college studies. The poor 
man, critics say, has just as much right to 
his freedom as the rich man. His instinct 
of self-preservation is just as strong. 

On the other hand, there are those who 
believe that our brightest, most talented 
young men should be allowed to progress in 
their studies as f.ar as they can and will, in 
order that they may then benefit their Na
tion through the utilization of their knowl
edge and their talents and their genius. In 
a.ny event, the present system has evolved 

out of experience and through careful study 
by the Armed Services Committees of both 
houses of Congress. And as I said earlier, 
there will be no perfect system devised. 

President Nixon, however, has proposed a 
.Plan for eliminating some of the inequities. 
On May 13th of this yea.r, the President gave 
his support to the much-discussed idea of 
a draft by lottery. Basically, it would put all 
young men who are in 1-A on an equal foot
ing with regard to the possibility of being 
drafted. An important point of the proposal 
is that the youngest selective service regis
trants would be most likely to be drafted. 
Between the ages of 19 and 20, the President 
said, young men would experience "maxi
mum vulnerability" to the draft. Under such 
a system the young man would know much 
earlier in life just where he stands with the 
draft and could plan his life accordingly. 

An impartial, non-subjective draft system 
would not eliminate the qeustion of invol
untary servitude to the state. But I think it 
might go a long way toward removing some 
of the inequities in the draft over which 
we are now hearing some very legitimate 
complaints. At least, it ought to be carefully 
studied and considered in an effort to elimi
nate every inequity that we can possibly 
eliminate. 

TOOLS OF COMMUNISM 
Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, I have 

followed some of the statements of re
cent days made by those who say that 
we must have peace in Vietnam, and that 
we must have it almost, apparently, at 
any price. The words have a ring about 
them that is reminiscent of Munich and 
the British Prime Minister's proclama
tion of "peace in our time." No one needs 
to be reminded that his call for peace 
came upon the eve of the most destruc
tive war the world has ever known. 

The day which has been called for 
as the focal point of these operations iS 
October 15. As I understand, some Mem
bers of this body have lent their support 
to this October 15 movement. I wonder 
if they are a ware of the kind of com
pany they are keeping and of the possible 
misinterpretation of their intentions. 

These questions come to me because 
just today my attention was drawn to 
a poster, brought to my office, which 
had been mailed from Cuba. The poster 
depicts a human skull inside the flying 
helmet of an American airman. The 
inscription on the poster says: "Days 
of support for Vietnam," and the dates 
designated are October 15 through 21. 

Is it a coincidence that an organiza
tion of Latin American students, mailing 
their literature from Communist-con
trolled Cuba, happened to pick October 
15, the same day that is being advocated 
as a ciay of protest in this country? 

It has also been brought to my at
tention that the Vietnam Moratorium 
Committee, apparently well organized 
and financed with offices on Vermont 
Avenue in Washington, has quite an ex
tensive publicity campaign in progress 
in the coHeges to make the October 15 
strike a success. This effort is getting 
quite a free ride in the news media. I 
think it is time that some additional in
formation about it and its activities come 
to light. 

Are Members of Congress aware that 
the program of this group, and others 
like it. includes a strike of 1 day this 
month, 2 days during the month of No
vember, 3 days during December, and so 

forth? Are those who are aiding these 
groups prepared to accept the anarchy 
and chaos which these people are pro
posing to unleash among us? Far more 
important, are those who deliberately 
undercut the President on these matters 
willing to accept and be responsible for 
the cost in lives of additional American 
servicemen who are killed by an enemy 
finding strength in the irresponsible dis
sent being voiced here? Are they aware 
that this strategy was formed during an 
East Berlin World Peace Conference 
held on June 25, 1969? 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that material pertaining to the 
Vietnam Moratorium Committee its ac
tivities, a calendar of events' it has 
planned, and a series of newspaper ar
ticles published in the Washington Eve
ning Star, the New York Post, the Bos
ton Globe, the Washington Post, and the 
New York Times be printed in the REC
ORD. 

Senators and Representatives and 
other public officials, if they want to be
come entangled in these matters, should 
be aware of the whole body of protest 
in which they are becoming involved 
and I believe should ask themselves th~ 
question: Whose work am I doing? 

At another point, in the Extensions of 
Remarks, I shall ask to have printed 
related material pertaining to the tac
tics, techniques and strategy being em
ployed by antagonistic forces, opposed to 
the peace and tranquillity of America. 
This material bears upon the current 
question, and I hope that those who are 
involved in the questions affecting our 
youth and our Nation's future will find 
the opportunity to look it over. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printec! in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

VIETNAM MORATORIUM COMMITTEE 
Washington, D.C., September 15, i969. 

EDITOR, CAMPUS NEWSPAPER: Enclosed you 
will find a press kit on the Vietnam Mora
torium. The enclosures are sel!-explanatory
the rationale and plans behind what is 
planned as the largest anti-war drive ever 
organized. 

To make it work, we need your help. 
We have contacted student governments, 

anti-war groups and other on-campus or
ganizations. If there ls a Vietnam Mora
torium Committee on your campus, we'd ap
preciate any publicity help you could give 
them. If not, and if you think "something" 
had better be done about the war--contact 
us. Also, since many students use you as their 
chief source of news about the outside world, 
we'd appreciate any play you could give to 
the enclosed release and related material. 

A faculty support statement is being or
ganized and will be sent to you to cor
respond with national release. Also, you 
might be interested in the upcoming front
page editorial endorsement in The New 
Republic. 

The campus newspaper is our most im
portant medium to reach students. We must, 
understandably, get adequate publicity be
fore the week of October 15, to allow grass 
roots activity and planning to take place. 

Again, if you're interested, contact us or 
the local Moratorium group. 

Many thanks. 
Peace. 

VIETNAM MORATORIUM COMMITI'EE. 

THE VIETNAM MORATORIUM 
The Vietnam Moratorium 1s an effort to 

maximize public pressure to end the war by 
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encouraging a broad cross section of Amer
icans to work against the war. The method 
is a recurring moratorium on "business as 
usual" to allow concerned citizens to spend 
that day participating in anti-war programs 
in their local community. The first day of 
moratorium is scheduled for October 15, and 
the work of that day wm be directed towards 
building an enlarged and lengthened mora
torium for November. 

The Vietnam Moratorium: 
wm expand by one day per month; 
Is focused on ending the war with related 

issues (reordering priorities, the draft, taxes, 
inflation, etc.) being brought in by par
ticipants on the local level; 

Encourages activities in which those un
able to take the entire day off from work or 
classes can participate. 

The Vietnam Moratorium. is based on four 
models: 

A labor withdrawal from normal business 
routines in order to organize locally for 
peace; 

Vietnam Summer, 1.e. local initiative and 
direction (a list of suggested activities is 
provided; a coalition of participating groups 
and individuals should determine what ac
tivity or activities would be most effective for 
your local community); 

A "new politics" campaign, that is broad
based participation, door-to-door canvassing 
and small group contact in addition to mass 
rallies and a media campaign; 

The March 4 work stoppage, when a num
ber of universities closed for a day to allow 
people to direct their attention to the rela
tionship between universities and society. 

CALENDAR-SCHEDULED ANTIWAR DEMONSTRATIONS, FALL 1969 

Date Location and type Sponsor 

Oct. 8-lL _______ ------- Chicago (mass demonstr~,tions and other actions- Students for a Democratic Society (RYM). 
"Bring the War Home ). . . . 

Oct. 15 ___________ __ _____ Nationwide(l-day school s.hut~own>--------,---- Vietnam ~~rat~num Com.m1ttee. . 
Oct. 25 ----------------- Chicago (mass demonstration rn support of' The Ne~ Mob1hzation Committee to end the war rn 

- Conspiracy").. . .Vietnam. . . . . 
Nov. 8-15 _______________ Nationwide (variety of local actions) _____________ W1~:~P:~ri~a~f0~a~~~~?t~~a~fr~~Ssth1~c~a~11/~ 

Vietnam. 
Nov. 13- 14 _______ _______ Nationwide (tentative) (2-day school shutdown) ___ Vietnam Mor~!ori~m Commi.ttee. . 
Nov. 14 _________________ Nationwide (1-day school strike) ________________ St~1it"n~~~b1llzat1on Committee to end the war rn 

Do _________________ District of Columbia ("March Agairst Death") ____ NeYret~~~i!ization Committee to end the war in 

Nov. 15 _________________ District of Columbia and San Francisco (mass Do. 
march and rally). 

District of Columbia ("March Against Death" Do. 
Con't.). 

STUDENT CALL FOR A VIETNAM MORATORIUM* 

Ending the war in Vietnam is the most 
important task facing the American nation. 
Over the last few years, mlllions of Ameri
cans have campaigned, protested, and demon
strated against the war. Few now defend the 
war, yet it continues. Death and destruction 
are unabated; bombs and fire continue to 
devastate South Vietnam. Billions of dollars 
are spent on war while the urgent domestic 
problems of this country remain unattended. 
Moreover, the war has had a corrupting in
fluence on every aspect of American life, and 
much of the national discontent can be 
traced to its infiuence. 

The discredited policies of the past which 
have brought about this American tragedy 
have not been changed. We follow the same 
military advice which has created a futile 
and bloody confilct while we cling to the 
same poUcies which have caused the Paris 
negotiations to falter. The token displace
ment of 25,000 troops over a three month 
period simply is not the substantial change 
in policy that is so desperately needed. 

Thus it is necessary for all those who 
desire peace to become active again and 
help bring pressure to bear on the present 
Administration. 

We call for a periodic moratorium on "busi
ness as usual" in order that students, faculty 
members and concerned citizens can devote 
time and energy to the important work of 
taking the issue of peace in Vietnam to the 
larger community. 

If the war continues this fall and there is 
no firm commitment to American withdrawal 
or a negotiated settlement on October 15, 
participating members of the academic com
munity will spend the entire day organizing 
against the war and working in the com
munity to get others to join us in an en
larged and lengthened moratorium in No-

*The "Student Call" has been signed by 
nearly 500 college student body presidents 
and campus newspaper editors. A faculty call 
is being written. Similar calls will be issued 
by businessmen, labor, professional and com
munity groups; each addressed to their own 
constituency. 

vember. This process will continue until there 
is American withdrawal or a negotiated 
settlement. 

We call upon all members of the university 
community to support the moratorium, and 
we commit ourselves to organize this effort 
on our campus and in the larger community. 
We ask others to join us. 

COLLEGES ALREADY ORGANIZING FOR THE 
VIETNAM MORATORIUM 

Alabama.-Auburn U; Birmingham-So. 
Coll; Jacksonville St. U; Tuskegee Inst; U of 
Ala. at Mobile; U of Ala. at Tuscaloosa. 

Arizona.-Arizona St. U; U. of Arizona. 
Arkansas.-Arkansas A.M. & N. Coll. 
California.-Calif. Inst. of Tech; Calif. St. 

Coll. at San Bernardino; Chapman Coll; 
Chico St. Coll; Fresno St. Coll; Humboldt 
St. Coll; L.A. Comm. Coll; Merrit Coll; Oc
cidental Coll; Pomona Coll; Sacramento St. 
Coll; San Fernando Valley St. Coll; 8ant.a 
Monica Coll; Stanford U; U of Calif. at 
Berkeley, Davis, Irvine, L.A., Riverside, San 
Diego and Santa Cruz; U of the Pacific; U 
Of So. CaUf; Calif. St. Polytech. Coll. at San 
Luis Obispo. 

CoZorado--Colorado School of Mines; Colo
rado St. Coll; Colorado St. U; Loretto 
Heights Coll; Regis Coll; Univ. of Co·lorado 
at Boulder and Denver; U of Denver. 

Connecticut.-Fairfield U; Northwestern 
Conn. Comm. Coll; Sacred Heart U; So. Conn. 
St. Coll; U of Hartford; Wesleyan U; Yale U; 
Yale U Law School. 

Delaware.-u of Delaware. 
District of Columbia.-.american U; Cath

olic U of America; George Washington U; 
George Wash. U. Law School; Georgetown U; 
Georgetown U Law Center; Howard U; School 
for Advanced International Studies; Trinity 
Coll. 

FZorida.-Bethune-Cookman Coll; Bis
cayne Coll; Fla. Presbyterian Coll; Stetson 
U; U of Miami. 

Georgia.-Agnes Scott Coll; Emory U; 
Georgia St. Coll; Mercer U; Savannah St. 
Coll; West Georgia Coll. 

Hawaii.-U of Hawaii. 
Idaho.-Boise St. Coll; Idaho St. U; u of 

Idaho. 
Illinois.-Augustana Coll; Barat Coll; 

Bradley U; Chicago City Coll, Fenger cam
pus; Ill. St. U; Knox Coll; Lake Forest Coll; 
Loyola U of Chicago; Loyola U Law Sch; 
Maryknoll Coll; Northeastern Ill. St. Coll; 
Northern Ill. U; Northwestern U; Northwest
ern U Law School; Rosary Coll; St. Xavier 
Coll; So. Ill. U at Edwardsvllle; U of Chi
cago; U of Ill. at Urbana and Chicago Circle; 
Western Ill. U. 

Indiana.-Earlham College; Goshen Coll; 
Hanover Coll; Ind. St. U; Ind. U; Marian 
Coll; Purdue U; St. Mary's Coll; U of Notre 
Dam.e. 

Iowa.-Drake U; Iowa St. U of Science & 
Tech; Iowa Wesleyan Coll; Luther Coll; U of 
Iowa; U of No. Iowa. 

Kansas.-Kansas St. Coll. of Pittsburgh; 
Kansas St. U; St. Benedict's Coll; Tabor Coll; 
U of Kansas. 

Kentucky.-Ashland Comm. Coll; Bellar
mine-Ursuline Coll; Berea Coll; Catherine
Spalding Coll; Nazareth Coll. of Ky; Spald
ing Coll. 

Louisiana.-La. St. U at Baton Rouge and 
New Orleans; U of SW La. 

Maine.-Bates Coll; Bowdoin Coll; Colby 
Coll; Farmington St. Coll; Graham St. Coll; 
Nasson Coll; Ricker Coll; St. Francis Coll; 
U of Ma. at Orono and Portland. 

Maryland.-Colum.bia Union Coll; Comm. 
Coll. of Balto; Frostburg St. Coll; Hood 
Coll; John Hopkins U; Montgomery Jr. Coll; 
Morgan St. Coll; Prince George's Comm. Coll; 
Towson St. Coll; U of Md. at College Pk; 
Western Md. Coll. 

M assachusetts.-American International 
Coll; Amherst Coll; Assumption Coll; Boston 
Coll; Boston Coll. Law Sch; Boston U; Boston 
U Law Sch; Clark U; Coll. of the Holy Cross; 
Emerson Coll; Harvard U; Harvard U Grad. 
Sch. of Arts & Science; Stonehlll Coll.; Col
leges of Amherst; Wesleyan Coll; Williams 
Coll. 

Michigan.-Central Mich. U; East. Mich.; 
Kalamazoo Coll.; Kellogg Comm. Coll.; Mich. 
St. U.; Dakland U; Saginaw Valley Coll.; U of 
Detroit; U of Mich. 

Minnesota--coll. of St. Catherine; Maca
lester Coll; Mankato St. Coll.; St. Mary's 
Coll; St. Olaf Coll; U of Minn. at Minne
apolis, Duluth, and Morris. 

Mississippi.-Jackson St. Coll. 
Missouri.-Immaculate Conception Semi

nary; Mo. West. Coll; Park Coll; St. Louis U; 
U of Missouri at Columbia, & Kansas City; 
Wash. U; Webster Coll. 

Montana.-U of Montana. 
Nebraska.-Hastings Coll; U of Nebraska 

at Lincoln. 
Nevada.-Nevada South. U; U of Nev. 
New Hampshire.-Colby Jr. Coll; Dart

mouth Coll; St. Anselm's Coll; U of NH, Dur
ham. 

New Jersey.-Coll. of St. Eliz.; Drew U. 
Glassboro St.; Jersey City St. Coll; Princeton 
U; Rutgers U; Douglass Coll; Rutgers Law 
Sch; Seton Hall U; Trenton St. Coll; Upsala 
Coll. 

New Mexico.-N. Mex. St. U; U of Albu
querque; U of N. Mex. 

New York.-Adelphi U; Bard Col; Canisius 
Col; SUNY-Hunter; Herbert H. Lehman, 
Queens; Colgate U; Columbia; Cornell; Finch 
Col Fordham; Hobard & William Smith; Iona 
Col; Keuka Col; Kirkland Col; Monroe Comm. 
Col; NYU; Niagara U; Notre Dame of S.I.; 
Polytech. Inst. of Brooklyn; Pratt Inst.; 
Rochester Inst.; St. Bonaventure U; St. Jo
seph's Col for Women; Siena Col; Skidmore 
Col; SUNY-BU:ffalo & Stony Brook; SUC
Brockport, Genesco, Oneonta; SUNY at Del
hi; Syracuse U; Union Col; U of Rochester; 
Vassar; Wagner Col. 

North Carolina.-Appalachian St. U; Ben
nett Col; Davidson Col; Duke U; E. Carol. U; 
Elon Col; Guilford Col; Johnson C. Smith U; 
Pembroke St. Col; St. Augustine Col; Shaw 
U; U of NC at Chapel Hill & Greensboro; 
Wake Forest U. 

North Dakota.-North Dakota State Uni
versity. 



September 30, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 27607 
Ohio.-Antioch; Bowling Green St. U; 

Capital U; Cleveland St. U; Col of Mt. St. 
Joseph on the Ohio; Col of Steubenville; 
Denison; Heidelberg Col; Hiram Col; Kenyon 
Col; Miami U at Oxford; Oberlin; Ohio U; 
U of Clnn; U of Dayton; Wilberforce U; 
Wilmington Col; Youngstown St. U. 

Oklahoma.-Oklahoma St. U; Phillips U; 
U of Oklahoma. 

Oregon.-Lewis & Clark Col; Portland St. 
Col; Reed Col; U of Oregon; U of Portland. 

Pennsylvania.-Albrlght Col; Allegheny 
Col: Bryn Mawr; Calif. St. Col; Cedar Crest 
Col; Chatham Col; Comm. Col of Phlla; Dick
inson Col; Drexel Inst.; Duquesne U; Edin
boro St. Col; Elizabethtown Col; Gannon 
Col; Harrisburg Comm Col; Haverford Col; 
Lehigh U; Lycoming Col; Muhlenberg Col; 
St. Joseph's Col; St. Vincent Col; Shippens
burg St. Col; Susquehanna U; Swarthmore; 
Temple U; U of Pa; U of Pitts; Ursinus Col; 
Vlllanova U; Waynesboro Col; West Chester 
St. Col. 

Rhode Island.-Brown U; U of R.I. 
South CaroZina.-Benediot Col; Clemson U; 

U of SC. 
South Dakota-Augustine Col; Dakota 

Wesleyan U; Northern St. Col; Sioux Falls 
Col; U of SD. 

Tennessee-Austin Peay St. Col; Christian 
Bros. Col; Fisk U; Memphis St. U; Siena Col; 
S'westem-Memphis; U of Ohatta.nooga; U 
of Tenn .at Knoxville; Vanderbilt University. 

Texas.-Riee U; Texas Lutheran Col; Tex. 
Wesleyan Col; U of St. Thomas; U of Tex. 
at Austin, Arlington, and El Paso. 

Utah.-U of Utah. 
Vermont.-Goddard Col; U of Vt. 
Virginia.-COl of William & Mary; Hamp-

ton Inst; Norfolk St. Col; Randolph Macon 
Woman's Col; U of Richmond; U of Va; Va. 
Poly.tech. Inst. 

Washington.-Central Wash St. Col; Gon
zaga U; Pacific Lutheran U; U of Puget 
Sound; U of Wash; West. Wash. St. Col. 

West Virginia.-Bethany Col; Marshall U; 
Salem Col;. W. Va. U. 

Wisconsin.-Northland Col; Norbert Col; 
U of Wis. Madison and Whitewater. 

[From the New York Times, Sept. 25, 1969] 
DOMESTIC AFFAmS 

(By David E. Rosenbaum) 
The organizers of the nationwide antiwar 

protest scheduled for Oct. 15 criticized Presi
dent Nixon's Vietnam policy today as being 
no different from President Johnson's. 

Sam Brown, the chief spokesman for the 
Vietnam Moratorium Committee, said that 
Mr. Nixon's statement yesterday that he 
would not be affected by protests against the 
war was "the k1nd of rigid stance which con
tributed so much to the bitterness of debate 
during the last days of the Johnson Admin
istration." 

David Hawk, another spokesman for the 
committee, said that "the evident cynicism 
of President Nixon's policies" bad generated 
"a new and growing constituency for the 
antiwar movement." 

The Vietnam Moratorium Committee hopes 
that students will stay away from classes on 
Oct. 15 to work against the war. 

The group has received support from a 
number of prominent professors, including 
John Kenneth Galbraith ... and Hans 
Morgenthau .... 

The organizers released statements of sup
port from Senator McCarthy; Senator Charles 
E. Goodell, Republican of New York; Senator 
Mark 0 . Hatfield, Republican of Oregon, and 
Senator George McGovern, Democrat of 
South Dakota. 

[From the New York Times, Sept. 27, 1969) 
PEACE AFFAIRS 

(By John W. Finney) 
The Nixon Administration was confronted 

today with a Democratic uprfaing against its 

Vietnam policy that threatened to make the 
war a divisive partisan issue at home. 

President Nixon pleaded today at a na
tionally televised news conference for 
patience and support of his Vietnam policy. 
But even as he spoke, a group of liberal and 
moderate Democrats was considering how to 
force a confrontation with the Administra
tion that could lead to the withdrawal of all 
American troops from Vietnam. 

The secret caucus on Capitol Hill was 
called by Senator Fred. R. Harris of Okla
homa, the Democratic National Chairman. 
About a dozen Senators and a dozen Repre
sentatives attended. 

Out of the meeting came a decision by 
these Democrats to join cause with the 
nationwide student antiwar protest on Oct. 
15 and to press in Congress for resolutions 
calllng for an end to the war and a with
drawal of American troops. 

As a symbol of support for the Student 
"Vietnam moratorium.," consideration was 
being given to preventing the Senate from 
meeting on Oct. 15 for lack of a quorum. 

Out of the meeting, therefore, could grow 
a partisan divtsion on the Nixon Vietnam 
policy such as never oonfronted President 
Johnson .... 

"It's time to take the gloves off on Viet
nam," Senator Harris declared after the 
luncheon meeting in the Vandenberg Room 
of the Capitol. 

[From the Evening Star, June 30, 1969] 
WAR FOES PLAN COLLEGE MORATORIUM 

(By Robert Walters) 
A new organiziation opposed to U.S. in

volvement in the Vietnam war today an
nounced plans for a day-long "moratorium" 
in the fall by students, faculty members and 
administrators at colleges and universities 
throughout the country. 

The new form of protest against the war 
would be expanded each month--one day 
in October, two days in November, three days 
in December and so on-"until a firm com
mitment to a definite timetable for total 
withdrawals is made or until a negotiated 
settlement ls signed," the group said. 

Leaders of the group, the Vietnam Mora
torium Committee, hope to "expand rapidly 
into other segments of the community," in
cluding individuals and organizations in the 
fields of politics, civil rights, business, labor 
and religion. 

NOT A "STRIKE" 

Although organizers of the group reject 
the use of the word "strike," they are, in 
effect, attempting to build a base for a na
tional strike against a war which they say 
"has had a corrupting influence on every 
aspect of American life." 

Coordinating the effort from a downtown 
Washington omce are three young men who 
gained experience in political and anti-war 
organizing from last year's presidential cam
paign and prior activities of a similar nature. 
They are: 

Sam Brown, 25, one of the principal orga
nizers of college students and other young 
persons on behalf of Sen. Eugene J. Mc
Carthy, D-Minn., in the 1966 presidential 
campaign. He currently ls a fellow at Har
vard University's Institute of Politics. 

David Mixner, 24, another former member 
of the Mccarthy campaign staff who cur
rently is serving on the Democratic party 
reform commission headed by Sen. George 
McGovern, D-S.D. 

David Hawk, 25, a former member of the 
U.S. National Student Association staff who 
earlier this year coordinated preparation of 
a statement in which more than 250 college 
student body presidents and college news
paper editors vowed not to serve in the Army 
until the Vietnam war ends. 

CALLED TOP U.S. TASK 

"Ending the war in Vietnam is the most 
important task facing the American nation. 

Over the last few years, millions of Ameri
cans have campaigned, protested and dem
onstrated against the war. Few now defend 
the war, yet it continues," they said in a 
statement issued at press briefing today. 

"Death and destruction are unabated, 
bombs and fire continue to devasta.te South 
Vietnam. Blllions of dollars are spent on 
war while the urgent domestic problems of 
this country remain unattended. Moreover, 
the war has had a corrupting infiuence on 
every aspect of American life, and much of 
the national discontent can be traced to its 
influence," they said. 

Rejecting President Nixon's announced 
commitment to end the war and his an
nouncement earlier this month of an initial 
troop withdrawal, they said: 

"The discredited policies of the past which 
have brought about this American tragedy 
have not been changed. We follow the same 
milltary advice which has created a futile 
and bloody conflict while we cling to the 
same policies which have caused the Paris 
negotla.tions to falter. 

"The token displacement of 25,000 troops 
over a three-month period simply is not the 
substantial change of policy that is so des
perately needed. Thus, it is necessary for all 
of those who desire peace to again become 
active and help bring pressure to bear on the 
present administration." 

They said they were announcing their 
plans today "to give the President some 
time to act," but they emphasized that "a 
token partial withdrawal at any time will 
not deter the moratorium." They said their 
plans would not be altered if Nixon an
nounced "token" troop withdrawals of 25,-
000 or 50,000 in August and October, as the 
President has been reported planning to do. 

Referring to reports that Nixon is plan
ning to cut United States troop strength In 
Vietnam from the current level of more than 
500,000 to about 200,000 within the next few 
years, but not go below that number, Brown 
said "a Korean-type settlement is not ac
ceptable." 

He noted that approximately 60,000 Amer
ican troops still remain in Korea "long after 
Americans ostensibly withdrew from that 
war" and said: "We want a firm commitment 
to get all of our troops out of Vietnam in a 
short time." 

He said the organization has received com
mitments in the past week from 100 college 
campuses to join in the first "moratorium,'' 
scheduled for Oct. 15. 

The group hopes to get 500 oollege and 
university campuses involved in the first 
protest, with participants remaining away 
from their classes and omces for a day to 
collect anti-war petitions, to distribute leaf
lets at factories and shopping centers and to 
attend rallies. 

(From the New York Post, June 30, 1969] 
BIG YOUTH WAR PROTEST IN THE WORKS 

(By Warren Hoge) 
WASHINGTON .-Three veteran youth orga

nizers from the Presidential campaign of Sen. 
Eugene McCarthy (D., Minn.) are planning 
a nationally coordinated anti-war protest 
emanating from college campuses next fall. 

Operating out of a newly opened five-room 
omce here, they are reactivating the young 
McCarthy legions in a movement to persuade 
students and faculty at the U.S. colleges and 
universities to take appointed days off from 
classes and devote them instead to organiz
ing community sentiment against continua
tion of the war in Vietnam. 

The first target date is Oct. 15. On that day, 
participating members of academia will stage 
town meetings, demonstrations and re.Illes 
and, in the manner first practiced during 
last year's Presidential primaries, go from 
door to door seeking to enlist support 
throughout neighborhoods for efforts to bring 
the war to a swift end. 

Under current plans, the student orga-
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nizers on more broader emerging from the 
Oct. 15 "moratorium" would declare a similar 
shutdown for two days in November, three 
days in December and so on. 

The movement alms to produce from the 
Administration "a firm public commitment 
to get troops out now, a commitment to a 
total withdrawal in a short-time period," ex
plained Sam Brown, 25, national student 
coordinator for the McCarthy campaign and 
one of the three principal leaders of the new 
"Vietnam Moratorium Committee." 

Joining Brown in laying the groundwork 
for the antiwar effort are David Mixner, 24, 
a McCarthy organizer in the nonprtmary 
states and presently a member of the Demo
cratic National Committee's commission on 
reforming party procedures, and David Hawk, 
25, a McCarthy worker in New Hampshire 
and Wisconsin and currently an officer in the 
National Student Assn. Hawk was arrested 
by the FBI last March at the Jewish Theo
logical Center in New York for refusing to 
report for induction. He is awaiting trial. 

These three and four other staff members 
have secured promises of cooperation from 
more than 100 campuses in the past week, 
their first in an effort which they said would 
occupy all their time from now until Oct. 15. 

Brown said the group had chosen the word 
"moratorium" to preclude use of the word 
"strike." They explained that "strike" bore 
unwanted connotations of violence. They 
also said that a "strike" would be wrongly 
interpreted as an action against the insti
tutions struck rather than against the war. 

"We hope to pull together the kind of 
coalition which existed during the McCarthy 
campaign," Brown said. "Maybe it can bring 
students back into the community too,'' he 
added. 

"Since the goal of the action is to get 
massive and diverse sectors of American so
ciety to cease to do 'business as usual', it ls 
important to employ actions and rhetoric 
that will maintain the broadest possible op
position to the war," a statement of purpose 
drawn up by J;he committee declared. 

Brown said that neither the troop with
drawal scheme suggested by former Defense 
Secretary Clifford la.st week nor President 
Nixon's expression of his hope to better the 
Clifford timetable had satisfied Brown's 
group. 

(From the Boston Globe, July 1, 1969) 
STUDENTS ASK OCTOBER WORK HALT-YOUTH 
AT 100 COLLEGES PLAN NEW VIET PROTEST 

(By Crocker Snow, Jr.) 
Students at about 100 colleges and uni

versities a.round the country are planning a 
one-day halt to all research and classroom 
work next October to work instead at ending 
the war in Vietnam. 

A call for the anti-war action is now being 
circulated to campuses by a new group called 
the Vietnam Moratorium Committee. The 
protest would take place on Oct. 15, if, by 
then, there is "no firm commitment to Ameri
can withdrawal or a negotiated settlement." 

The plans were discussed publicly for the 
first time yesterday with a small number of 
reporters in Washington, D.C. Disclosure 
came at this moment to dispel rumors that 
the group was planning militant action in the 
Fall and to put President Nixon on notice 
of possible student reactions if the fighting 
continued unabated. 

The committee hopes to expand the Oct. 
15th moratorium to two days in November, 
three days in December and so on until the 
war is brought to an end. 

The planned protest would differ from past 
student anti-war demonstrations in its 
emphasis on the involvement of more than 
just the academic community. The commit
tee hopes to engage community organizations 
churches, professional groups, labor union 
locals, civil rights groups, politicians and 
even high school students in the activity. 

Participating student and faculty members 
are urged to branch out from campuses on 
Oct. 15, to circulate petitions and leaflets at 
shopping centers, factories and downtown 
areas. 

The new committee is headed by Sam 
Brown, a staff aide to Sen. Eugene McCarthy 
last year, and now a fellow of the institute 
of Politics at Harvard; David Mixner, another 
McCarthy staffer from last year who is now 
on the McGovern Commission for Reform of 
the Democratic Party, and David Ha.wk, a 
draft resister who organized the 250 student 
presidents and editors "We Won't Go" letter 
on the draft this Spring. 

The trio is carefully avoiding the word 
"strike" in describing its plans for the Fall 
term. 

"The industrial analogy really ls not ap
propriate," said Brown yesterday. "We don't 
want to cripple universities or shut them 
down, but simply to use them as a base for 
working against the war." 

The group is also stressing the inade
quacy of a Korea-type settlement in Vietnam 
with large numbers of American troops com
mitted there indefinitely. 

A list of faculty sponsors for the demon
strations ls presently being prepared. Letters 
have also been sent out by the committee to 
many national politicians, such as Sena.tors 
McCarthy, Edward Kennedy, William Ful
bright, George McGovern and George Aiken 
soliciting their support for the plans. 

The idea of the campus moratorium ca.me 
from a Massa.ch usetts group, Mass PAX 
(Political Action for Peace) earlier this 
Spring. 

Student organizers now stress that plans 
are still in the early stage and details will 
be left largely to the decisions of individual 
campus groups. 

College newspaper editors and class presi
dents from about 100 campuses have already 
pledged thmeselves to support and help 
organize the protest action on Oct. 15. 

In the greater Boston area, the list in
cludes student editors from Wellesley College, 
Boston College, Boston University and M.I.T. 
Harvard is not now listed as one of the 
campuses where the protest activities will 
take place. But the committee expects no 
difficulty in organizing there. 

[From the Washington Post, July 1, 1969) 
GROUP PLANS CAMPUS "MORATORIUMS" To 

FREE STUDENTS FOR ANTIWAR DRIVE 
(By Richard M. Cohen) 

Three student leaders yesterday announced 
plans for a series of "moratoriums" in the 
fall which would free students to carry an 
antiwar message to the general community. 

Using the door-to-door canvassing tech
niques of Sen. Eugene McCarthy's young 
volunteers in the 1968 primaries, the new 
organization hopes to draw labor, business, 
professional and civil rights groups into an 
escalating series of moratoriums. 

Beginning Oct. 15, With a one-day stoppage 
on campuses, the moratoriums are scheduled 
to grow into affairs lasting two, three or four 
days in the following months. They will con
tinue, said leaders of the Vietnam Morato
rium Committee, "until a negotiated settle
ment is signed ... or a definite timetable 
for bringing all American troops home from 
Vietnam is made." 

"The strategy has received enthusiastic re
sponse," the Committee's organizers said in 
a statement signed by 100 siiudent body 
presidents or campus editors. "It 1s antici
pated that by the fall people will be working 
at nearly every major university and many 
colleges." 

The Committee's organizers-Sam Brown, 
David Hawk and David Mixner-were active 
in both the campus "dump Johnson move
ment" and the Democratic presidential 
primaries. 

Brown, 25, a former National Student Asso
ciation activist now at Harvard's Kennedy 

Institute for Politics, was a key student or
ganizer for McCarthy. Ha.wk, 25, a NSA staff 
member, coordinated a campaign this spring 
which resulted in 250 campus leaders send
ing President Nixon a letter declaring their 
refusal to serve in the armed forces until 
the Vietnam war is ended. Mixner, 24, a for
mer member of McCarthy's campaign stair, 
is now a member of Sen. George McGovern's 
Commission for Reform of the Democratic 
Party. 

[From The New York Times, July 1, 1969) 
CAMPUSES FACING DAY'S SHUTDOWN~PPO-

NENTS OF THE WAR SEEK "MORATORIUM" ON 
OCTOBER 15 

(By Christopher Lydon) 
WASHINGTON, June 30.-A new student 

antiwar campaign, led by veterans of the Mc
Carthy for President drive and supported by 
campus editors and student-body presidents 
around the country, will try to shut down all 
normal university activities for a day on Oct. 
15. 

Sam Brown, a former divinity student at 
Harvard who organized the student canvas
sers for Sena.tor Eugene J. McOarthy in the 
New Hampshire primary last year, outlined 
the plans of the Vietnam Moratorium Com
mittee today at the opening of its national 
office here at 1029 Vermont Avenue NW. 

The choice of the word "moratorium" to 
describe the interruption of c11asses repre
sented a careful decision, Mr. Brown ex
plained, to avoid the more inflammatory 
word "strike." 

FUNDAMENTAL DEMAND 
Although the committee hopes to work 

with other forces orga,nized against military 
training, the antiballlstlc mlsslle system and 
racism, its primary focus, Mr. Brown said, will 
be on the war in Vietnam and any "Korean
type settlement" that could leave American 
forces in Vietnam indefinitely. 

The committee's fundamental demand is 
for a quickly negotiated peace or a "firm 
public commitment" by President Nixon to 
"the total withdrawal of American troops in 
a short period of time." 

Unlike the widespread student efforts dur
ing the last year to "radical1ze" campuses on 
a full range of social issues, the Moratorium 
Commltee hopes to galvanize a more mod
erate majority position against the war. 

It plans a doorbell-ringing, house-to-house 
campaign to the "larger community" of 
adults. 

"People are angry at the kids," said David 
Hawk, a cochalrman of the Moratorium Com
mittee. "But, still, there really is a youth cult; 
people want desperately to talk with kids. A 
big part of our success in New Hampsh!re was 
that people were just so happy to have a kid 
knock on the door and talk to them." 

"YOUR SONS AND DAUGHTERS" 
Mr. Brown added, "We want to make it 

clear thlat the 2 per cent that people talk 
about on the campuses are really 70 per 
cent-that they're not just 'crazy radicals' 
but 'your sons and daughters.' " 

He said that the plans for the moratorium 
had evolved through a series of private meet
ings after Jerome Grossman, a Boston busi
nessman and president of the Political Action 
for Peace organ12Ja.tion in Massachusetts, first 
proposed an October "general strike" against 
the war. 

In Boston yesterday, Mr. Grossman said 
that he had aoceeded to ooanglng "strike" to 
"momtorium," but that he still hoped to 
rally large numbers of blue-collar and white
collar workers to the October movement. 

"The Amer.I.can people clearly want an end 
of this war. If it is still going on in October, 
we must show that we are prepared. to bring 
the business of the country to a sta.ndstm to 
stop it," Mr. Grossman said. 

Mr. Brown released a list of 95 student 
council presidents and editors or college 
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newspapers who he said had decl '.Ared their 
support for the moratorium. 

The committee's early funding, hre said, has 
been provided by many of the individuals 
who contributed to Senator McCarthy's cam
paign last year. The committee has also made 
preliminary contacts with several other na
tional antiwar groups, Mr. Brown said. 

It hopes for support from individual mem
bers of Students for a Democratic Society, he 
said, but does not expect that radical orga
nization's endorsement. 

PRESIDENT NIXON'S WELFARE 
PLAN 

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, a few 
weeks ago a most useful and constructive 
address on the President's welfare re
visions was delivered in Los Angeles by 
Mr. James L. Flournoy, a respected Negro 
attorney in that community. Mr. Flour
noy praised the President's proposals as 
"a sensible and human approach to the 
solving of a most sensitive social prob
lem." 

Because I believe that his point is well 
taken and exceptionally well developed, 
I ask unanimous consent that excerpts 
from Mr. Flournoy's address be printed 
in the RECORD. 

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

PRESIDENT NIXON'S WELFARE PLAN 

(Excerpts from a speech by Mr. 
James L. Flournoy) 

As the leading Nation in nearly every field 
of human endeavor, there ls one area in 
which this country is sorely lacking-in fact 
we have fruled-that ls, our welfare system. 

For some time now, we have struggled with 
an unworkable, antiquated methOd of doling 
out public relief funds; the results of which 
has been excessive cost and waste. And by 
doing so, we have contributed to the break
up of fam111es and households. We have 
helped to emasculate the black male. And 
we've created a subculture of dependent 
stereotypes. 

Now, at last, there is a proposal designed to 
revamp this obsolete welfare system. Presi
dent Richard Nixon's welfare reform plan, 
as presented to Congress ls imaginative, 
conceptive, and far-reaching, in my opinion. 
I support it wholeheartedly and I sincerely 
believe that-given an understanding of the 
scope of the Nixon plan-the majority of 
black people will take the same position. I 
am certain that black Republicans are sol
idly behind it. 

Under President Nixon's plan, the present 
welfare system . . . known as the aid to de
pendent families with children (AFDC) pro
gram-the system that has done so little for 
so few at the expense of so many-will be 
totally abolished and there will be an entirely 
new family aid program to replace it. In other 
words, after all these years, we have finally 
admitted to ourselves that the present wel
fare system is "out-to-lunch'', ... and it 
took a Republican administration to come up 
with a. practical plan that has a real chance 
for success; ... and what's more, the price 
is right/ 

This is how it works. The NiX'On welfare 
reform plan will provide direct Federal pay
ments to all families with children whose in
comes are below stipulated amounts. 

There will be a concentrated effort to as
sist families headed by males who a.re em
ployed full-time. This group ts defined as 
"the working poor". The plan also includes 
families headed by a. female or an unem
ployed father. This group is known as 
"dependent families". 

Federal aid benefits for a family of 4 in the 

"dependent family" group would be $1,600 
per year. That is: $500 per person for the 
first 2 family members and $300 per person 
thereafter. Using this scale, a 7-member fam
ily would receive $2,500 per year. 

In the group classified as the "working 
poor", a family of four with earnings up to 
$3,920 per year would be eligible for 
payments. Familles of 7, in thie case, with 
earnings up to $5,720 would be eligible. All 
families, in this group, would be allowed to 
disregard $720 per year as work-related ex
penses--transportation, meals, clothing, etc. 
Benefits would be reduced as earning in
creased per year. Let me give you an example 
of this operation. 

For a family of 4 that took in earnings of 
$2,000 (per year), after deducting expenses, 
their income would be considered as $1,280. 
Now, fifty percent of this income amount is 
subtracted from the $1,600 figure that this 
family would receive if they were a "de
pendent family". The remainder is added to 
the family's earnings which, in this case, 
would increase the families total income to 
$2,960. Thus, the "working poor" a.re re
warded for their efforts and therein lies an 
incentive. 

The Nixon plan would require the contin
uation of State benefits equal to the differ
ence between the proposed Federal minimum 
and a. State's present benefit level. This ts to 
insure that present benefit levels will not be 
reduced for families receiving aid under the 
existing AFDC program. All States, however, 
would receive fiscal relief under the Nixon 
plan. 

States will not be required to supplement 
"working poor" families. 

I think that the greatest factor of the 
Nixon welfare reform plan is its emphasis 
on work. 

All applicants for assistance, who are not 
working, are required to register with the 
employment service. All recipients, who are 
employable, must accept training or employ
ment-or lose their portion of the families 
assistance. And here we see the closing of 
what has always been a wide gap in our 
welfare system. It is clearly stated, . . . if 
able-bodied recipients are not w1111ng to work 
or to be trained, then they don't get money 
from the Government. (If you don't work, 
you don't eat!) 

Because the plan is work-oriented, it will 
contribute to helping families get off the 
relief rolls, rather than perpetuating their 
dependency. 

It is of great importance to me that we 
are not creating a new, separate government 
department to handle this new plan. It ts 
proposed that the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare be designated to 
administer the welfare reform plan. 

The estimated cost for the first full year 
of the proposed plan is $4 billion. This 
figure takes into account that all states will 
receive fiscal relief. Each state can spend 
as little as 50 percent of the amount spent 
in the base year for the present public as
sistance programs. No state, however will be 
required to spend more than 90 percent of 
expenditures in the base year for the cate
gories mentioned. The states and local gov
ernments are also aided by the revenue
sharing program under the Nixon plan, 
which in the first year, w111 be $1 bilUon. So, 
the state and local governments will not only 
be relieved of some of the :financial burdens 
of the present welfare system, they wm also 
be able to participate in sharing profits un
der the new plan. 

In essence, what we have-in the Nixon 
plan-is a sensible and human approach to 
the solving of a most sensitive social problem. 
We are also providing hope and purpose for 
the poor of our country that will finally give 
to all our citizens a feeling of belonging. 

Very simply, we a.re abolishing the old wel
fare system and bringing in an entirely new 
approach in its place. We are promoting a 

work-oriented system that emphasizes and 
requires work and job-training. We are in
creasing work-incentive by providing help 
and supplements to the "working-poor". We 
are establishing a nationwide minimum for 
family-aid benefits. We a.re concentrating on 
helping families stay together. And we are 
reducing the financial burden of the states 
and enabling them to participate in a. cost
sharing program. 

With the welfare reform plan, we are not 
promising more than we can deliver ... for 
a change! We both can and must afford to 
totally revamp our public aid system and 
make it one that encourages initiative, 
rather than perpetuates poverty. 

We have the resources to do all these 
things. We have the facilities. And, now, we 
have the right kind of lea,:lership in Wash
ington. So it ls the responsibility of all of us 
to use all our energies to muster the support 
necessary to carry out this plan. And it is 
particularly important that we, as Repub
licans, do all that we can to support the 
Nixon administration and the Republican 
leadership in this most enterprising en
deavor. Let history say that it was the Re
publican Party that saved the poor in this 
country. And let all our citizens know that 
it ls the Republican Party that ca.res about 
giving everyone a chance to participate in 
the "American Dream." 

Thank you and God bless you all. 

THE 7-PERCE.NT INVESTMENT TAX 
CREDIT 

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, many of 
our tax laws have been abused, and there 
certainly is a great need to correct this 
abuse. In reforming our tax structure, 
however, we must be careful not to elimi
nate needed and beneficial tax provisions. 
One such provision in the 7-percent in
vestment tax credit. 

On August 20 of this year, Mr. Robert 
Tyson, chairman of the Finance Commit
tee of U.S. Steel, addressed the Gover
nor's 20th Annual State Economic De
velopment Conference in Salt Lake City. 
At that time he presented industry's 
views in the investment tax credit and 
the possible effects of its repeal. Al
though I have reservations about some of 
the particulars in Mr. Tyson's article, I 
commend this timely address to the at
tention of Senators, and ask unanimous 
consent that it be printed in the RECORD. 

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

(From NAM Reports, Sept. 15, 1969] 
TAX BILL HAMPERS CAPITAL FORMATION 

(By Robert C. Tyson) 
American industry's advantage in produc

tive efficiency would be jeopardized by the 
threatened repeal of the investment tax 
credit and by other features in the House
passed Tax Reform Act of 1969. 

This bill involves direct tax relief for in
dividual consumers, but also involves many 
so-called tax reform provisions which, in ef
fect, partially pay for this tax relief. Many of 
these reforms, principally against corpora
tions, would be detrimental to productive 
savings and investment-detrimental to cap
ital formation and economic development. 
Moreover, to the extent that the tax cost of 
these reforms is passed on through higher 
prices, ironically consumers would indirectly 
pay for their own tax relief. 

The repeal of the investment tax credit 
would especially tend to depress productive 
investment, because particularly corporations 
heavily invested in long-lived facil1ties would 
then be in effect doubly taxed in relation to 
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individual or other taxpayers unaffected by 
the repeal. 

Other things being equal, investment 
money-development money-fiows into 
those nations, staites and localities where it 
is least taxed. To try to speed up develop
ment, some fiscal experts talk up so-called 
"tax incentives." I find the phrase a con
tradiction in terms, for to reduce taxes is t o 
release incentives. After all, a tax is a cost, 
a burden, a deterrent and hence a disincen
tive. No one is ever normally impelled to 
earn or produce anything by the knowledge 
that the fruits of his labor will be taxed 
away from him-and this, by the way, is the 
fundamental disincent ive of communism. A 
man may of course produce in spite of, but 
never because of, taxes. 

Tax burdens, in addition to impairing com
petitiveness, have given rise to talk of tax 
rebellions across the land, and such talk has 
in turn given rise to the Tax Reform Act of 
1969, claimed to be the most sweeping re
form measure since the Federal income tax 
was started in 1913. 

Tlle net impact of the House package of 
tax relief and tax reforms is detrimental to 
productive savings and investment. Accord
ing to official estimates, the tax relief by 
1972 would add up to some $9 billlon, all for 
individuals. But the tax reform by 1972 would 
add up to some $5 billion, all but about $1.4 
billion of which would come from corpora
tions. 

[Since House act ion, the Administration 
has recommended reducing the individual 
relief to $7.3 billion and cutting the corpo
rate rate 2 percentage points amounting to 
ultimate corporate relief of $1.6 billlon.] 

Moreover, the tax relief for individuals 
appears weighted heavily in favor of the 
low and middle tax brackets while we know 
that significant productive savings and in
vestment tend to fiow from the higher brack
ets, which also would be heavily and ad
versely affeoted by the proposed tax reform. 
Furthermore, the excess tax relief over tax 
reform threatens more infiationary Federal 
deficits. 

I am all for tax reform. But reform from 
what and to what? Oftentimes wha.t one man 
calls a "loophole" another man calls a life 
preserver. In retrospect, a so-called tax loop
hole usually originates as a tax concession 
designed to alleviate the hardship of some 
earlier tax provision. 

This is not to say that a periodic Congres
sional review of these relief measures is not 
a good thing. Indeed, tax reform should be 
a recurring process. 

But I recall quite a few waves of alleged 
"tax reform" emanating from Washington. 
The rub with previous tax reform waves all 
too frequently has been that the tacked-on 
relief provisions are themselves complex 
amendments to an already rigid, over-com
plicated and overburdening Internal Reve
nue Code. And here, too, we more often than 
not get political solutions to economic prob
lems. Thus tax reform, under the pressure of 
burdensome rates, has become a never-end
ing game. 

I use the word game advisedly, for tax re
form represents to many a citizen the oppor
tunity to practice taxmanship-that is, that 
"a good tax is a tax that the other fellow 
pays and a bad ta.x is a tax that I pay." 

Consider, for example, the proposal to plug 
the so-called loophole of tax exemption of 
municipal bond interest. To be sure, the 
purchaser of such a bond saves some taxes-
but at the price of a smaller yield than he 
oould have gotten on, say, a taxable corporate 
bond of comparable risk. It municipal bonds 
were no longer in the tax-exempt category, 
their yields would naturally have to rise, 
forcing municipalities to increase local tax 
rates unless otherwise relieved. As now pro
posed in the House Tax Reform Bill, a Fed
eral subsidy would provide at least partial 
relief. 

So I believe that far and away the most 
Important long-range tax reform for eco-

nomic development and for the general well
being of both the public and private sectors 
is tax reduction. Tax reduction presupposes 
expenditure control. At any rate a tax cut 
is the kindest cut of an. 

Now, aa we are all painfully aware, na
tional tax policy with its powerful repercus
sions on economic development has many 
ramifications. Among them are allowable de
ductions for depreciation, or recovery of cap
ital, which become increasingly inadequate 
as inflation advances. 

To be sure, Washington attempted in 1962 
to alleviate the problem of depreciation 
deficiency. The Internal Revenue Service 
permitted faster capital recovery through 
shorter guideline lives for plant and equip
ment. Moreover, Congress enacted the invest
ment tax credit which became a permanent 
feature of a depreciation reform package; the 
credit has permitted companies to deduct 
from their income tax liab111ty up to 7 per
cent of the cost of certain depreciable equip
ment acquired and placed in service. 

However, both the credit and the shorter 
lives, while steps in the right direction, still 
fell short of dealing adequately with the 
fundamental facility replacement problem 
arising from past inflation-let along cur
rently accelerating infiation--slnce total 
guildeline depreciation over the lives of facil
ities is still limited to original cost. Such 
depreciation does not recover dollars having 
purchasing power equivalent to those orig
inally expended many years ago for plant and 
equipment. Now, one of these steps--invest
ment tax credit on equipment--may be re
versed by Congress and the Administration, 
ironically, in the name of tax reform at the 
very time when infiation ls mounting. 

If the investment tax credit is repealed, 
such action could well add up to an "over
kill" of the boom-and an "underklll" of in
flation in the cost of facilities. You will recall 
that a combination of the investment tax 
credit suspension and a general credit crunch 
helped overkill the boom in late 1966. In a 
near panic over a possible impending reces
sion, the economic managers in Washington 
hurriedly turned on the turned-off credit in 
early 1967, and we only experienced the 
"mini-recession" of that year. 

I see a parallel between conditions in Au
gust 1969 and August 1966. Then as now wage 
rates were shooting up far faster than pro
ductivity; the Consumer Price Index was 
surging ahead; imports were rising much 
faster than exports; the Federal Reserve was 
stepping on the monetary brakes; capital 
spending was being challenged as "excessive." 
However, in 1966 the credit was merely sus
pended. Today it is up for repeal-to be wiped 
off the books-and if this is done both Wash
ington and the business community had bet
ter worry about what would replace the 
credit. 

One way out of this dilemma is for the 
Senate to consider continuation of the pres
ent credit but to require amortization of the 
credit over the life of the investment in
stead of full allowance at the time of invest
ment. This alternate tax treatment of the 
credit might, at least in the short run, ac
tually save the Treasury more revenue than 
outright repeal-and possibly help offset the 
excess tax relief over tax reform which is 
threatened by the House version of the bill. 

For outright repeal, apart from possible 
"overkill," would recreate the very inequity 
that the credit served to eliminate in the 
corporate tax system. This is so because in an 
inflationary period depreciation becomes 
more inadequate and hence those companies 
which are more heavlly invested in longer
llved capital equipment will pay relatively 
more tax than those having lesser capital in
vestment requirements. Or, as I indicated 
earlier, in relation to individual taxpayers 
unaffected by the proposed repeal of the 
credit, such heavily invested companies in 
effect would be doubly taxed. 

Such inequities and possible "overkill" 
could then only be avoided by equivalent de-

preciation reform. It has been reported that 
the Treasury is working on a study of pos
sible equivalent depreciation reforms in lieu 
of the credit if repealed. In general, I hope 
that the thrust of these reforms provides 
greater :flexibility to business so that in each 
case adequate capital recovery is assured. For 
the sake of the Administration-claimed "so
cial priorities" and of the American economy 
in general, I would urge that this study be 
directed to meaningfUl depreciation reform 
so that inadequate capital recovery will be 
less of a drag on capital investment. 

For it should be kept in mind that growing 
investment is crucial to rising productivity, 
that productivity gains are crucial to Ameri
ca's achieving "competitive labor," maintain
ing employment, reinvigorating our interna
tional competitiveness, and preserving the 
purchasing power of the dollar. Thus, in
creasing the efficiency of today's-and to
morrow's--employes requires improvements 
in the quantity and quality of capital goods. 
Yet this capital contribution to productivity 
is all too frequently overlooked. Indeed, in 
place of labor productivity, "capital produc
tivity" may be the more apt phrase. 

In summary investment and its corollary of 
economic development require incentive--the 
hope of profit and the fear of loss. In this 
competitive world, it is the hope of profit 
that explains why some areas and countries 
find lenders and investors eager to supply 
capital funds; it is the fear of loss that ex
plains why others can't raise a dime. Profit 
and loss explain why capital sometimes takes 
flight when tax or labor or other aspects of 
the investment climate deteriorate. So let 
us never lose sight of the fact that if we are 
to have continued development, this nation 
must stop discouraging the expansion of 
capital formation. 

Rising private investment is, then, the key 
to economic development. More money at 
work means more people at work. Profit
seeking investment is not government-to
government; it's people-to-people. 

With rising capital formation we can go 
forward for America's greater economic de
velopment. 

FIRE PREVENTION WEEK 
Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, this 

coming Sunday marks the beginning of 
National Fire Prevention Week. Running 
from October 5 through October 11, the 
purpose of this solemn observance is 
"to remind people of the headaches and 
heartaches resulting from destructive 
fire, and to urge them to observe firesafe 
practices." 

Next week will signal the 48th inter
national observance of what is probably 
the only "week" which began by simul
taneous proclamation of the President 
of the United States and the Governor
General of Canada. In 1911, at the sug
gestion of the Fire Marshals Association 
of North America, October 9, the anni
versary of the great fire of Chicago of 
1871, was named as National Fire Pre
vention Day. On the later recommenda
tion of a National Fire Protection Asso
ciation Committee, President Harding 
extended Fire Prevention Week to a full 
week in 1922-a practice which has been 
faithfully followed ever since. 

As Thomas Carlyle once observed: 
Fire is the best of servants; but what a 

master. 

_Second only to the atom as a natural 
force with virtually unlimited potential 
for good and evil, fire has produced some 
of the worst disasters in the long history 
of man. The great fire of London in 1666 
destroyed 13,000 buildings and the San 
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Francisco fire of 1906 did $350 million 
in damage. The great Chicago fire of 
1871, the holocaust we pause to remem
ber next week, killed 250 persons and 
left 2,100 acres in smoldering ruins, de
stroying 17 ,430 buildings at a cost of 
about $175 million. 

And each day new evidence of fire's 
enormous destructive power is brought 
before us. Millions of acres of timber, 
thousands of lives, and billions of dol
lars worth of property have been need
lessly lost because of man's carelessness 
with this primeval tool of civilization. 
Last year in my own State of Kansas, for 
example, 62 lives were snuffed out and 
$11 million worth of property destroyed 
by fire. This represented an improve
ment over 1967 when 89 lives were lost, 
but the scope of the ravages caused by 
fire in this one State alone is still stag
gering. 

Mr. President, in Kansas more than 
2,000 paid firemen and 8,000 volunteers 
in 600 departments are on constant alert 
to protect the lives and property of our 
citizens. It is only fitting and just that 
we stop at least this once each year to 
remember the sacrifices they have made 
and aire still making for the good and 
welfare of us all. The firemen of Kansas, 
and I am sure of every State, stand as 
being among our most dedicated public 
servants. We too often take them for 
granted, yet we owe them a debt of grat
itude much larger than well-deserved 
words of praise can ever truly indicate. 

The purpose of National Fire Preven
tion Week is not only to illustrate the 
dangers of being careless with fire or to 
remember with thanks the legion of fire
men who protect us, it is also and pri
marily to prevent any further loss of 
life by fire. Last year in Kansas 184 cities 
won the Fireless Fire Prevention Week 
Award for their ability to forestall any 
fires in their areas during Fire Preven
tion Week. I hope this year their number 
will be doubled and that their vigilance 
will not slacken in the months to come. 

Mr. President, in Kansas 10,000 fire 
prevention posters are being sent to the 
fire departments throughout the state 
for distribution. As a result of publicity 
and educational efforts such as these, 
many lives have already been saved. With 
everyone's full support, they will no 
doubt save many more next week and in 
the weeks that lie ahead. 

It has long been said that an ounce 
of prevention is worth a pound of cure. 
In the field of fire prevention an ounce 
of forethought and caution is worth 
much more. What cure is there for a lost 
life? What cure is there for a million 
destroyed trees or the elimination of all 
the wildlife in an entire region. Obvi
ously there is no cure at all for these 
and other disasters regularly caused by 
the misuse of fire. 

Let us therefore embark upon Na
tional Fire Prevention Week with a 
prayer of thanks for our dedicated fire
men and a vow to redouble our efforts 
to avoid the need for their services in 
the year ahead. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the official proclamation es
tablishing Fire Prevention Week for the 
week beginning October 5 to be printed 
in the RECORD. 

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

FIRE PREvENT!ON WEEK, 1969 
(A proclamation by the President of the 

United States) 
In an era when technologica.l advancem.ent 

has brought to our Na.ti.on an almost unbe
lievable array of conveniences and comforts, 
we still are plagued by the hazard of man's 
oldest implement for self-preservation-fire. 
The potentlal dangers associated with fire 
still present a real threa.t to human life and 
property. 

The present level of our annual fire losses 
-more than 12,000 lives and over $2 billion in 
property-is a measure of our failure to heed 
fire hazards and to correct them. It is es
sential that every citizen recognize that such 
losses can be avoided, but only by personal 
involvement, determination, and a realiza
tion that fires need not occur. 

Now, THEREFORE, I, RICHARD NIXON, Presi
dent of the United States of America, do here
by designate the week beginning October 5, 
1969, as Fire Prevention Week. 

I urge that we, as a Nation and as indi
vidual citizens, assume a positive approach 
to fire prevention through the support of 
community fire departments, State and local 
governments, the National Fire Protection 
A&socl.ation, business and civic groups, and 
public organizations that are trying to com
bat the senseless waste of human life and na
tional resources. 

I also urge Federal agencies, through the 
Federal Fire Council, to initiate and carry 
on effective fire prevention programs not only 
for the protection of Government employees 
and property but also for the betterment of 
all segments of our society. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set 
my hand this fifth day of August, in the 
year of our Lord nineteen hundred and S!lxty
nlne, and of the Independence of the United 
States of America the one hundred and 
ninety-fourth. 

LEO T. CROWLEY-ADVISER TO 
PRESIDENTS 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, Leo T. 
Crowley, chairman of the Milwaukee 
Road railroad, and a resident of Madison, 
Wis., turned 80 years old last month. 

It has been a few years since Leo Crow
ley spent much time in Washington. But 
back in the days surrounding World War 
II, he was a confidant and adviser to two 
of our great Presidents, Franklin D. 
Roosevelt and Harry S. Truman. 

During those momentous days, Mr. 
Crowley served both his Presidents and 
his country in several important and sen
sitive capacities, earning the respect of 
his "bosses" and the gratitude of his 
country. 

Even though he took on stupendous 
tasks, he performed well, even under the 
adverse circumstances of the days. His in
fluence was great. Yet he was known as 
the "nearly anonymous" Crowley. 

However, anonymous though he was 
then, he has been persuaded to tell his 
stories to the press. Lawrence C. Eklund, 
Washington bureau chief of the Milwau
kee Journal, deserves commendation for 
his carefully drawn series of the man 
more people should know more about. 

I found this 10-part series extremely 
interesting and revealing of a portion of 
history which has to be studied and re
studied. I think my colleagues will find 
it worthy of their time. 

I ask unanimous consent that this fine 
series be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
ADVISER TO PRESIDENTS: LEO CROWLEY TELLS 

OF HIS ERA OF INFLUENCE 
(By Laurence C. Eklund) 

Wisconsin's Leo Thomas Crowley turned 
80 Friday, a fitting occasion finally to make 
known his own story of the powerful role 
he played in government and politics in 
World War II and the whole Roosevelt era. 

Although he was one of the most influ
ential men in Franklin D. Roosevelt's ad
ministration, Crowley, who lives in Madi
son, was known around Washington as the 
"nearly anonymous" Crowley. 

This was not because of any innate shy
ness on the part of the tall, silver haired, 
mild mannered, soft spoken, somewhat 
austere Irishman who was born in Milton 
Junction, Wis., on Aug. 15, 1889. 

It was due, rather, to a deliberate policy of 
remaining in the background on the part of 
an official who truly felt that a desire for 
publicity was a mistake for "fellows in gov
ernment." 

CULTIVATED OBSCURITY 

While others basked in the radiance of 
headlines, Crowley cultivated obscurity. 

That was one of the reasons why the still 
handsome bachelor remained a powerful be
hind the scenes presidential confidant, trou
bleshooter and adviser throughout the Roose
velt years, while some other New Deal func
tionaries created an enormous stir in the 
press, then faded back into oblivion. 

Crowley held some of the biggest jobs in 
Washington, all at the same time: Head of 
the foreign economic administration, which 
included lend-lease; alien property custo
dian and chairman of the Federal Deposit 
Insurance Corp. 

And for much of the time, too, he was 
board chairman of the Sta.ndard Gas & Elec
tric Co., drawing a salary from the Chicago 
based holding company but not accepting 
government compensation. 

The versatile Crowley served in the na
tional government from 1933 to late in 1945, 
when he became board chairman of the Mil
waukee road. 

Now, a quarter of a century after the his
toric events he helped shape, Crowley, slim
med down from around 200 to 160 pounds, 
has broken his silence. 

FOOTNOTES TO HISTORY 
In several days of interviews in the board 

room of the Milwaukee road in Chicago, he 
gave hitherto unrevealed details of his break 
with President Harry S. Truman over Crow
ley's abrupt ending of lend-lease aid to 
America's allies after World War II ended in 
1945. 

In the course of these candid interviews 
Crowley provided some fascinating footnotes 
to history. 

He told frankly why he preferred Roose
velt to Truman. 

He revealed his d11Ierences with Truman 
over the latter's espousal of the peacetime 
draft. 

He described how he arranged for the 
silencing of Father Charles E. Coughlin, the 
"radio priest" of Royal Oak, Mich. 

He explained how it came to pass that a 
$65 million power plant was located in 
Wisconsin. 

"My sisters will give me hell for this," he 
mused as he contemplated the possible re
sult of his talking to a reporter. "They don't 
want me to get involved in publicity." 

Crowley was referring to his devoted sis
ters, Florence, Esther and Frances, who live 
in the family home in Madison and "take 
care" of him when he journeys there from 
Chicago each weekend in his private railroad 
car. 
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INTENDED FOR PRIESTHOOD 

The strong sense of family that Leo Crow
ley has exhibited all his life was probably 
enhanced by the family responsibility thrust 
upon him at an early age. One of a brood 
of nine, he might have entered the priest
hood as his immigrant pa.rents wished had 
his father not died when he was 13. A major 
share of the burden of provid1ng for the 
family fell upon him. 

In Madison, to which the family had 
moved, he held a variety of jobs, first as a 
grocery delivery boy. Before he was 20 he was 
salesman for a paper and supply company, 
a profitable firm he soon headed. He bought 
stock in Madison's First National bank, made 
money in the stock market, became chair
man of the Frst National and then president 
of the Bank of Wisconsin, also in Madison. 

Crowley became an important lay figure in 
his church. For his part in building a new 
hospital, the pope made him a Knight of 
St. Gregory. 

In Democratic politics, Crowley played a 
background role until the Roosevelt land
slide of 1932 swept A. G. Schmedeman into 
the Wisconsin governor's chair. Crowley then 
became Schmedeman's chief adviser and 
looked upon by many as the "real governor." 

Having headed a Wisconsin bank stabiliza
tion program, Crowley was able to counsel 
Roosevelt on the banking holiday that closed 
banks throughout the nation in 1933. Later 
that year, he was called upon to reorganize 
the farm credit administration in the mid
west. In 1934 Roosevelt summoned him to 
Washington to take over chairmanship of 
the FDIC, the first of his many major assign
ments. 

Why, many years later, did Crowley agree 
to tell his story as adviser to presidents? 

One reason was his desire to set straight 
the record as he saw it, especially after being 
severely criticized by Truman in "Years of 
Decision," the first volume of the Truman 
memoirs. Crowley agreed that, without in
dulging in name calling, it was important to 
protect his own place in history. 

SCANDAL FEARED 

Persons in Washington who were close to 
the events firmly believe that Crowley's cut
ting off of lend-lease aid as foreign economic 
administrator averted what could have be
come one of the major scandals of American 
history. 

The total of lend-lease spending under 
Crowley's d1rection, from 8eptember, 1943, to 
October, 1945, was about $45 billion, at that 
time the biggest expenditure in history. Until 
then no one had been in charge of as much 
spending as the former Madison banker and 
grocery delivery boy. 

According to the Library of Congress, lend
lease was cut off Aug. 21, 1945, just a week 
after the Japanese surrender. 

(The date seems to strengthen Crowley's 
version of his difference with Truman, de
tailed in the next article, because the Tru
man account would i,ndicate that lend-lease 
was cut off sh, t"tly after Germany surren
dered.] 

Truman charged that the sudden stoppage 
of lend-lease was clearly a case of policy mak
ing on the part of Crowley and Joseph C. 
Grew, acting secretary of state. 

Crowley and Grew, Truman wrote, came 
into his office after a cabinet meeting on 
May 8, 1945, only hours after Germany's sur
render, and said they had an important order 
in connection with lend-lease which Presi
dent Roosevelt, who had died the month be
fore, had approved but not signed. 

It was an order authorizing the foreign 
economic a.dministraitlon and the state de
partment to cut back the volume of lend
lease supplies when Germ.any surrendered. 

"What they told me made good sense to 
me,'' Truman related. "With Germany out 
of the war lend-lease should be reduced. 
They asked me to sign it. I rea.<:hed for my 
pen and, without reading the document, I 
signed it." 

The storm broke almost at once, reported 
Truman, who accused Crowley of executing 
the order in an "unfortunate manner." 

Truman charged that Crowley interpreted 
the order "literally" and placed an embargo 
on all shipments to Russia and to other 
European nations, "even to the extent of hav
ing some of the ships turned around and 
brought back to American ports for unload
ing." 

"The British were hardest hit but the Rus
sians interpreted the move as especially 
aimed ait them," said Truman in his mem
oirs. 

"Because we were furnishing Russia with 
tmmense quantities of food, clothing, arms 
and ammunition, this sudden and abrupt 
interruption of lend-lease aid naturally 
stirred up a hornet's nest in that country. 

"The Russians complained about our un
friendly attitude. We had unwittingly given 
Stalin a point of contention which he would 
undoubtedly bring up every chance he got. 
Other European governments complained 
about being cut off too abruptly." 

Truman said Crowley and Grew taught 
him the lesson early in his administration 
that he should always know what was in 
the documents he signed. 

Truman also said he had learned from the 
experience that to be able to delegate au
thority safely one must "have people around 
him who can be trusted not to arrogate au
thority to themselves." 

In a final dig at Crowley he reported that 
eventually he succeeded in surrounding him
self with associates "who would not over
step the bounds of that delegated authority, 
and they were people I could trust." 

ADVISER TO PRESIDENTS: DID TRUMAN PASS 
BUCK TO CROWLEY? 

(By Laurence C. Eklund) 
When Harry Truman was president, he 

used to have a plaque on his White House 
desk reading, "The buck stops here." 

But Leo T. Crowley, the Wisconsin man 
who fell out wclth Truman over lend-lease 
at the end of World War II, intimates that 
Truman tried to pass the buck to him when 
Russia protested the abrupt cessation of 
lend-lease. 

In an interview in which he broke his long 
silence on his experiences in Washington, 
Crowley denied charges in Truman's memoirs 
that Crowley was guiity of "policy making" 
in cutting off lend-lease in 1945. 

MEANING CLEAR 

Crowley, who is chairman of the Milwaukee 
road but still lives in Madison, did not refer 
to buck passing, but his version of that seg
ment of history shows that that ls clearly 
what he meant. 

In his memoirs, Truman said that Crowley 
and Joseph C. Grew, acting secretary of state, 
got him to sign on May 8, 1945, the day Ger
many surrendered, a document ordering a 
reduction in lend-lease that had been ap
proved by President Franklin D. Roosevelt, 
but not signed by him before his death Apr. 
12. 

WARNING BY F. D. R. 

Truman claimed that Crowley cut off all 
lend-lease and did not just reduce it, there
by upsetting Russia. Crowley was head of the 
foreign aid administration, which had far
flung responsibilities, including lend-lease. 

Crowley recalled in the interview that one 
of the last things Roosevelt told him be
fore going to Warm Springs, Ga., where he 
died, was to be sure to shut off lend-lease 
before he (Crowley) left Washington. That 
was on Mar. 30, Roosevelt's last day in Wash
ington. 

"We were getting down to the tail end of 
the war and he didn't want me to let a lot 
of contracts run four or five years and not 
have any way of paying for them except out 
of our own country's pocketbook," said Crow
ley. 

HOUSE ACTION CITED 

"I felt Roosevelt was correct in wanting 
to shut off lend-lease. When I shut it off it 
stayed shut off despite Truman's complain
ing to me about the suddenness, and it was 
shut off before I left Washington, accord1ng 
to Roosevelt's wishes. Jimmy Byrnes (secre
tary of State James F. Byrnes) supported me 
all the way through." 

Crowley said Truman was in error in stat
ing that the meeting with Crowley and Grew 
in the White House on May 8, 1945, had to 
do with the discontinuance of lend-lease. 

The meeting, he said, was actually to re
view the procedure to be followed in the con
tinuance of lend-lease to our allies in the 
prosecution of the second phase of the war
in the Pacific-the first phase having been 
in the European sector. 

The intent to discontinue lend-lease aid 
summarily with the cessation of host111ties in 
Europe, said Crowley, was demonstrated by 
action in the house when the question of 
extension of the lend-lease act for a year 
beyond July 1, 1945, was being considered. 

An amendment was then enacted specifi
cally prohibiting the use of any lend-lease 
aid for postwar relief, rehabilitation or re
construction. 

After the termination of hostilities with 
Japan, on Aug. 14, Crowley said, he, Byrnes, 
and Fred M. Vinson, then director of the 
omce of war mobilization, conferred with the 
president. 

TA.FT MOVE RECALLED 

"We told him of the necessity of carrying 
out our commitments to congress as to the 
discontinuance of lend-lease aid at the end 
of the war," said Crowley. 

"He had been the presiding officer of the 
senate at the time and he remembered dis
tinctly that Sen. Robert A. Taft (R-Ohio) 
had offered the amendment to the lend-lease 
appropriation making it mandatory that 
lend-lease be discontinued at the end of the 
war. 

"Truman further remembered Sen. Arthur 
A. Vandenberg (R.Mich.) explaining to the 
senate that he had gone into our policies 
regarding lend-lease very thoroughly and 
that he was satisfied that it was not the in
tent to use lend-lease for any purpose other 
than for what it was intended (for the war 
effort). 

Truman recalled all these ma.tters a.t our 
conference and agreed with Byrnes, Vinson 
and myself that we should notify the various 
governments of the discontinuance of lend
lease and that I should contact our allies and 
so advise them before there was any publicity 
about it.'' 

TRUMAN ACTED 

But it was Truman who abruptly an
nounced the shut-off of lend-lease, Crowley 
said, despite the fa,ct that Crowley asked him 
to hold up the •announcement until he could 
give the Russians advance notice. 

"He called me up one afternoon and said 
he wanted to have a press conference the 
next morning and that he wanted to shut off 
lend-lease," Crowley recalled. 

"He said he wanted me to have a statement 
prepared for him that night, and that I 
should get Joe Grew to help me and bring it 
up to his bedroom. I got hold of Joe Grew 
and we went over to the White House and 
worked all afternoon and all th!at evening 
getting the thing prepared. 

"I tried to talk to Truman and told him 
he ought to hold it up until he first notified 
the Russian embassy what we were going to 
do, so they wouldn't be so shocked. And he 
said: 'No, I'm going to do it at a press con
ference tomorrow morning.' And he did. Then 
there was a little b1t of a reaction." 

BRrrISH WANTED HOUSES 

Commenting on the potential scandal of 
continuing lend-lease for nonmllitary pur
poses after the war, Crowley said the Brit
ish wanted houses bullt to relieve a severe 
shortage. 
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"They didn't want houses that cost $10,-

000," he said. "They wanted some that cost 
$15,000. I wanted Truman to make the British 
pay for these houses (in a separate deal) after 
the war was over, but they didn't want to do 
that. They wanted them under lend-lease." 

As to the Russians' disappointment alluded 
to in Truman's memoirs, Crowley insisted 
they understood very well that after the end 
of hostilities with Germany the continuation 
of lend-lease would be governed entirely by 
their contribution to the war against Japan. 

He said Russia had not taken decisive ac
tion in the war against Japan. 

ANSWERS TRUMAN 

"This principle also had the full a.pproval 
of the chiefs of staff, as did the application 
of the same principle to Great Britain," said 
Crowley. 

Concerning Truman's charge that he was 
guilty of "policy making," he replied. 

"I think the record shows adequately and 
completely that any action on my part re
lating to the treatment of our allies With 
regard to reduction and d.lscontinuance of 
lend-lease was that required by me in accord
ance With the laws of the United States which 
made it solely a war measure." 

A private letter to Crowley from Vanden
berg on Aug. 25, 1945, backed him up: 

"You have literally fulfilled your promises 
to congress in respect to lend-lease. As usual, 
your promises proved to be dependa.ble. It is 
one more reason why I like to do 'business' 
With you." 

Crowley left the government Oct. 15, 1945, 
resigning as a.lien propel'lty custodian and 
head of the Reconstruction Finance Corp., 
as wen as foreign economic administrator. 

He quit, Crowley said in the interview, 
because of the way Truman reacted to the 
'Cut-off of lend-lease and because of an 
earlier incident involving Gen. Charles de 
Gaulle of France. 

Orowley recalled that when de Gaulle 
came to the United States before lend-lease 
was cut off, he (Crowley) asked Truman 
how much he was going to give the French 
leader. 

"He said $3 million," said Crowley. "I said: 
'All right, just so we understand one an
other.' But de Gaulle was not satisfied With 
that and when he met With me he wanted 
more." 

COMPLAINT FILED 

Then, Crowley said, the French delegation 
went back to Truman, who agreed to "raise 
the ante and didn't tell me a.bout it.'' He 
added that when he found out about this 
he complained to Truman: 

"Let me tell you something. I'm staying 
here ait a great sacrifice and the next time 
you do anything like that I'm going to quit 
you, and I'm going to quit you immediately." 

Crowley said he felt Truman was not play
ing "quite square" With him by not backing 
him up, as Roosevelt had done. 

"He was telling me one thing and doing 
another," said Crowley. "It was his fault. 
The truth of the matter was that he didn't 
understand lend-lease. He was going to be 
a great fellow, but he got a reaction from 
some of the liberals who wanted lend-lease 
used for foreign aid and industrial a.id and 
things like that, like the Marshall plan." 

In explaining his preference for Roosevelt 
over Truman, Crowley said: 

"In the first place, Roosevelt, before be
coming president, had done a lot of traveling 
and a. lot of reading. He was quite a historian. 
. . . And he knew a. lot of leaders (aibroad), 
and their history and background. 

"Truman didn't have the broad view of 
world affairs tha.t Roosevelt had. Roosevelt 
was better equipped to deal With a broad 
range of world problems. He had confidence 
in me to do a job and let me go ahead Without 
interference. 

PRESIDENT A PROTECTOR 

"I never saw Roosevelt but what I felt 
better about what I was doing. If he was 
short and snappy I knew he had worries on 
his mind. When I would say I was sorry to 
bring a new worry to him he would say: 
'That's all right. I've got so many worries no 
one of them stays with me too long.' 

"He had a great personal charm. He was 
a very intelligent man, and a very honest 
man. No matter how many people went to 
Roosevelt and disagreed with what I was 
doing he always told them that I was re
sponsible to him and for them to leave me 
alone. You know, there was always a group 
in Washington that was always promoting 
something." 

When he appointed Crowley foreign eco
nomic administrator Sept. 26, 1943, Roose
velt indicated what he felt a.bout Crowley: 

"Leo Crowley is one of the best admin
istrators in or out of governmen•t." 

[From the Milwaukee (Wis.) Journal, Aug. 
19,1969] 

ADVISER TO PRESIDENTS: F. D.R. WARNED OJ' 
LoNG TERM Am TO RUSSIA 

(By Laurence C. Eklund) 
About two weeks before he died, Franklin 

D. Roosevelt warned Leo T. Crowley, his for
eign a.id administrator. about making lend
lease commitments to Russia. that might not 
be delivered until after the end of World 
Wair II. 

In his last conversation With Roosevelt, 
on Mar. 30, 1945, Crowley said, the president 
told Crowley: 

"You'll have to be careful of the commit
ments you make, because I have yet to get 
my first concession from Sta.lin." 

Crowley, who broke with President Harry 
S. Truman and left the federal government 
after 12 years of service, recounted the warn
ing in his long interview with this reporter. 

STALIN "BUTI'ERED UP" 

On some earlier occasions when Stalin and 
Roosevelt dis.agreed, Crowley reported, Roose
velt would "butter him up" by giving him 
a little more lend-lease. 

"And he would disagree With his very good 
friend Winston Church111 and then he would 
kind of butter him up a. little bit by giving 
him some additional lend-lease," Crowley 
added. 

But that was before the United States 
called a halt to lend-lease when the hostili
ties ended. 

"From my experience With Russia I found 
that country could not understand at all 
our own great generosity or our immense 
contribution to the war effort," Crowley 
related. "I'm thoroughly convinced that the 
Russians never understood the United States, 
or our motives in being so kind and gener
ous in giving our allies lend-lease. 

"The Russians couldn't understand a 
country that would do that for another 
country or any ally, and that we would want 
to do it for nothing. 

"The Russians were hard people to deal 
With. When they ca.me in to negotiate some
thing we'd argue with them and they would 
go away and and when they came back 
again in three months they'd be in the same 
position they were earlier. There would be no 
change in their attitude.'' 

Crowley, who negotiated personally With 
Stalin, recalled how he tried vainly to get 
Russia to agree to pay for materials on 
order that would be delivered two or three 
years after the war was over. He added: 

"When I told her representatives that with 
the termination of the war with Japan 
we would expect Russia to pay for any ma
terials or supplies that were then in the 
production stockpile they informed us that 
if they were required to pay for such mate-

rials they would have to screen them very 
carefully. They said they felt there would 
be very little of those materials they would 
want." 

Crowley said Belgium was the only coun
try .that didn't owe the United States a. debt 
when lend-lease was over, although he 
praised Holland's "very good" record, that 
country having given the United States seed 
potatoes when America was short of pota
toes. 

A $11 BILLION DEBT 

Crowley estimated that the Russians were 
indebted to us by about $11 billion for lend
lease deliveries. He told this to James F. 
Byrnes, who throughout his service as Secre
tary of State from 1945 to 1947, called upon 
the Russians for repayment of the $11 bil
lion, but With no success. 

Byrnes concluded thait the Russians never 
intended to meet their obligations under 
lend-lease. 

At his final meeting With Roosevelt, Crow
ley said, the president discussed with him a 
proposal made within the administration to 
lend Russia. $10 billion to further its econ
omy. 

"I told him that some members of con
gress had asked me about the proposal and 
had stated very emphaitically their objections 
to it," Crowley said. I also told him that it 
would be a great mistake to give any con
sideration to a loan of that size until we 
knew something about what the peace objec
tives of Russia were going to be. 

"He concurred very definitely in my views, 
repeating he had yet to obtain any conces
sions from Srtalin. He related to me many 
other conversations he had with the marshal 
which I do not want to repeat at this time." 

Treasury Secretary Henry Morgenthau, Jr., 
was identified 18/ter by Byrnes as the author 
of the $10 billion loan proposal, made in a 
memorandum dated Jan. 10, 1945, addressed 
to Roosevelt but referred to the state depart
ment. 

Morgenthau suggested the $10 billion loan 
to Russia at 2 % amortized over 25 years, to 
be used for the purchase of "reconstruction" 
goods in the United States, the amOUlllt to be 
repaid chiefly in strategic raw materials in 
short supply in the United States. 

Byrnes noted that Morgenthau's proposal 
was submitted shortly after the Russians had 
requested that the United States extend them 
a credit of $6 billion a.t a slightly htgher 
interest rate of 2% %. 

"This would indicate that our treasury 
officials were not always the coldhearted, 
glassy eyed individuals all bankers are sup
posed to be," Byrnes observed caustically 
later. 

Byrnes reported that when the memoran
dum was broughrt to his attention he had it 
placed in the "forgotten file," as he felt sure 
that Fred Vinson, the new secretary of the 
treasury, would not press Lt. Vinson didn't. 

ADVISER TO PRESIDENTS: DRAFT BROUGHT ON 
No. 2 RIFT WITH TRUMAN 

(By Laurence C. Eklund) 
Leo T. Crowley's second major difference 

with President Harry S. Truman, though 
not publicized at the time, was over the 
issue of the peacetime draft. 

This occurred some months after Crow
ley, a holdover from the administration 
of Franklin D. Roosevelt, had been castigated 
by Truman for what Crowley considered h1 
fully justified action in abruptly cutting 
off lend-lease aid to Russia and our other 
alUes at the end of World War II. 

At a cabinet meeting on Sept. 7, 1945, 
Crowley then the foreign economic admin
istrator, reported that he had just returned 
from his native Wisconsin and that he was 
sure the country would be violently opposed 
to the continuation of any universal mili
tary training. 
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Truman just three weeks earlier had said 

he would ask congress to enact a peacetime 
military training program. 

VIEW OF MIDWEST 

Crowley represented the middle west as 
feeling that since the United States had 
just fought a war to end war, the adoption 
of universal training in peacetime would 
indicate a lack of faith in the United Na
tions as a peacekeeping organization. 

To this Secretary of War Henry L. Stim
son made what Navy Secretary James V. For
restal called in his published dairy, an "elo
quent" rejoinder. 

The substance of the war secretary's re
tort was that the only way the United States 
could convince the world that the nation 
was serious about preventing another war 
was to show that America took its responsi
bilities in that direction with great serious
ness. 

Arguing against a peacetime draft, Crow
ley noted that the United States had the 
atomic bomb. To this Forrestal said history 
showed that countermeasures were devel
oped against all new weapons. 

Crowley insisted, however, that no matter 
how much the cabinet members felt they 
were right, the country would not support 
their position. 

Stimson protested that he did not accept 
that statement of "cynicism" about the good 
sense and the wilUngness of the nation to 
accept its serious responsibillties. 

What Forrestal did not record in his diary, 
however, Crowley recalled, was that Stimson 
then expressed the opinion that a lot of 
young men would be better off drafted into 
the army than if they remained in their own 
homes. 

"I said that if that's a fact then God help 
our homes if the boys are better off in the 
military," said Crowley. "Then Truman 
brought up the question of giving the atomic 
bomb to Russia." 

WHY GIVE BOMB? 

Crowley said he expressed his indignation 
over proposing peacetime conscription at 
the same time that there was talk about 
giving the atomic bomb to Russia. He said 
Russia was the only country that could give 
us trouble i::\ the next five years. 

"If that is true, why give them the bomb?" 
he said he asked the cabinet. 

Some time after the cabinet meeting, 
Crowley said Henry A. Wallace, then secre
tary of commerce, and Dean Acheson, at that 
time undersecretary of state, "indicated that 
they favored the idea" (of giving the bomb 
to Russia). 

This statement by Crowley brought a de
nial from Wallace, who declared he had very 
complete notes of the meeting and that 
Crowley's memory "ls utterly imperfect." 

Crowley insisted in his interview with this 
reporter that he was satisfied Wallace did 
indicate he favored the idea. He described 
this as one of several "fallings out" he had 
with Wallace. 

Crowley's report on the national attitude 
toward the draft was disturbing to the cabi
net members representing the military serv
ices. 

At the conclusion of the Sept. 7 cabinet 
meeting Truman asked Crowley to write him 
a memorandum on the peacetime draft, 
which Crowley provided on Sept. 26, as a 
strictly confidential paper for the president's 
own guidance. 

In the unpublished document, which 
Crowley fished from his files in his Milwau
kee road office in Chicago, he presented argu
ments which sound much like the arguments 
being made now in support of President 
Nixon's current attempt to end the draft. 

"Peacetime conscription not only denies 
freedom by compulsory servitude, but weak
ens the moral and intellectual fiber of the 
nation when it can least afford it," Crowley 
warned Truman. 

"It would take a precious year from the 
lives of our youth--a year away from home 
or from school, or both. It would interrupt 
or ca.use the abandonment of educational or 
vocational training in the so important form
ative, impressionable period of life.'' 

Crowley was aiming at Secretary of War 
Stimson when he wrote: 

"If a year of army life were as good for a 
boy of 18 as a year of home or school life, 
conscription would not be so bad. As a na
tion, we have thus far relied first of all on 
the home and the family for our moral 
strength and for building the moral strength 
of our youth. 

"The family is the center of decent human 
living, the developer of character and higher 
aspirations, the source of better relation
ships between man and man which, we may 
hope, in the future will be reflected in the 
dealings of nation with nation. 

"Whatever tends to weaken the family is 
a backward step in the development of our 
people. · 

"Can an equally good substitute for the 
family possibly be found in a mmta.ry orga
nization-an organization in which regimen
tation is an accepted necessity, which in
doctrinates in the use of force, which pro
vides training in the instruments of war and 
the destruction of life and property?" 

The application of the results Of research 
in pure science, said the Crowley memo, had 
made traditional armament and munitions 
of doubtful security indeed. 

It pointed, he insisted, to the necessity 
of scientific leadership as the real basis of 
national security. 

To this end Crowley recommended that a 
broad governmental program for scientific 
research and development be maintained. 
Such a program, he said, could also be fruit
ful for peaceful pursuits. 

Crowley urged that in lieu of the draft, 
enlistment in the military and naval serv
ices be encouraged by all reasonable in
ducements and that the reserves and na
tional guard receive all the help they needed 
to function as live, alert organizations. 

While Crowley's views were privately stat
ed, Sen. Robert M. La Follette, Jr. (Prag.
Wis.) publicly called Truman's draft pro
posal "a last ditch effort, against a back
drop of war, to force the undemocratic sys
tem of peacetime conscription on the peo
ple of this country." 

Truman did not take Crowley's advice. A 
month after he received Crowley's memo he 
presented to a joint session of congress his 
plan for a peacetime draft which was even
tually adopted. Truman told congress that 
the atomic bomb WM of little ve.lue without 
an adequate army, air and naval force. Such 
a force, he argued, was necessary to "protect 
our shores, to overcome any attack and to 
enable us to move forward and direct the 
bomb against the enemy's own territory." 

Crowley, who quit the Truman adminis
tration two months after that, said he st111 
stood by every word of his 1945 draft memo. 

"I don't think the peacetime draft has 
done our people any good the last 10 or 12 
years," he said. 

ADVISER TO PRESIDENTS: HANDLING ALIEN 
PROPERTY "NASTY" WARTIME JOB 

(By Laurence C. Eklund) 
On the night of the Japanese sneak at

tack on Pearl Harbor, Dec. 7, 1941, President 
Roosevelt called his favorite trouble shooter, 
Leo T. Crowley, to the White House and told 
him: 

"Leo, I've got a job for you. The only 
scandal in Woodrow Wilson's administration 
was with the alien property custodian in 
World War I. I want you to take it on. Just 
as with your FDIC job, no one will interfere.'' 

Recalling the incident more than 27 yea.rs 
later, Crowley said he reminded the presi
dent that he had seen a lot of good Germans 

persecuted after World War I and he didn't 
want to see a repetition of that. 

"You'll deal only with Germans, not with 
German-Americans, and no one will interfere 
with you," Roosevelt replied, anticipating the 
war With Germany which both countries de
clared four days later. 

With that assurance Crowley took on what 
he called a "nasty job." 

RECOMMENDED BY BYRNES 

Crowley had been recommended for the 
alien property job by James F. Byrnes, the 
former South Carolina senator who was then 
a supreme court justice and later director of 
war mobilization, before President Truman 
made him secretary of state in 1945. Byrnes 
reminded Roosevelt that Crowley had proved 
to be an efficient administrator, had the re
spect of leaders in the world of business and 
finance, and that his relations with congress 
were excellent. 

Roosevelt told Byrnes he also had been 
thinking of Crowley for the dtillcult assign
ment, but was concerned about loading more 
work on him. (Crowley was head of the Fed
eral Deposit Insurance Corp.) 

Crowley followed this country's foreign 
policy in handling the alien property and 
never got into a serious scrap. This time 
there was no scandal. 

As custodian of alien property worth $8.5 
billion, Crowley was watchdog over enemy 
controlled businesses in the United States, 
foreign owned patents, copyrights and trade
marks, and foreign ships. 

He had control over such varied items as 
a mountainous pile of gold bars, a ranch, a 
Washington apartment house, a pile of scrap 
iron, a handful of diamonds, a bale Of stocks 
and bonds. 

Crowley made the patents ava.llable to 
United States firms, his fundamenta.l idea 
being service. He advised Roosevelt in a letter 
that he "was letting small businessmen use 
patents to help convert plants to a sounder 
postwar world." The cost of using one of 
40,000 enemy patents was only $50. 

These patents, Crowley said, included 
"some of the finest research achievements of 
modern science, particularly in the produc
tion of dyestuffs, plastics, pharmaceuticals 
and electrical goods." 

EVEN ADJUSTABLE SLACKS 

Among the patents seized were those for 
synthetic shellac, magnesium, the manufac
ture of aluminum, improved magnetic alloys, 
synthetic hormones and slacks for women 
that adjusted to various hip sizes. 

Crowley took over the alien property job 
at a time Atty. Gen. Francis Biddle was con
tending it should be handled by the justice 
department and Treasury Secretary Henry 
Morgenthau, jr., was insisting it should be 
done in his department. 

MOST USEFUL MAN 

By acting as the president's friction re
mover in this instance, Crowley was estab
lishing what his close friend and White House 
adviser, Thomas G. (Tommy the cork) Cor
coran, called a reputation as "the most use
ful man Roosevelt had around him." 

"He was the best internal diplomatist of 
the entire Roosevelt administration," said 
Corcoran, the Washington lawyer who drafted 
much New Deal legislation. 

"He was a catalyst, whose various titles 
meant nothing. He had a very personal rela
tionship with Roosevelt, who trusted him for 
his adroitness in handling a delicate politi
cal situation." 

Such a situation was involved in -Crowley's 
peace making role in 1943 between Vice
president Henry A. Wallace and Commerce 
Secretary Jesse H. Jones, who were engaged 
in a name calling feud over control of war
time foreign buying. 

They were quarreling mainly over respon
sib111ties for delays in stockpiling strategic 
materials. 
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Intervening with a snappy admonition to 

both, Roosevelt abolished Wallace's board of 
economic warfare, named Crowley head of a 
new office of economic warfare in July, 1943, 
and created the foreign economic adminis
tration (FEA) in its stead, in September, with 
Crowley as administrator. All foreign eco
nomic operations were thereafter central
ized in FEA. 

PRESIDENT IRKED 

Concerning the open brawling between 
Wallace and Jones, Crowley recalled: 

"Roosevelt sent for me one day in 1943 
and said he was going to let them both go 
that night and send letters to their homes. 
He was tired of their disagreeing publicly. 
Wallace was against everything Jones wanted. 
Milo Perkins (executive director of the board 
of economic welfare) was aggressive against 
Jones." 

In his letter to Wallace and Jones the 
president wrote: 

"I am sure the unfortunate controversy 
and acrimonious public debate which has 
been carried on between you in the public 
press concerning the administration of for
eign economic matters make it necessary 
in the public interest to transfer these mat
ters to other hands. 

"I am sure the American people under
stand that both of you have attempted to do 
your duty as you have seen it, but we must 
go forward without any further public debate 
as to matters which are now academic so far 
as winning the war is presently concerned." 

NATIVE OF MILWAUKEE 

The Milo R. Perkins referred to by Crowley 
was a native of Milwaukee, a 1916 Riverside 
high school graduate who had been put to 
work by Wallace, his fellow boomerang 
thrower, running the board of economic war
fare. 

Because of personnel problems, said Crow
ley, his assignment as foreign economic ad
ministrator was "the toughest job I had." 

"There were two personnel groups quarrel
ing with each other," he said. "The Jones 
group was always on my side and the Wallace 
group always against me. 

"Jesse Jones had more courage and more 
sound imagination tha.n any man I ever knew 
in government. I could go to him with a 
problem and we could sit down and talk it 
over. He'd understand it. 

"I never had any difficulty with Wallace, 
but his people were just unsound. Perkins 
was one of them and I let Milo go." 

TIP VIA PRESS 

It was alleged at the time Roosevelt shook 
up the wartime economic board that Wallace 
was spurred on by Perkins in his disputes 
with Jones about jurisdiction in foreign eco
nomic affairs. 

Crowley himself doesn't remember the de
tails of how he got rid of Perkins but others 
recall that he did it in a manner they said 
was typical of him. 

They recall that Crowley didn't want to 
fire Perkins if there was any likellhood 
Roosevelt would be annoyed, so, according to 
their recollection, he had a reporter ask the 
president at a regular press conference if 
Perkins was to remain in office. 

ARRAY OP AGENCIES 

When Roosevelt reportedly replied that 
Crowley would decide that, Crowley did in
deed decide, a.nd a few hours later Perkins 
was out. 

Perkins, a skilled raiser of azaleas, was best 
known for his success in making the food 
stamp plan to get rid of agricultural sur
pluses really work. That was when his good 
friend Wa.llace was secretary of agriculture. 

Crowley's new omnibus bureau consoli
dated the activities of 14 agencies with $35 
blll1on at his disposal. These included the 
export-import bank, United Nations relief 
and rehabilitation, lendlease and organiza-

tions set up to develop rubber and oll 
resources. 

Crowley retained his chairmanship of the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corp., through 
which he continued to hold sway over a large 
section of American banking. And he con
tinued as alien property custodian. 

The sole restriction placed on Crowley was 
that the functions of his office "shall be 
exercised in conformity with the foreign 
policy of the United States by the secretary 
of state." 

Crowley was on the friendliest terms with 
Secretary of State Cordell Hull. Unlike Wal
lace and Perkins, he was wilUng to submit 
wholeheartedly to guidance in matters of 
foreign policy. 

When Crowley quit government service in 
October, 1945, the FEA was abolished and its 
functions were divided among other govern
ment departments. 

Before Roosevelt died he wrote Crowley 
that "in your hands it (FEA) became a pow
erful weapon against our enemies." 

ADVISER TO PRESIDENTS: How RADIO PRIEST 
WAS MUZZLED 

(By Laurence C. Eklund) 
The silencing in 1942 of the Royal Oak 

(Mich.) radio priest, Father Charles E. 
Coughlin, a shrill critic of this country's 
involvement in World War II, was one of Leo 
T. Crowley's behind the scenes contributions 
to the war effort that was much appreciated 
by Franklin D. Roosevelt. 

Coughlin, whose harrangues over the air 
and writings In his Social Justice magazine 
had stirred millions of devoted followers, was 
ca.using a lot of trouble for a harassed presi
dent trying to prosecute a war. 

Going on the air in 1926, Coughlin had 
built the Shrine of the Little Flower with 
contributions from his listeners. 

With the slogan "Roosevelt or ruin," 
Coughlin was an early supporter of Roose
velt, lavishing praise on the New Deal. 

But when the president failed to move fast 
enough in pushing the priest's brand of 
populism, the slogan changed to "Roosevelt 
AND ruin" and soon he was calling the presi
dent a liar and an upstart. 

In 1935 Coughlin founded the National 
Union for Social Justice, a new political party 
which ran a candidate for president in 1936, 
the year he founded his weekly paper, Social 
Justice. 

OPPOSED WAR PREPARATIONS 

In the late 1930s Coughlin opposed Roose
velt's stand on war preparations, but in 1940 
he visited the president at Hyde Park. After 
the visit he broadcast on the radio in sup
port of a Roosevelt third term. 

But it wasn't long after Roosevelt's third 
term election that Coughlin resumed speeches 
and writings that were regarded as extremist. 
His talks became anti-British and, in the 
opinion of some administration leaders, a 
defense of Adolf Hitler's nazlsm. And he con
tinued to be anti-Semitic. 

"The United States and Great Britain are 
planning a postwar program," he told the na
tion the day after Pearl Harbor. "Vitally re
lated to that program is the confiscation of 
all raw materials in the world." 

Great Britain, the controversial priest 
charged, had a propensity for deserting her 
allies "because of her unwillingness or inabil
ity to fight her own battles." 

He demanded to know if Americans would 
bow down to totalitarian decrees restricting 
automobile use and their way of life or 
whether they would listen to reason and 
terminate a war which no one could win and 
which "Americans can lose completely." 

BIDDLE ACTS 

This exhorting of the nation to failure 
was too much for Atty. Gen. Francis Biddle, 
who on Apr. 14, 1942, asked Postmaster Gen
eral Frank C. Walker, hli:nself a Catholic, to 

invoke the espionage act of 1917 to suspend 
the second class mail privileges of Social 
Justice. 

Biddle relied on a section of the act bar
ring false statements made with the intent 
to interfere with the operation of the mili
tary forces of the United States or to pro
mote the success of its enemies. He de
nounced Social Justice as "traitorous" and 
as mirroring "the Axis propaganda line." 

SPECIAL GRAND JURY 

The attorney general asked a special Dis
trict of Columbia grand jury to investigate 
whether Coughlin had falsely represented 
that his parents, Thomas J. and Amelia 
Coughlin of Royal Oak, were the owners of 
Social Justice. 

The priest had disavowed any connection 
with the paper since 1940. Its editor wa"8 E. 
Perrin Schwartz, a former copy editor for 
The Milwaukee Journal. 

Offering on Apr. 20 to waive immunity 
and testify before the grand jury, Coughlin 
insisted that he was not the publisher, edi
tor or owner of Social Justice, but that he 
was willing to accept responsibility for its 
policies and content. 

It was at this point that Crowley, who was 
noted for settling rows within the adminis
tration and cleaning up messes, stepped into 
the situation. A leading Catholic layman, 
he had impressive connections within the 
church hierarchy. He was on intimate terms 
with princes of the church. 

ADVICE TO F. D. R. 

In his recent extended interview with the 
writer, Crowley said he told Roosevelt: 
"You're making a martyr out of him 
(Coughlin). You brought him to Hyde 
Park, gave him publicity, and when he went 
against you you got mad at him." 

Crowley said he told Biddle: "You don't 
prosecute men because you disagree with 
them." 

He said he advised the attorney general he 
would accomplish more by not suing, and 
that it was sufficient for Coughlin to show 
his parents as owners of Social Justice. 

Crowley recalled that he got hold of Arch
bishop Samuel Strltch of Chicago and Arch
bishop Edward Mooney of Detro! t-both of 
whom later became cardinals--and told 
them that Coughlin should be silenced. 

"I asked Archbishop Mooney to have him 
discontinue his paper and to keep him off 
the air," said Crowley. "After the archbishop 
talked to him he did go off the air and quit 
publishing his paper." 

The priest's alternative was to be un
frocked. 

Twenty years later Biddle who died last 
Oct. 8, praised Crowley for his skill and 
adroitness in handling the delicate matter. 

When the question of Crowley calling on 
Archbishop Mooney in Detroit was discussed, 
Biddle said he wondered whether they should 
talk to the president about it first. 

"On the contrary, Leo said, that would 
embarrass both of them," Biddle recalled 
later. He quoted Crowley as saying: "I'll 
bring it back tied up--then we can tell the 
president." 

END OF FATHER COUGHLIN 

"In three days he was again in my office, 
smiling and rubbing his hands at the suc
cess of his mission," Biddle continued. "The 
archbishop had agreed at once, without any 
stipulation or condition. He had sent for 
Father Coughlin and told him that he must 
stop all his propaganda on the air or by 
pen, for the duration (of the war). 

"Social Justice should not be published 
again. The archbishop wanted his word now. 
The alternative was being unfrocked. The 
priest agreed, and the archbishop confirmed 
the understanding in a brief letter to the 
president. FDR was delighted with the out
come. That was the end of Father Coughlin." 

Crowley, who said he stopped the legal 
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proceedings Biddle was considering, recalleci 
t hat Roosevelt called Biddle over to the 
White House after the Coughlin incident 
"and for six months I sat down with Fran
cis and advised him." 

No information was revealed at the time 
as to how Coughlin had been silenced, and a 
number of reporters for liberal newspapers 
were critical of Biddle for not pressing for 
an indict ment. 

It was generally agreed later within the 
administration that an indictment and a 
noisy, protracted trial raising the issue of 
freedom of speech and press would not have 
helped achieve the national unity necessary 
to the success of the war effort. 

GAVE 1962 INTERVIEW 

Having been consigned to oblivion, Cough
lin remained fairly silent within his parish 
until 1962, when he emerged for an inter
view in which he insisted he was correct in 
opposing Roosevelt's wartime alliance with 
Russia and his aid to the Soviet Union. 

In June, 1966, Coughlin's request for re
tirement as pastor of the Shrine of the Little 
Flower was granted by a. new archbishop, 
John F. Dearden, to whom the priest had 
been "an obedient, good soldier." 

There were also kind words that year from 
Richard Cardinal Cushing of Boston, who 
said Coughlin "was a man decades ahead of 
his time." 

"Before priests and pastors lobbied openly 
for remedial social legislation, he besieged 
congress with the voice of the people," said 
Cushing on the occasion of the golden jubi
lee of the priest's ordination. 

"I submit that our jubilarian ma.de his 
commitment to the poor of America long be
fore 'antipoverty• became the popular word of 
the social planners." 

BELATED BLAST 

And then, last December, angry words is
sued once again from Royal Oak. It was the 
Coughlin of yore, breathing fire and brim
stone in a 54 page pamphlet, "Helmet and 
sword,'' his first since Crowley had him 
silenced. 

In it he denounced liberal priests, bishops 
and "loudmouthed clerical advocates of ar
son, riot and draft card burning." 

He accused his superior, now John Cardi
nal Dearden, who is president of the Na
tional Conference of Catholic Bishops, of 
"under the table approval" of dissident 
priests whose aim he said was to "upset 
Pope Paul." 

The irrepressible priest, a not so mellow 
78, made a biting attack on churchmen who 
have criticized the church ban Qn birth 
control. 

In a book being published this month, 
Coughlin claims that Pope Pius XII was po
litically blackmailed by secular governments 
to abandon his neutrality stance in World 
warn. 

Coughlin hints that Roosevelt heavily pres
sured the pontiff to side with the Allies and 
that the pope and the president were respon
sible for the cancellation of his radio 
broadcasts. 

ADVISER TO PRESIDENTS: STATE BANK PLAN 
MODEL FOR NATION 

(By Laurence C. Eklund) 
His success as chairman of the Wisconsin 

banking review boa.rd thrust Leo T. Crowley 
onto the national political scene for the first 
time as an adviser to President Franklin D. 
Roosevelt in the 1933 banking holiday. 

Having made some money in the stock 
market in the lush 1920s, Crowley invested 
his surplus cash in two banks in Madison, 
to which he had moved as a youth from his 
native Milton Junction. 

He bought stock in the First National 
bank, becoming chairman of its board, anq 
he ,and his associates bought the Bank of 
Wisconsin, of which he became president. 

At that time chain banking, a hot political 
issue, was sweeping the country, and when 
the Wisconsin Bankshares Corp. took over the 
two Madison banks, Crowley became a buyer 
of other state banks for the holding company. 

NAMED BY LA FOLLETTE 

Republican Gov. Philip F. La Follette, later 
head of the Progressive party, appointed 
Crowley to the state banking review board, 
which Crowley, with characteristic zeal, pro
ceeded to organize as chairman in 1931-'32. 

La Follette did this on the advice of Frank 
W. Kuehl, who as an assistant state attorney 
general and acting banking commissioner 
was stabilizing the banks of the state. Kuehl, 
now living in retirement in Washington after 
many years of government service, explained 
he recommended Crowley to La Follette be
cause of his belief that the "chains" should 
be represented on the new board. 

When Albert G. Schmedeman, a Democrat, 
was elected governor with Crowley's help in 
1932 he dumped the critical problem of fail
ing banks in Crowley's lap. 

Crowley's work on the Wisconsin boa.rd 
attracted the attention of President-Elect 
Roosevelt, who had become acquainted with 
him four years earlier. 

BECOME U.S. FOMULA 

Even before Roosevelt was inaugurated for 
his first term he called Crowley to Wash
ington to discuss the Wisconsin bank 
stabiUzation plan that had been used first at 
Cottage Grove. 

This plan became the formula for reopen
ing the nation's banks after the bank holiday. 

Crowley and Schmedeman journeyed from 
Madison to Washington, which they found 
in a state of tension on the eve of Roosevelt's 
inauguration on Mar. 4, 1933. 

It was cold and rainy in Washington, and 
panic was spreading among the people as the 
banking situation grew worse by the hour. 
With news of new bank failures in Penn
sylvania and Massachusetts the tally of 
financial disaster was almost complete. 

Excitement rose among the pre-inaugural 
crowds as hundreds of visitors pouring into 
the capital to celebrate a change of govern
ment learned to their dismay that banks 
"back home" had closed. 

They pondered a bleak future a.s they 
realized their inab111ty to cash checks for 
hotel expenses and return transportation. 

CALLS FROM HOME 

Soon after arriving in Washington on a 
Friday morning Crowley and Schmedeman 
began getting frantic telephone calls from 
Wisconsin bankers who had gone to Chicago 
to confer there with the president of the 
First National bank. 

"They told us they didn't think they could 
go through Saturday because of heavy with
drawals," Crowley recalled. "The bankers 
holiday was scheduled for Monday, but they 
wanted the hollday for Saturday instead of 
Monday." 

That night Crowley and Schmedeman met 
with Roosevelt in the Mayflower hotel. It 
was the night before the inauguration, and 
Crowley outllned the situation to the presi
dent-elect and gave his advice on the basis of 
his Wisconsin experience. 

"When Roosevelt decided he was going to 
have a banking hollday he said to me: 'You 
go ahead and declare yours (for Wisconsin) 
for Saturday and I'll declare mine effective 
Monday morning,'" said Crowley. "When we 
got through with Roosevelt it was well past 
midnight." 

WHERE'S O'MALLEY? 

A resolution calling for closing the state's 
banks was drawn up. The next problem was 
to get hold of Lt. Gov. Thomas J. O'Malley 
who would have to sign it as acting governor. 

"We telephoned the Milwaukee sentinel 
and asked them to withhold the publication 
of the banking holiday resolution until we 
had things worked out," Crowley related. 

"The announcement in the Sentinel, which 
went to press about 12 o'clock, was that there 
was to be a banking holiday in Wisconsin. 
We hadn't had the resolution drawn yet and 
we hadn't got hold of Tom O'Malley. 

"It was along about 3 or 4 o'clock in the 
morning that O'Malley signed it in Madison. 
The Sentinel, which had held up its first 
edition, then published it. It closed the 
banks of Wisconsin all up tight, the day 
Roosevelt was inaugurated. The banks were 
normally open on Saturday. 

MIDNIGHT MEETING 

"After we got them closed we had to have 
some provision to get them open again be
cause there was nothing in the law that gave 
Silly one the power to open them again." 

Crowley returned to Milwaukee that Sat
urday night for a midnight meeting with 
state bankers at the First Wisconsin National 
bank. The understanding was that all the 
banks would be opened at the same time. 

Schmedeman called a special session of the 
legislature and under the guidance of 
Crowley, who became known as "the real gov
ernor of Wisconsin," the necessary legislation 
was passed. It permitted the federal govern
ment to help. 

On the night of Mar. 8 Roosevelt called a 
group of congressional leaders to the White 
House to make known the principal features 
of a banking bill his advisers had drafted. 

Among other things, the measure provided 
that banks would reopen only under Ucense 
by the treasury. Those deemed to be sound 
would reopen immediately. Those about 
which there was any question would be op
erated by conservators untU it was deter
mined that they were completely solvent. 
Hopelessly insolvent banks would be kent 
closed and liquidated. 

SIGNED SAME DAY 

The b111 was introduced in the senate the 
next morning and passed with only seven dis
senting votes. In the house, after 30 minutes 
of debate, the bill was passed by acclamation 
and at 8 p.m. it was signed by the president. 

Soon after that Roosevelt, impressed by 
Crowley's banking savvy, instructed Henry 
Morgenthau, jr., then governor of the farm 
credit administration (FCA), to have Crowley 
reorganize farm credit practices in the mid
west, working out of the FCA St. Paul office. 
He became co-ordinator of the federal land 
bank at St. Paul. 

"Soon we were loaning a million dollars a 
day to keep the heads of the farmers above 
water," said Crowley. 

FOE OF RED TAPE 

Some months later, at a. dinner in Milton 
Junction honoring Crowley as a native son, 
James B. Borden, then Wisconsin budget di
rector, was telling the home town folks tbft 
secret of Crowley's success. 

"Red tape means nothing to him in his 
young life," said Borden, a native of neigh
boring Milton. "He does things, then tells you 
to find the way out of it." 

Borden suspected on that occasion that it 
was Crowley's forthright manner that put 
him at the side of the president. 

As '0Jl outgrowth of his participation in the 
banking holiday Crowley in March, 1934, was 
named by the president to be chairman of 
the Federal Deposit Insurance Corp. (FDIC). 
He succeeded Walter J. Cumnllngs, the first 
chairman of FDIC, who went to Chicago after 
a brief tenure to be president of the Con
tinental Illinois Bank & Trust Co. 

Crowley sa.w FDIC develop to a point where 
it insured 60 million bank accounts in the 
United States up to $5,000. He sold the Amer
ican people confidence in their banking 
system. 

When he left FDIC at the end of his gov
ernment service it was possible for the agency 
to liquid.ate and reimburse the government 
the money it invested, plus a dividend of 
22 % , "and return every penny of the assess-
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ments that the banks paid to the corpora
tion." 

On Oct. 15, 1945, a number of senators rose 
in the senate to pay tributes to Crowley on 
his retirement a.fter nearly 12 years as FDIC 
chairman. The following were typical: 

Robert M. La Follette, Jr. (Prog.-Wis.)
"Mr. Crowley has rendered most distin
guished public service. His administration as 
chairman of the board has been an out
standing success. He took charge of that very 
important responsibillty against a back
ground of the bank failures which swept 
over the country in the depth of the great 
depression. He has administered the corpo
ration without regard to political considera
tion and in the public interest." 

Sen. Arthur H. Vandenberg (R-Mich.)
"He has rendered one of the great, out
standing services of our time to the Ameri
can people. When FDIC was initiated it was 
looked upon as something of an experiment. 
In many quarters it was viewed with skepti
cism. This great adventure was launched not 
only in the midst of considerable doubt in 
the government itself but at a time when the 
fiscal pulse of the American people was beat
ing very low. 

"I hesitate to think what might have hap
pened in this country in the late thirties 11 
there had not been popular reliance upon 
this underlying warranty that the bank ac
counts in America were sa.fe, and that can 
never be dissociated from the utterly im
partial, always courageous management Mr. 
Crowley gave this great institution." 

ADVISER TO PRESIDENTS: STATE PROGRESSIVES 
WOOED BY F. D. R. 

(By Laurence C. Eklund) 
As a Democratic workhorse Leo T. Crowley 

first became involved in local party affairs in 
Madison in 1924. 

He strove vainly to help carry Wisconsin 
for Alfred E. Smith for president in 1928, 
when his analysis of the mid-west vote won 
the respect of Franklin D. Roosevelt. 

Crowley told in an interview how at about 
that time he first met Roosevelt in his New 
York apartment after FDR had decided to 
run for governor of New York. 

Crowley said Roosevelt told him to keep in 
touch with him and write him a letter, but 
to send the letter to his New York apartment, 
not to Albany. He quoted Roosevelt as tell
ing him then that _ he was going to try to 
get the nomination for president in 1932 and 
that then "we'll be together." 

A CLOSE FRIENDSHIP 

It was the beginning of a close friendship. 
From that time on, Crowley served as Roose
velt's political eyes and ears for Wisconsin, 
Minnesota, North and South Dakota and 
Iowa. 

The Roosevelt landslide of 1932 swept 
Crowley's friend Albert G. Schmedeman, into 
office as governor of Wisconsin, along with 
some inexperienced legislative candidates 
whom Crowley had induced to run to help 
fill out the Democratic ticket. 

Crowley recalled that Schmedeman told 
him, somewhat plaintively: "You got me 
elected now you've got to help me." 

"I told him I didn't want a job with a 
title ... I would help all I could," Crowley 
said. "He was taking up pieces of legislation 
and asking what I thought. Al was taking it 
easy and I was working harder." 

RICHELIEU OF WISCONSIN 

Although he had no official title, Crowley 
became Schmedeman's chief adviser. His 
quietly effective organizing ability gave 
him virtual control of the state. 

Hts office was wherever he could find a 
desk and a chair. Probably the busiest man 
in the state capitol, he had up to 200 callers 
a day. 

During that period Crowley was known as 
the Richelieu of the Schmedeman admlnls
tra tion. 

The reference, inspired perhaps as much 
by envy as by admiration, was to the br1lliant 
Cardinal Armand-Jean du Plessis de Riche
lieu, who for 18 years in the 17th century 
was the absolute ruler of France under Louis 
XIII. 

CLOSE TO PROGRESSIVES 

When he moved onto the national scene, 
Crowley became one of the busiest men in 
Washington, too. Roosevelt sought his polit
ical advice, as well as piling one job after 
another on him. 

Crowley was the president's liaison with 
the La Follette Progressives, causing some 
disgruntlement among old line Wisconsin 
Democrats who woefully described them
selves as "stepchildren" of the New Deal. 

Both Roosevelt and Crowley liked Sen. 
Robert M. La Follettee, jr. Crowley regarded 
him and James F. Byrnes of South Carolina 
as the two most capable senators he knew. 

In 1938, at Roosevelt's suggestion, Crowley 
tried to get the La Follettes not to run a 
candidate for senator on the Progressive 
ticket against Democratic Sen. F. Ryan 
Duffy, whom Roosevelt also liked. 

The strategy didn't work, however. The 
Progressives insisted on running their own 
candidate, Herman L. Ekern. As a result the 
liberal vote was split, and Duffy was defeated 
by Republican Alexander Wiley. 

When Roosevelt was running for a third 
term in 1940 Crowley, again on behalf of 
the president, arranged for support of Pro
gressives in the state-wide elections if they 
would support the president. 

BARGAIN MADE 

The bargain was agreed upon and Roose
velt carried the state while Sen. La Follette, 
who was later to reject the president as a 
warmonger, won re-election by a wide margin. 

A businessman, Crowley spoke the language 
of businessmen, many of whom were Repub
licans, and they often co-operated with him. 
He was on good terms with congressmen of 
both parties. 

As one prominent Republican congress
man commented at the time: "We can do 
business with Crowley because he's a man 
of his word." 

One of the leading Republicans in congress 
with whom Crowley got along well was Sen. 
Arthur H. Vandenberg of Michigan. 

LETI'ER TO VANDENBERG 

"Vandenberg and I were very close," said 
Crowley. "In 1934, when he was up for re
election in Michigan, whioh was one of the 
worst states in the country for banking trou
ble, he wrote me a letter and asked me some 
questions about the Federal Deposit Insur
ance Corp. 

"Answering his letter, I thanked him for 
his interest. He had helped me on banking 
legislation and he used my letter for public
ity purposes in his campaign." 

Asked whether he objected to that, Crow
ley replied: "Well, it made some of the 
Democrats mad." 

Crowley related how he recommended 
Henry A. Wallace to Roosevelt as his vice
presidentlal running mate in 1940 even 
though personally he would have preferred 
Byrnes. 

He said Roosevelt asked for his analysis of 
a list of possible running mates. 

Included were Wallace, Supreme Court Jus
tice William O. Douglas, Sen. Burton K. 
Wheeler of Montana, House Speaker William 
B. Bankhead of Alabama and Jesse H. Jones, 
who ran the Reconstruction Finance Corp. 

Crowley sa.1d he was analyzing the names 
thait afternoon when Roosevelt called aga.1n 
and said: "Come over and let's go over those 
names again." 

He said he told the president that appar
ently what he was worried about was that 
he had had trouble with Vice-President John 
Nance Garner and was looking for a running 
mate who "would be satisfied with being 

vice-president, would not be runnning for 
president and would carry out your policies." 

"I said: 'I think the one fellow that can 
help you would be Henry Wallace,' " said 
Crowley. "I said he could help as a running 
mate and would co-operate with Roosevelt." 

Roosevelt then told Crowley he would give 
Robert E. Hannegan-the Missourian who 
was later to become Democratic national 
chairman and then postmaster general--a. 
letter stating that either Wallace or Douglas 
would be satisfactory as his running mate. 

SENT TO CHICAGO 

This was a week before the national con
vention in Chicago, and Roosevelt asked 
Crowley to go to Chicago "to work with the 
fellows and nominate Henry Wallace if you 
can." 

"I told him that I thought Jimmy Byrnes 
would make the best vice-president for him," 
said Crowley. "He said: 'No, the colored ques
tion would come up and we'd have a lot of 
trouble with tt and I think it would be better 
to take Wallace.' " 

[Byrnes later said Roosevelt told him he 
should be nominated for vice-president, but 
that Roosevelt did not believe tha.t the Demo
cratic pa.r.ty was yet ready to accept any man 
from the deep south, either for president or 
vice-president. Byrnes said Roosevelt told 
him he did not agree with those who doubted 
the wisdom of nominating Byrnes because of 
his religious history. Byrnes was baptized a 
Catholic but later became a Protestant.] 

Later, in Chicago, Hannegan met with 
Roosevelt and afterward reported to Crowley 
that Byrnes would be satisfactory as a run
ning mate. 

SCOOP FOR JOURNAL 

"When the president called me that Sun
day nighit at the Blackstone hotel after 
dinner I said: 'I understand you approved 
Jimmy Byrnes.' He said: 'No, and you and I 
understand one another. You know who I 
approved. I haven't told anyone else about 
Wallace, but I told you. Whwt I said still 
goes.'" 

Crowley recalled telling J. Donald Ferguson 
of The Milwaukee Journal that Wallace 
would be nominated for vice-president, and 
that Ferguson had a "scoop" on the story well 
in advance of Wallace's nomination. 

Ferguson, in a story dated July 16, 1940, 
that carried the headline "Wallace Likely 
Prospect for Place on Ticket," referred to the 
then secretary of agriculture as a "dark 
horse" candidate. 

The Journal man, later to become president 
and editor of The Journal, reported that 
Roosevelt had brought Wallace to Washing
ton from Iowa as a Progressive Republican 
and that New Deal insiders were saying 
frankly that without the Progessive Republi
can votes there weren't enough Democratic 
votes in the country to win in 1940. 

ADVISER TO PRESIDENTS: RAILROAD WANTED 
POWDER Pl.ANT NEAR BARABOO AND GoT IT 
THERE 

(By Laurence C. Eklund) 
The political support of Leo T. Crowley, a 

man of great behind the scenes ln.fluence 
throughout the more than three terms Frank
lin D. Roosevelt served as president, was not 
a matter that was taken lightly by members 
o1' congress-from other states as well as 
Crowley's native Wisconsin. 

Although Republican Rep. William H. 
Stevenson of Onalaska was permitted to 
make the announcement in 1941, it was well 
known within the Wisconsin congressional 
delegation that it was Crowley who saw to 
it that the $65 million Badger Ordnance 
Works was located 1n the Merrimac-Baraboo 
area in Sauk county. 

There was some puzzlement over selection 
of a. 7,400 acre site that included some of 
the state's richest !a.rm lands. 

In a somewhat querulous front page edi
torial The Milwaukee Journal demanded to 
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know why such rich agricultural land was 
selected for the big powder plant rather than 
sandy wastes available in other parts of the 
state. 

RAILROAD WANTED Ir 

Twenty-eight year::, later, Crowley has pro
vided the answer. It was because the North 
Western road wanted it there. 

Crowley recalled that Rowland L. (Bud) 
Williams, then president of North Western, 
told him he wanted to have the powder plant 
located in the Merrimac-Baraboo area be
cause his railroad ran there and he wanted 
to get some business for the railroad. 

"I said yes I'd help him," Crowley recalled. 
"I went with him to the office of Gen. 
George C. Marshall, then army chief of staff, 
introduced him, and told George what he 
wanted. 

"It was Marshall as chief of staff who made 
the decision. Then they had to get all that 
farm land out there and I got two, three or 
four real estate men to get options for them 
on several farms. They finally worked it out." 

Mn.WAUKEE ROAD AIDED, TOO 

Crowley noted with satisfaction that the 
Milwaukee road, which went to Sauk City, 
also got some business through the selection 
of the site. 

He hastened to make it clear that there 
was no conflict of interest involved on his 
part, since this decision was made in 1941 
and he didn't become chairman of the Mil
waukee road until December, 1945. 

"It was to the advantage of the army to 
have transportation available," he said. "The 
two railroads got some business and the local 
people got employment." 

Crowley explained that then, as now, it 
was customary to let the local congressman 
make the announcement. Thus Stevenson, 
the Republican whose district included Sauk 
county at the time, was generously allowed 
to announce a decision made by a Democratic 
administration. 

In making public details provided him by 
the war department, Stevenson said on Oct. 
29, 1941: 

"This particular location was selected be
cause it ls ideal for powder works. The area 
is well drained and sandy and it is hidden 

a":~~· ls considered desirable to have plants of 
this type established away from the sea coast 
and away from large centers of population." 

son. FOR "CAMOUFLAGE" 

And to blunt the criticism of conservation
ists and Sauk prairie farmers, Capt. W. G. 
Hoar of the army quartermaster's division ex
plained that the good soil of the Sauk prairie 
was vital to the proposed plant because of 
"landscaping for camouflage." 

Hoar con tended that the sandy soil of 
Adams or Juneau counties, which had been 
proposed as alternative sites, would not be 
suitable because rich topsoil would have to 
be hauled in and that would be more ex
pensive than buying good land in the first 
place. 

Back in 1941 war department officials 
would admit only that the Sauk county site 
was selected because of "influence from the 
White House." That influence was exerted 
by Crowley through his good friend, the then 
occupant of the White House. 

At the time the decision was made Mer
rimac, a quiet village on the Wisconsin river, 
claimed a population of 234 persons. 

The North Western road ran through there, 
all right, but none of its trains stopped there. 
The nee.rest station was Lodi, seven miles 
away, to which two trains ran daily. other 
rail connections were through Baraboo. 

REVITALIZED IN 1966 

Reflecting on his key role in the selection 
of the site, Crowley was pleased to point out 
that "they're still operating up there, and 
the plant has been revitalized." 

The plant, operated for the army by Olin 
Mathieson Chemical Corp., was reactivated 
in 1966 as Vietnam war demands for am-

munition stepped up. It employs about 4,800 
persons. 

Lester Muckerman, an Olin Mathieson, of
ficial at East Alton, Ill., recently estimated 
the plant's value at $350 million. There are 
about 1,500 buildings scattered around the 
property, many of them separated by walls of 
earth and stone to minimize the danger of 
an explosion. 

A $300 million, five year improvement plan 
for the sprawling explosives works has been 
drafted. This includes a new acid plant esti
mated to cost upward of $5 million. After 
more than a quarter of a century of use, the 
army says that much of the plant needs im
provement. 

The facility is the only plant in the coun
try producing ball powder for the M-16 rifie, 
the basic weapon being used by today's 
soldier. 

The plant would be needed for a long time 
even if the Vietnam war were to end im
mediately, according to John M. Troyer, 
civllian executive assistant to Lt. Col. Russell 
0. Enoch, the plant comm.ander. 

ADVISER TO PRESIDENTS: BIG MAN IN GoVERN

MENT Is IN BIG BUSINESS, Too 
(By Laurence C. Eklund) 

Usually when the Milwaukee road passen
ger train pulls out of Chicago for Madison, 
Wis., at 6 :30 p.m. Thursday, the private rail
road oar of Leo T. Crowley, the road's board 
chairman, is attached. 

That would be Leo Crowley, the successful 
man of business as contrasted with Leo 
Crowley, the powerful government official of 
the Roosevelt era, going home for the 
weekend. 

In the private railroad car, a symbol of 
past elegance that is still used by a number 
of railroad executives, Crowley ls served din
ner by O'Neil Barnes, a former Milwaukee 
road dining car steward. 

He will spend the weekend in his 12 room 
Tudor style home overlooking Lake Wingra, 
often in the company of adoring nieces and 
nephews, children and grandchildren of his 
late brothers and a sister. 

Then on Monday morning, after being 
served breakfast by one of his three sisters 
who keeps house for him, he returns to his 
private car for the journey back to Chicago, 
beginning at 7:15. 

DmECTL Y TO OFFICE 

When the train arrives in Chicago, he goes 
directly to his office-room 874 in the Union 
Station building. 

Crowley also uses the private car for busi
ness trips. He used it in Milwaukee to enter
tain luncheon guests when he was pushing 
construction of the new Union station as an 
adornment to a revitalized downtown Mil
waukee to be used by both the Milwaukee 
and North Western roads. 

With the exception of the years 1963 to 
1966 Crowley has been chairman of the Mil
waukee road board since December, 1945. 

He has spent much of his time in recent 
years working toward consummation of the 
$1.5 billion merger of the Milwaukee and 
North Western roads into a 22,000 mile rail 
network serving the midwest and northwest. 

Final arguments were held before the in
terstate commerce commission a month ago 
on the recommendation of ICC examiner 
Henry C. Darmstadter that the merger be 
approved, to effect savings of about $31.7 
million a year. 

DECISION DUE SOON 

A decision ls expected late this year or 
early in 1970. 

The North Western and the Milwaukee 
since early in 1965 have had a merger agree
ment under which the former would acquire 
the latter. But recently the North Western 
has suggested the "possible" purchase of its 
assets by the Milwaukee, which would re
verse the roles of buyer and seller. 

Crowley's aggregate income as chairinan 
of the board, director and chairman of the 

Milwaukee road's finance committee ls 
$81,400 a year. He is also chairman of the 
Wisconsin Public Service Corp., with offices 
in Milwaukee and public utllity operations 
in various areas of the state. 

Crowley, who neither smokes nor drinks 
because of his sinuses, has spent much of his 
life living in hotels--the Mayflower in Wash
ington and the Blackstone in Chicago. 

In Chicago he is chauffeured between the 
Blackstone and his office by a Milwaukee 
road employe in a rented Ford. 

LONG A Mll.LIONAIRE 

He gets to his office at about 7:45 a.m. and 
the chauffeur usually picks him up at about 
3:30 or 3:45 p.m. to return him to his hotel, 
where he goes to bed at 11 p.m. and gets up 
at5 a.m. 

Yellowing newspaper clippings of 25 years 
ago described Crowley as a millionaire then. 
It seems safe to assume that he has not 
become impoverished since. 

Crowley, who took over the support of 
a large family after the death of his father 
in 1913, had no comment on his current 
financial condition, except to say: "Well, hope 
I leave my sisters comfortable." 

Because of his responslblllties as head of 
a large family Crowley was unable to con
tinue his formal education beyond gradua
tion from Madison Central high school. Later 
in life, however, he was made an honorary 
member of Phi Beta Kappa, denoting schol
arship, and he managed to pick up half a 
dozen honorary doctorates from Catholic 
colleges and universities. 

As a result of what he conceded later were 
"good breaks," Crowley made money in the 
stock markets, because a prominent Madison 
banker and by the time he became chairman 
of the Federal Deposit Insurance Corp. in 
1934 was rated a prosperous businessman. 

In 1939 Crowley accepted the lucrative 
job of chairman of the board of the "billion 
dollar" Standard Gas & Electric Co., a Chi
cago utility holding company from which he 
eventually drew a salary of $75,000 a year. 

F. D.R. APPROVED 

Time magazine noted at the time that 
Crowley took the utility job "with apparent 
White House approval," a fact that he con
firmed in the interview with this reporter. 

"President Roosevelt let me operate as 
chairman of Standard Gas all those years 
I was in government," said Crowley. 

There was no conflict of interest problem 
at all, he said, in the fact that he was getting 
$75,000 a year from Standard Gas when he 
was not taking a government salary. 

When it was suggested that it was remark
able that he was able to handle the Standard 
Gas job for seven years while holding down 
several big government jobs, Crowley ex
plained that the company moved personnel 
from New York to Washington "who were 
capable of doing things." 

PROPERTY TO LIQUIDATE 

It was during that period, he said, that 
the utility holding company act was passed. 
Under the act big utility holding companies 
had to liquidate. Standard Gas had property 
all over the country which it had to liquidate. 

"What we were doing was cleaning up the 
balance sheets to comply with the law," he 
said. 

Crowley tried vainly to resign from the 
government three times. In 1939, he said, he 
told Roosevelt he had accepted appointment 
to the board of directors of the Pan American 
Airways and the board of Lehman Corp., the 
Wall Street investment firm. He quoted 
Roosevelt as telllng him: 

"No, you go back and you retire from both 
those boards and tell them I don't want you 
to quit. We may be involved in a war and 
I want you to stay with me until after the 
war. After the war I'll help you with any
thing you want." 

So Crowley resigned from the boards of 
Pan American and the Lehman Corp. 

Later, when he tried to resign from the 
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government during the war, Roosevelt told 
him: "I cannot accept your resignation. You 
are doing a fine job, and I want you to re
main until Germany is eliminated from the 
war." 

His top pay with the government, before he 
joined Standard Gas & Electric, was $15,000 
a year, which was then the salary of a cabinet 
officer. He was a. "nothing a year" man the 
rest of the time. 

When Crowley joined the Milwaukee road 
as board chairman in 1945 it had just re
turned to private control after 10 years of 
receivership. 

At other times in a busy business career 
Crowley served on the board of the Philadel
phia Co., the National Guardian Life Insur
ance Co. and the Fox River Paper Co. 

His family once owned the Goodall
Crowley 011 Co. at Beloit. He owned an in
terest in radio station WEMP in Milwaukee 
until he sold it in 1944 to the late Mrs. 
Robert M. La Follette, Jr. 

LET'S NOT FENCE IN THE 
FOUNDATIONS 

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, far
reaching changes in the tax treatment 
of private foundations have been pro
posed in the Tax Reform Act of 1969 
(H.R. 13270) . Some of these proposals 
have already generated a tremendous 
amount of public concern over their 
possible effect upon the vital contribu
tions which foundations make to the 
scientific, intellectual, cultural, and 
social development of this country. In 
my opinion, this concern is quite rightly 
justified. 

The subject of foundation tax reform 
is a complex and delicate one. It must be -
deliberated in depth and with great care. 
In order to continue to bring to the at
tention of Senators some of the funda
mental issues involved, I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD 
an informative article entitled "Let's 
Not Fence in the Foundations," written 
by Irwin Ross, and published in Fortune 
for June 1969, prior to the passage of 
H.R. 13270 in the House. 

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

LET'S NOT FENCE IN THE FOUNDATIONS 

(By Irwin Ross) 
The men who run America's foundations 

are worried. As custodians of great wealth 
wielding unique influence in the nation's 
life, they have long been accustomed to 
criticism. But in recent months the critical 
chorus has grown louder, and foundations 
now face the likelihood of legislation that 
could conceivably limit their freedom and 
scope of operation. 

Two unrelated developments have con
tributed to the change in atmosphere. On the 
on e h and, foundations have become in
creasingly involved with the controversial 
problems of poverty and race relations, pro
voking charges that they have become "too 
arrogant, too biased, and too political," as 
one syndicated columnist put it. Even the 
usually friendly New York Times has urged 
foundation s t o adopt "informal rules" to 
avoid "the role of a shadow government ... 
not responsive to the electorate." At the same 
time, the growing public clamor for tax re
form has focused attention on the financial 
malpractices of some foundations, stirring 
demands for drastic curbs on the way they 
do business. 

In February, the House Ways and Means 
Committee, which initiates all tax legisla
tion, began a long-heralded investigation of 
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foundations. During several days of public 
hearings, committee members heard every 
criticism, prejudice, and vagrant anxiety cur
rently voiced about foundations: they were 
blatant tax dodges; they had surreptitiously 
invaded the political arena; they spent their 
money frivolously, often rewarding favored 
friends; they squandered vast sums abroad. 
Some witnesses proposed reforms or punitive 
measures. For example, Representative 
Wright Patman of Texas, who has been con
ducting a personal crusade against founda
tions since 1961, called for a 20 percent tax 
on gross income and capital gains. 

Sensing the mood, top Treasury officials in 
the Nixon Administration presented an elab
orate packet of proposals, l•argely dealing 
with the financial operations of foundations. 
Wl:th this in hand, Chairman Wilbur Mills 
took the Ways and Means Committee into 
closed session at the end of April to write the 
legislation it will ultimately report out to 
the House. 

Some reform is undoubtedly needed; but 
the danger is that in its zeal to eliminate 
abuses of the tax-exemption privilege, Con
gress could end up crippling a valuable 
American institution. If the basic philan
thropic operations of foundations should be 
curtailed or hampered, we would all be im
poverished. At their best, foundations are a 
great source of initiative and experiment 
that enormously enrich the life of nations. 
In the U.S. they have developed into a 
powerful force for socia l change and hum.an 
betterment-a third force, as it were, in
dependent of business and government. 

Even the most reputable foundations are 
guilty of lapses of judgment, but the broadest 
possible freedom of action is an essential 
ingredient of their successes. They have often 
provided the seed money, the risk capital 
for enterprises that neither government nor 
business has the interest or capacdty to 
pusue. Sixty years ago a mere $18,000 grant 
from the Carnegie Foundation for the Ad
vancement of Teaching launched Abraham 
Flexner's famous survey of the deplorable 
state of American medical education, a study 
that ultimately led to a revolutionary up
grading of standards. In its early years, the 
Rockefeller Foundation sponsored a public
health program that eliminated the de
bilitating disease of hookworm from the 
southern U.S. and from fifty-two foreign 
countries. 

In recent years, sizable financial support 
from the Ford and Rockefeller foundations 
has led to the development of new strains 
of rice and wheat that will soon enormous
ly increase the food supply in all of Asia. 
Birth-control programs in the populous 
countries of the underdeveloped world would 
never h~ve got beyond the pilot stage with
out foundation support. Here in the U.S., 
grants from the Taconic, Ford, and Carnegie 
foundations financed preschool projects for 
impoverished youngsters that became the 
inspiration for Head Start, the most popular 
undertaking of the federal antipoverty pro
gram. In the early Sixties, Ford Founda
tion money backed a new concept in legal 
aid for the poor-neighborhood law offices in 
slum areas-which flowered into a large-scale 
program under government auspices a few 
years later. The examples can be multiplied 
endlessly. 

DOLL LIBRARIES AND STATUS SYMBOLS 

Much of the current criticism tends to 
overlook the fact that foundations come in 
various shapes and sizes. There are an 
enormous number of them. According to the 
Foundation Center, the chief information
gathering agency in the field, some 22,000 
foundations were in existence at the end of 
1968, and they are proliferating rapidly; in 
1950 there were only 1,000, and last year 
alone 2,000 new ones were created. (The In
ternal Revenue Service counted more than 
30,000 foundations in 1968, but some of the 

organizations it regards as foundations either 
lack endowments or do not make grants.) 

The best known are the large general
purpose foundations, which support a wide 
range of causes. More numerous, and gen
erally much smaller, are the special-pur
pose foundations (some of which are quite 
narrow in their interests, like the Interna
tional Doll Library Foundation of Greenwich, 
Connecticut). There is a separate category 
of over 200 community foundations, whose 
endowments come from a variety of local 
donors and whose income is distributed al
most exclusively to local charities. About 
2,000 company foundations constitute still 
another group; these are sponsored by cor
porations and serve as conduits for oorporate 
charity. Though they are nominally inde
pendent, their trustees are mostly officers 
of the sponsoring corporation. 

Well over half of all the foundations are 
small family operations, most of which lack 
a professional staff or even an office; they 
are usually run by the donor, his children, 
and perhaps the family lawyer. Indeed, about 
t~o-thirds of all foundations are very small, 
with assets of less than $200,000 or annual 
grants totally under $10,000. In many in
stances they are little more than status sym
bols for their donors-or tax shelters. 

All told, U.S. foundations control $20.5 
billion in assets and give out about $1.5 
billion a year. Nearly 18 percent of those as
sets are held by the Ford Foundation which 
is by far the biggest, with well over $3' billion 
in its portfolio. The Rockefeller Foundation 
comes next with $890 million, then the Duke 
Endowment with $629 million. Twenty-siX 
foundations have assets of over $100 million 
each, fifteen of over $200 million. Fewer than 
7 percent of the foundations control 90 per
cent of all assets. 

All of which amounts to a vast agglomera
tion of wealth, pledged to public charity but 
under the exclusive control of private in
dividuals-a condition that inevitably in
spires concern and sometimes controversy 
about the way foundations spend their 
money. The concern is natural, but some of 
the critcism is eccentric, not to say absurd. 
Thus Patman, testifying before the Ways 
and Means Committee, decried the vast sums 
the Rockefeller Foundation spent abroad in 
1966: "The Foundation spent $1,693,762 in 
India, but not a penny in Arkansas. It spent 
half a million dollars in Uganda, but not a 
cent in Idaho. It spent more than $1 million 
in Nigeria, but it could bring itself to spend 
only $1,000 in Kentucky." 

Patman was equally outraged about grants 
made by the Boll1ngen Foundation, a Mel
lon creation, which operates one of the most 
distinguished cultural programs in the 
country. He accused Bolllngen of specializ
ing in "the development of trivia into non
sense," because it financed such research 
projects as "the phenomenology of the Iran
ian religious consciousness" and "the origin 
and significance of the decorative types of 
medieval tombstones in Bosnia and Herze
govina." Said Patman : "If the Mellons are 
more interested in medieval tombstones 
than in Pittsburgh poverty . . . that is the 
Mellons' affair. However, there is no obliga
tion upon either the Congress or the Ameri
can citizenry to give the Mellons tax-free 
dollars to finance their exotic interests." 

EDUCATION OR SEVERANCE PAY? 

Congressmen had considerably more rea
son to be disturbed by some recent activities 
of the Fiord Foundation. Notable were the 
voter-registration drive that Ford financed 
during the 1967 mayoralty election in Cleve
land, and the "travel and study" awards to
taling $131,069 that it gave to eight aides of 
Robert Kennedy after the assassination last 
year. McGeorge Bundy, president of the 
foundation, spent four and a half hours be
fore the Ways and Means Committee, in the 
course of which he defended both actions. 

The grants to the Kennedy staff stirred 
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up more of a fuss 1n Washington than any 
other single foundat ion action. Bundy ex
plained that he and his colleagues wanted 
" to help" the men after the tragedy. The 
most appropriate method seemed to be M 
invite several of them to participate in the 
foundation's long-established "travel and 
study" award program, a species of advanced 
adult educat ion "designed to develop the 
abilities and educational backgrounds of 
persons . . . in fields in which the founda
tion works." The generous grants covered 
both compensation and travel expense . For 
example, Jerry Bruno, who had been 1n 
charge of planning Kennedy's ca.m.paign 
trips, was given $19,450 for a seven-month 
study of "methods and styles of national 
political campaigning in the United States." 
Bundy stressed that all eight individuals 
were eminently qualified for the awards, 
which had previously been given to more 
than 2,000 people. 

He had trouble, however, in persuading the 
committee that with the Kennedy men the 
project was truly educational. "It looks to 
me like severance pay," remarked Repre
sentative John W. Byrnes of Wisconsin, the 
ranking Republican member. Other Wash
ington observers suspected political favori
tism-an unwarranted assumption, given 
the coolness of Bundy's relations with the 
late Senator-or what Life called "intra
Establishment clubbiness." Bundy was 
clearly vulnerable when he invoked com-

passionate reasons, rather than resting his 
case on the personal qualifications of the 
recipients. The Ford Foundation had not 
previously been in the business of personal 
charity. 

In the Cleveland episode, the foundation 
had made a $175,000 grant to the local chap
t er of CORE. A portion of the money went 
for a voter-regist ration drive in three Negro 
slums-at a time when a Negro candidate, 
Carl Stokes, was running for mayor. In many 
quarters, the foundation grant was held to 
be partly responsible for Stoke's victory. 
Bundy's congressional inquisitors wanted to 
know whether this venture was educational 
or political, and if political was it not inap
propriate for a tax-exempt foundation? 

Bundy defended voter-registration drives 
.as a proper field for foundation activity, 
since they extended democratic participa
tion. He insisted that the foundation had 
never examined the connection between a 
particular registration campaign and the 
elootion of a specific individua.I; he thought 
that would be improper. The fact was, how
ever, that in Cleveland the registration drive 
could only.redound to the advantage of one 
candidate. Once again, Bundy was vulnerable. 
The foundation would have been beyond 
criticism had it also financed voter registra
tion drives in three white areas of Cleveland. 

The testimony before the committee left 
a number of Congressmen with the feeling 
that foundations had too much freedom. 
"The area of foundations' activities is almost 

THE 15 RICHEST 

1968 (in mill ions) 

Grants 
and Date 

wide open," Representative Byrnes later 
complained. "Anything that anybody can 
conceive of can be said to be educat ional. 
We must develop some guidelines." 

The Internal Revenue Code already lays 
down some guidelines, but they are quite 
vague. Oddly, the code does not even define 
foundations , but lumps them with a variety 
of other tax-exempt organizations that also 
receive tax-deductible gifts. (According to 
the generally accepted definition, a founda
tion is a private, nonprofit organization with 
a principal fund and its own board, whose 
money comes from private sources-not from 
public appeals-and which makes grants to 
outside organizations; it may also operate 
certain programs of its own.) The code 
specifies that foundations and ot her philan
thropic organizations can have the privilege 
of tax exemption if they engage in religious, 
charitable, scientific, literary, or educat ional 
activities, as well as "testing for public 
safety" and "the prevention of cruelty to 
children or animals." They are prohibited 
from participating in election campaigns and 
from devoting a "substantial part" of their 
activities to lobbying-defined in the code 
as "carrying on propaganda, or otherwise 
attempting, to influence legislation." There 
is no definition of "substantial," however. 
The Internal Revenue Service makes such a 
determination on an ad hoc basis, depending 
on the amount of lobbying and the volume 
of other activities. 

Assets Income projects founded Founder Major fields of endeavor 

Ford Foundation __ ___________________________________ $3, 659 $1!>5 $256. 8 1936 Henry Ford and Edsel Ford (Ford Motor Nearly all-inclusive. 

Rockefeller Foundation __ __ _____ _______ - - ___ __________ 890 32. 8 38. 9 

Duke Endowment__ __ _____ --------------------- - ----- 629 21. 5 18. 1 

Lilly Endowment. . __________ ___ -- -- -- -- -- - - -- -- -- - - - 580 6. 8 6. 9 

Pew Memorial Trust(l967 figures) __________________ __ 437 5. 8 4. 9 

W. K. Kellogg Foundation _______ ______________ _____ ___ 435 14.2 13. 6 
Charles Stewart Mott Foundation _______ -- ______ - - - - -- _ 413 15. 6 12.2 

1913 

1934 

1937 

1957 

1930 
1926 

Co.). 
John D. Rockefeller (oil)-------·-------- - - Education, medicine, art, agricu ltu re, urban 

problems. 
James B. Duke(tobacco) __ _______ _______ _ Education, hospitals, re ligion, child care-in 

North and South Carolina. 
Lilly family (drugs) __ ____ __________ _____ _ Community services and urban problems edu-

. . cation, rel igion, primarily in Indiana. ' 
Pew family (011) _______ ______ ______ ______ Education, hospitals, religion, various conserva-

t ive causes. 
W. K. Kellogg(cereals)_ ______ ____________ Medicine, agriculture, and education. 
Charles Stewart Mott(G.M.) ________ ______ Educa~ion_. he_alth, ~nd welfare programs, pri-

Kresge Foundation _______ _________________ ______ __ • __ 353 7.4 4. 8 1924 
. . manly m Flint, Mich. 

Sebastian S. Kresge (variety stores) _______ Education, ho~p_itals and medical programs, arts. 
and human1t1es. 

John A. Hartford Foundation __________________________ 352 16. 6 15. 5 1929 John A. Hartford (A & P) ___ ________ ______ Medical research. 
Carnegie Corporation of New York _____________________ _ 335 13. 4 12. 6 1911 Andrew Carnegie (steel) __________________ Education. 

Alfred P. Sloan Foundation._-- - ------------------- - -- 329 13. 7 15. 9 1934 Alfred P. Sloan (G.M.) ____ _____ ___ _______ Science, engineering, higher education , managt· 
ment 

Longwood Foundation •• _______ ------ __________ _______ 226 7. 0 3. 9 1937 Pierre S. du Pont (E. I. du Pont de Nemours Operation of Longwood Gardens, a park in 

Rockefeller Brothers Fund ______ __ ______ __ - - _____ _____ 222 8. 4 7. 8 1940 
& Co.). . . Pennsylvania; hospitals and education. 

Rockefellerfam1ly(o1I) __ __ _______________ Agencies _in the_ New York area, and special 

Moody Foundation ___ ----- ___ • ____________ __ _________ 200 6.6 4. 7 1942 
. . worldwide pro1ects. 

Mr. an~ Mrs. W_1lham L. Moody Jr. (cotton, Education and med icine in Texas. 
banking, and insurance). 

Houston Endowment(l967 figures) _____ ________ ____ ___ 193 14.3 3. 1 1937 Mr. and Mrs. Jesse H. Jones ( investments)_ Education, primarily in Texas. 

The regulations also define "scientific,'' 
"educational," and "charitable" pUI"Suits in 
broad terms. Educational activity is not nec
essarily confined to the classroom, and an 
organization is regarded as educational even 
if it advocates a. particular viewpoint, "so 
long as it presents a sufficiently full and fa.tr 
exposition of the pertinent facts." If it merely 
presents unsupported opinion, its tax exemp
tion can be revoked-as happened to H. L. 
Hunt's Life Line Foundation, whose princi
pal activity was sponsoring conservative radio 
commentators. As for "charitable" activities, 
ta.e Internal Revenue definition compre
hends the normal meaning of the term as 
well as efforts "to lessen neighborhood ten
sions," to defend human and civil rights, and 
" to combat community deteriorat;ion and 
juvenile delinquency." 

The difficulty a.bout " tightening up" the 
language of the law, as Byrnes and some 
others have suggested, is that the exercise 
can easily become too restrictive; in an effort 
to eliminate one undesirable type of activity, 
the prohibition may be drawn too sweep
ingly. The problem is illustrated by one of 

the Treasury's recent proposals. Responding 
to the criticism of the Ford Foundation's 
voter-registration drive in Cleveland, the 
Treasury has included in its recent proposals 
a recommendation that foundations be for
bidden to engage in any activity "directly 
connected" with an election campaign, no 
matter how educational in purpose. Such a 
blanket prohibition would encompass all 
voter-registration drives, as well as all edu
cational programs about the issues and panel 
discussions involving the candidates. In 
other words, foundations would have to re
frain from doing what even radio and tele
vision stations a.re free to do under the 
"equail time" law. 

Once the government starts to regulate 
the program area of foundations, it is im
possible to foresee where the process will end. 
Congressman Patman would presumably pro
hibit sending foundation money abroad; he 
would also, one gathers, like to eliminate 
"trivia" and "nonsense" from the cultural 
programs of foundations. How could that be 
done without setting up some national arbi
ter to judge the worthiness of a. symphony 
orchestra or an art museum? 

One of the great virtues of foundations is 
the broad charter now permitted them in 
la.w. Their freedom is essential to their leav
ening role in society. They must be free to 
pioneer, to a.id projects that lack majority 
support, indeed to aid unpopular causes. 
Without such freedom there would be little 
point in maintaining private philanthropy. 

A ROLE GOVEil.NMENT CANNOT PERFORM 

It can be argued, of course, that there is 
something undemocratic in the institution 
of the private, tax-exempt foundation. Here 
1s a. vast reservoir of wealth in private h ands, 
answemble to no one but self-perpetuating 
boards of trustees. It is wealth that was 
privately created, of course, but inasmuch as 
estate duties range up to 77 percent, most 
of it would have gone to the federal Treas
ury had it not been donated for philan
thropy. Even the few foundations , like Car
negie and Rockefeller, that were created be
fore the estate tax was passed in 1916, have 
benefited from tax exemption on their port
folio earnings. The retention of these enor
mous funds in private hands can be justi
fied only on the grounds that there is a role 
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for private philanthropy that government 
cannot perform. That role is to help provide 
a dispersion of initiative in society, a multi
plicity of sources furnishing support for all 
the winds of doctrine. 

In the end the best justification of foun
dations is their results. Sometimes the results 
are so evident as to be beyond argument, as 
with the Rockefeller Foundation's malaria
control program or with the Ford Founda
tion's generous grants ( $180 million to date) 
that kept educational television alive 
through many lean years. Even the science of 
rocketry and space exploration, on which the 
government has since spent billions, was 
dependent in it.s early years on the slender 
but sturdy reed of foundation support. From 
1934 to 1941, the Daniel and Florence Gug
genheim Foundation was the sole backer of 
Dr. Robert H. Goddard, whose pioneering dis
coveries in rocketry laid the bMis for the new 
technology. During most of Goddard's life, 
the U.S. Government lacked the vision to 
finance him. 

THEY CAN'T STAY ABOVE THE BATTLE 

It often takes years, of course, before the 
final outcome of foundation efforts becomes 
apparent. In the interim the test is whether 
foundations are undertaking worth while 
projects that otherwise might not get done. 
The relevance and utility of foundation pro
grams are nowhere more apparent than in 
their currrent involvement with the prob
lems of poverty, race relations, and urban 
conflict. In the early 1960's the large foun
dations spend tim1dly, if at all, in these areas; 
civil-rights groups, for example, received 
their only wholehearted support from such 
sma.11 foundations as Ta.conic, New World, 
Field, and the Stern Family Fund. In the last 
few years, however, the large foundations 
have devoted an increasing proportion of 
their resources to urgent domestic problems. 
As a group, in 1968 American foundations 
spent an estimated $270 million-more than 
18 percent of their total outlay&---<>n pro
grams dealing with poverty and race rela
tions. 

The Rockefeller Foundation, for example, 
now commit.s about a quarter of its funds to 
its Equal Opportunity Program, which aids 
Mexican-Americans and Indians as well as 
Negroes in combating discrimination and 
developing more effective leadership. The 
Ford Foundation, which last year allocated 
over $62 million to its National Affairs divi
sion-about 30 percent of its total program
is all over the lot, helping to finance the 
rehabilitation of the Bedford-Stuyvesant 
slum area in Brooklyn, supporting income
m.aintenance experiments among the poor, 
trying to encourage reform in big-city police 
departments, educating the clergy in urban 
problems, aiding a church-sponsored effort to 
combat prejudicial radio and TV broadcasts. 
Ford also gave sizable assistance to a host of 
minority-group organizations, including 
$1,050,000 for the National Urban League's 
"New Thrust" an effort to develop stable new 
leadership in Negro slums. 

The foundations' increasing involvement 
in the domestic arena underscores a simple 
fact that was less apparent in the past: to be 
effective a foundation must make choices, 
take sides, support causes. In such matters as 
population control, civil rights, and school 
decentralization, a foundation takes sides by 
merely funding a project. To be above tlie 
battle is to be irrelevant; to be relevant is to 
risk controversy. 

Is there any danger or impropriety in such 
one-sided involvement on the part of orga
niz81tions spending quasi-publlc funds? 
There might be if U.S. founda,tions were a 
monollthlc force. But in fact, they w.ry 
greatly in their interests, preferences, politi
cal predilections. Right now, to be !:lure, some 
of the biggest and most visible foundations-
Ford, Rockefeller, Oairnegle, Danforth-are 
liberal in their orientation. But there are 
also some large conservative foundations, 

such as the Pew Memorial Trust in Phila
delphia, the Lilly Endowment in Indianap
olis, and the Moody Foundation in Galveston. 
Pew, for example, supports such conservative 
organizations as the Christian Anti-Commu
nism Crusade, Americans for the Competitive 
Enterprise System, the Freedoms Foundation 
at Valley Forge, and Harding Oollege of 
Searcy, Arkansas. None of the conservative 
foundations happen to be activist as the 
liberal ones, but this condition need not be 
immuta,ble. 

The great strength of American founda- · 
tions is the availability of an organization 
for every taste a,nd cause. The Charles 
Stewart Mott Foundation, whose $413 million 
assets make it seventh in the national rank
ing, is almost exclusively devoted to the in
terests of Flint, Michigan, where the ninety
tmee-year-old benefactor makes his home. 
Mott's youngest son, Stewart, runs an en
tirely different kind of foundation in New 
York called Spectemur Agendo ("Let us be 
known by our deeds"). It supports programs 
that Stewart Mott proudly proclaims to be 
"unconventional, controversial, and unac
ceptable to traditional sources of founda
tion support." Among them: abortion educa
tion, and research in extrasensory percep
tion. 

The great freedom and discretionary pow
ers of foundations obviously lead to error at 
times. While further legal restraints on pro
grams would be unWise, foundations might 
profitably rethink some of their own guide
lines to prevent suoh blunders as those Ford 
made with the Kennedy staff awards and the 
Cleveland voter-registration drive. Signifi
cantly, help in this task may come from the 
recently established Oommission on Founda
tions and Private Philanthropy, a panel of 
distinguished private citizens headed by 
Pet.er G. Peterson, chairman of the board 
Of Bell & Howell Oo. The commission is 
planning to study the matter of appropriate 
guidelines regard!ing "controversial public 
policy issues," as well as the whole range of 
foundaitlon activities, in the hope of ward
ing off 111-considered regulatory action. 

WHERE ACTION IS NEEDED 

This plea for freedom embraces only the 
program area of foundations. But when it 
comes to the financial operations Of founda
tions, there is a compelling case for tighter 
government regulations. In this area many 
abuses have occurred, particularly on the 
part of small foundations. The more bla.tant 
abuses can be reached by present law, which 
requires that a found81tion "be operated ex
clusively" for religious, eduoation:al, chari
table, or the other permissible purposes. If 
a foundation i!:l used for the palpable benefit 
Of the people who control it, the Internal 
Revenue Service can crack down by revoking 
its tax exemption. 

A celebrated example ls the Public Health 
Foundation for Cancer and Blood Pressure 
Research, which was controlled by the late 
James H. Rand Jr. of Remington Rand. In 
1965· Internal Revenue alleged that Rand 
sold his Connecticut home to the foundation 
for over $231,000-fur use as a research cen
ter-and then continued to live in it. The 
foundation also paid the household expenses 
and the salaries of Rand's servants. Nearly 
$160,000 was spent to construct a research 
laboratory in Stuart, Florida, to grow vege
tables free of toxic insecticides; the vegeta
bles were consumed by Rand and his friends. 
Three grants totaling $650,000 went to close 
personal associates of Rand, for use in the 
"advancement of human welfare"-appar
ently their own. The I.R.S. claimed a tax 
deficiency of $11,700,000 plus a $5,900,000 
fraud penalty. Rand ls dead; the foundation, 
whose assets don't cover the tax bill, is liti
gating the matter and prefers not to talk 
about the entire unpleasantness. 

In general, however, the Internal Revenue 
Code has been too permissive. It does not 
deal, for example, with the conflict between 

public and private interest that arises when 
a foundation ls used to preserve control of 
a corporation. This is commonly done by 
giving the foundation a controlUng bloc of 
stock, much of which would otherwise have 
to be sold off to pay estate taxes. Thus the 
W. K. Kellogg Foundation controls Kellogg 
Co., through a trust that owns about 51 per
cent of the cereal company's shares; the 
John A. Hartford Foundation exercised ef
fective control of' A & P; the Lilly Endow
ment, which owns 23 percent of Eli Lllly & 
Co., ensures· that the Lilly family ls not like
ly to be dislodged from control.1 

When a foundation ls used in this way, 
its public obligations do not necessarily get 
slighted. The Ford Foundation, which orig• 
inally held 88 percent Of the motor COtti• 
pany's stock (in nonvoting shares), has· over 
the years given away $3.4 bill1on, a sum 
nearly as great as its current assets. The 
foundation regularly distributes capital 
gains as well as income and in every one 
of the last ten years has cut into its prin
cipal to finance its programs. And its hold
ing of Ford stock has dwindled to 25 .5 per
cent. 

Philanthropy does get shortchanged, how
ver, when the corporate stock that a foun
dation holds fur control purposes produces 
meager income. For instance, the Lilly En
dowment keeps virtually all its assets in low
yielding EU Lilly stock (whose market value, 
however, has advanced an average 23 per
cent in the last five years); last year the 
endowment's disbursements amounted to 
only 1.2 percent of its assets. The James Ir
vine Foundation owns over 53 percent of 
Irvine Co., which in turn owns a sixth of 
the land in Orange County, California; it 
gets only enough income to make charitable 
contributions of about $1 mill1on a year
though it modestly values its ass'ets at $123 
million. 

HOW TO MAKE THEM GIVE AWAY MORE 

To get at this kind of problem, the Treas
ury has proposed certain changes in the law. 
One would make it mandatory for a founda
tion to distribute every year a sum equal to 
at least 5 percent of its investment assets. (A 
two-year transition period would be allowed.) 
Another would require foundations to divest 
themselves of controll1ng interests in busi
nesses within five years of receiving such 
control. OWnership of 35 percent Of the vot
ing shares of a corporation would be regarded 
as conclusive evidence of control; if the 
equity was between 20 percent and 35 per
cent, Internal Revenue would examine the 
facts and determine whether effective con
trol existed. The public interest would as
suredly be served by both these measures. 
Many more millions would be availa,ble for 
philanthropy if foundations with low-yield 
assets were forced to spend principal or to 
diversify holdings. 

REPORTING TO THE PUBLIC 

The other main area of foundation abuse is 
in wh.a.t is called "self-dealing"-sales and 
purchases, loans and borrowings between the 
foundation and the people who control it. 
Under present law, if a foundation rents 
property or makes a loan to its donor, it must 
charge a "reasonable" rent or interest rate, 
and demand "adequate" security. The regu
lation, however, is very difficult to police. In 
a case cited by the Treasury, the William 
Clay Jr. Found8'tlon of Fort Worth lent 
money to a corporation controlled by its 
donor. The only security for the loan was an 
oral promise that the corporation would exe
cute a mortgage on its real estate if the 

1 The Henry Luce Foundation has owned 
12.1 percent of the common stock of Time 
Inc., publishers of Fortune, since the death 
of Henry R. Luce in 1967. In 1968 the foun
dation had assets of $87 milllon and dis
tributed almost $2 mill1on to various proj
ects in public affairs, education, religion, 
and the Far East. 
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foundation so requested. The founda.tion 
never made such a request. The I.R.S. chal
lenged the transaction on the grounds that 
there was no adequate security: if the cor
poration went bankrupt, its promise to pro
duce a mortgage would be valueless. The 
court, however, held that the security was 
adequate. In another case, a donor contrib
uted $65,000 to a foundation; the money was 
then lent back to the donor's firm. He was 
thus in the neat position of getting an in
come-tax deduction for money invested in 
his own business. 

The Treasury advocates abolishing all self
dealing. It also recommends that mandra.tory 
civil penalties be imposed on foundation 
personnel who violate any of the proposed 
new rules, and that the federal courts be 
given the authority to ensure that founda
tion assets are used for charitable purposes. 
Among other things, the courts could fine or 
remove trustees, rescind transactions, and 
divest assets. Up to now, the states alone have 
had this power, and only a dozen states have 
enforcement programs. 

One significant area. is not covered by the 
Treasury proposals: the obligation of foun
dations to let the public know what they are 
doing. Most of the large foundations feel this 
obligation keenly; they publish detailed an
nual reports and answer almost any question 
about their activities. But many foundations 
are a.mazingly hostile to public scrutiny. The 
Pew Memorial Trust, the fifth-largest foun
dation in the country, publishes no report 
and will not even receive reporters. In re
buffing Fortune's inquiries, Allyn R. Bell Jr., 
who runs the trust, referred blandly to "our 
announced desire of remaining anonymous 
as fa.r as possible." 

Of the 22,000 U.S. foundations, only 140 
publish annual reports; for the rest, the only 
publicly available information about their 
finances and program is to be found in the 
skimpy data that they file with Internal 
Revenue. Form 990A lists the recipient of 
each grant and the money involved, but pro
vides no descriptive da.ta about the purposes 
for which the funds were expended. The 
pa.ucity of information from the great ma
jority of the foundations is scandalous, but 
is unlikely to be rectified until they are 
legally required to produce annual reports. 

The abuses of foundations can readily be 
eliminated, without prejudicing the integrity 
of the institution. The institution deserves 
to be preserved, whatever the loss of revenue 
to the Treasury from estate taxes. The full 
record shows that founda.tions are worth 
their price. 

RECESS 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I move 

that the Senate stand in recess subject 
to the call of the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
would leave morning business still open 
when the Senate convenes, if the Senate 
convenes prior to 2 p.m. 

Mr. KENNEDY. That is correct. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

The Senate stands in recess subject to 
the call of the Chair. The morning busi
ness will remain open Lf the Senate con
venes prior to 2 p.m., at which time the 
unfinished business will be laid before 
the Senate by unanimous consent, under 
the previous order. 

Thereupon <at 1 o'clock and 1 minute 
p.m.) the Senate took a recess subject to 
the call of the Chair. 

The Senate reassembled at 2 p.m., 
when called to order by the Presiding 
Officer <Mr. GRAVEL in the chair). 

FEDERAL COAL MINE HEALTH AND 
SAFETY ACT OF 1969 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the order of yesterday, the Chair lays 
before the Senate the unfinished busi
ness, which will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 2917) 
to improve the health and safety condi
tions of persons working in the coal min
ing industry of the United States. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the unanimous consent agreement, the 
roll will be called to ascertain the pres
ence of a quorum. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator withhold that momentarily? We 
are doing a little talking. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
HUGHES in the chair). It is nondebatable. 

Is there objection to the request of the 
Senator from Massachusetts? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, the 
coal mining industry is today a high
ly--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
unanimous-consent agreement is in ef
fect. The agreement will have to be called 
off, or the Senator will have to have a 
quorum call. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the unanimous 
consent agreement be waived so that-

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, we cannot hear the unanimous 
consent request. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the unanimous 
consent agreement be waived so that we 
might permit discussion and debate on 
the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I am willing to waive 
the unanimous consent agreement for 
the purpose of hearing Senator RAN
DOLPH, but I am not willing to vacate the 
unanimous consent agreement at this 
time. If that is understood I have no 
objection. ' 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I with
draw that request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll to ascertain the presence 
of a quorum. 

The bill clerk called the roll and the 
following Senators answered' to their 
names: 

Aiken 
Allen 
Allott 
Anderson 
Baker 
Bayh 
Bellman 
Bennett 
Bible 
Boggs 
Brooke 
Burdick 
Byrd, Va. 
Byrd, W. Va. 
Cannon 
case 
Church 
Cook 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Cranston 
Curtis 
Dodd 
Dole 

[No. 103 Leg.) 
Dominick 
Eagleton 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Fannin 
Fong 
Fulbright 
Goldwater 
Goodell 
Gore 
Gravel 
Grlfiln. 
Gurney 
Hansen 
Harris 
Hartke 
Holland 
Hollings 
Hruska 
Hughes 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Ja.vits 
Jordan, N.C. 

Kerun.edy 
Long 
Mathias 
McCarthy 
McClellan 
McGee 
McGovern 
Mcintyre 
Metcalf 
Miller 
Mondale 
Morutoya 
Moss 
Mundt 
Murphy 
Muskie 
Nelson 
Packwood 
Pastore 
Pearson 
Pell 
Percy 
Prouty 
Proxmire 

Randolph Sparkman 
Riblcotf Spong 
Russell Stennis 
Sax be Stevens 
Schweiker Symington 
Scott Talmadge 
Smith, Maine Thurmond 
Smith, Ill. Tower 

Tydings 
Williams, N.J. 
Williams, Del. 
Yarborough 
Young, N. Dak. 
Young, Ohio 

Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the 
Senator from Mississippi <Mr. EASTLAND) 
and the Senator from Montana <Mr. 
MANSFIELD) are necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Michigan <Mr. HART) and the Senator 
from Washington <Mr. MAGNUSON) are 
absent on official business. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Oregon <Mr. HATFIELD) and 
the Senator from Idaho (Mr. JORDAN) 
are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HUGHES in the chair). A quorum is pres
ent. 

Under the unanimous consent agree
ment, the Senator from New Jersey has 
45 minutes and the Senator from Ver
mont has 45 minutes. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 

President, I yield such time as he may 
desire to the Senator from West Virginia 
(Mr. RANDOLPH) . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from West Virginia is recognized. 

THE COAL MINER IS A RESPONSIBLE CITIZEN 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I am 
grateful for the cooperation of my able 
colleagues, the chairman of the Commit
tee on Labor and Public Welfare <Mr. 
YARBOROUGH) and the chairman of the . 
Subcommittee on Labor, the Senator 
from New Jersey <Mr. WILLIAMS). 

Mr. President, the coal mining indus
try is today a highly mechanical com
plex, depending to a large degree on the 
well-developed American ability to pro
vide machines and technology. The men 
who mine coal no longer have picks and 
shovels as their basic tools. In the larger 
underground mines, as in all surface 
mining, they use huge machines, to tear 
the coal from the earth, and do their 
work in superventilated atmosphere. 

Therefore, Mr. President, in our con
sideration of this important legislation to 
improve the working conditions of min
ers the Labor Subcommittee and the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare 
of necessity have been compelled to de
vote much attention to matters of a tech
nical nature. 

But, at the same time, we have had 
firmly fixed in our minds the realization 
that what we were doing was for the 
benefit of the men who work in one of 
our most hazardous industries. While we 
dealt with technology as the way to im
prove health and safety conditions in the 
mines, the men who will benefit were 
also discussed, both in Congress and by 
interested parties elsewhere. 

The technical aspects of this legisla
tion have been explored at length, and 
they will be given further close scrutiny, 
as we consider the measure in this forum. 

Today, Mr. President, I would like to 
discuss the men of the mining industry 
without whom the industry could not 
operate despite its status as one of the 
most highly mechanized in the United 
States. 

I have known miners all of my life. I 
grew up in a mining State, the one it is 
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my privilege to represent in the Senate 
together with my distinguished colleague 
(Mr. BYRD). So, over the years, I have 
become acquainted with men who mine 
coal. Hence, I am familiar with their 
attitudes, their problems, their philoso
phy and their way of life. 

I know the miners of West Virginia 
and other mining regions as stalwart 
citizens of their communities, subject to 
the same fears and joys, the same am
bitions and desires as people elsewhere. 
In short, miners are not as different from 
nonmining citizens as they are some
times depicted. 

They are proud of their trade as min
ers, one that requires considerable skill 
and judgment, particularly in today's 
sophisticated mines. 

I regret considerably that miners too 
frequently have been pictured as other 
than what they are. Too often they have 
been "discovered" in the hills and valleys 
where the coal lies and where miners 
live and work. Then, unfortunately, min
ers as a class--as a whole-are presented 
as ignorant, exploited semihumans lack
ing in intelligence or the simplest 
amenities of civilized life. 

This, Mr. President, is not true. It is 
not fair. It is a cruel misrepresentation of 
a strong and independent segment of our 
society. 

I am becoming disgusted at hearing and 
I am tired of seeing the coal miners of 
West Virginia depicted as men who live 
like animals. That is not true at all. More 
men work at coal mining in West Virginia 
than at any other job, and coal mining 
is one of the highest-paid industrial jobs 
in the Nation. In January of this year, 
the average American miner was earn
ing $170.95 a week, more than $4 an hour. 
His average income was higher than are 
those of either steelworkers or workers 
in automobile manufacturing. 

Could people earning the wages of to
day's miner be seriously labeled impov
erished, downtrodden, and enslaved? 
That is not true, either. I do not believe 
that a man receiving $170 a week in wages 
has to live in a shack if he does not want 
to live in such an abode. 

Of course, we should strive to improve 
the safety of working and occupational 
health conditions of the coal miner, just 
as we should do for every American 
worker. Yes, more must be done to pro
tect the miner from accidents at work; 
certainly we must see that his health 
is protected more adequately. The leg
islation now before us is designed to help 
us reach these objectives. 

I hope that we can approach this 
legislation in an objective manner, free 
from excessive emotionalism. I hope we 
shall see less of the overdrawn image of 
today's coal miner as ignorant, op
pressed and exploited. Some of them are 
under some mining conditions; the vast 
majority are not. 

Today's miner is a highly skilled work
man. His days of sporadic employment 
are long gone. Coal mines today are 
working mostly at full capacity, many 
of them on long-term contracts that will 
provide steady jobs for years. There is, in 
fact, an actual shortage of miners in 
some coal-producing regions. 

Some people would have us believe 
that the miner lives in squalor in a com-

pany town and owes his soul to the com
pany store. The truth is that the stereo
typed coal camp of the past is near ex
tinction. Miners now own cars, freeing 
them to live where they want and to 
commute to their jobs. Many miners live 
in and enjoy the advantages of cities and 
towns while continuing to work in mines. 

There are, of course, still slums in min
ing areas just as there are slums in every 
highly industrialized region of the world. 
This is undesirable, and great strides are 
being made to eliminate both the urban 
and rural slums. But there are few of the 
"company towns" of the 19th-century 
and early 20th-century type. Miners own 
their own homes, and in some cases 
where housing is inadequate, coal com
panies are helping to promote the devel
opment of new towns and new housing 
developments. 

There are still a few company stores, 
but they exist only as a convenience for 
miners who work in isolated areas. And 
they must compete with the super
markets and stores of the nearest town 
for the business of today's very mobile 
miner. 

In West Virginia, for example, there 
are two new housing developments where 
miners have the first choice of buying 
their own homes. These developments 
were produced under the sponsorship of 
a coal company which brought together 
the bankers, builders, and others re
quired to make the projects successful. 

To obtain a profile of today's miner 
and his way of life, I asked earlier this 
year that a survey be made in West 
Virginia. I wanted to find out how many 
stories I had been hearing about miners 
might be true. I wanted hard, statistical 
facts to determine if my own observa
tions were faulty or if I, and millions of 
others, were being misled. 

A large mine in northern West Vir
ginia, employing 367 men, was selected 
for the survey. The average employee is 
42 years old and has been a miner for 
over 16 years. That the traditions of coal 
mining are strong is shown in the fact 
that 182 of this mine's workers caine 
from coal mining families. 

Only six of them live in company
owned housing, and this is by their own 
choice. 

Here are some of the other findings 
of the survey taken at that 367-man 
mine: 63 percent of the miners own their 
own homes; 98.6 percent have indoor 
bathrooms; 95 percent own automobiles; 
97 percent own television sets; 92 per
cent have a telephone at home; 99 per
cent have indoor plumbing; 78 percent 
go away from home on vacations. 

The 367 employees at the Survey mine 
have 859 children, 137 of them in high 
school and 25 in college. Only 41 of the 
children of high school age, among the 
859, dropped out before finishing high 
school. These figures certainly dispel any 
notion that the children of miners are 
denied an education. 

The average wage at this mine should 
be more than $8,500 this year, not in
cluding overtime. 

Mr. President, many of the old notions 
about miners are today generalizations 
contrary to the facts. 

Whatever may have been the case in 
the past is not true in any substantial 
degree in 1969. It is easier for some people 

to promote better working conditions for 
miners-a totally worthwhile objective 
on its merits--if they are depicted as 
something other than ordinary people 
living ordinary lives. 

Poverty and deprivation are deplor
able, whether in West Virginia, Wash
ington, D.C., New York City, or on an 
Indian reservation. But it cannot be suc
cessfully attacked until we know its true 
nature and extent. 

Poverty is not the hallmark of the coal 
miner any more than it is of the average 
American. 

As we consider the legislation now be
fore us, I stress the need for an accurate 
picture of the men who will benefit from 
it, rather than a distorted apparition 
that is a combination of the past and of 
fancy. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I 
make a point of no quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. From 
whose time is the time for a quorum call 
to be taken? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. From my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 

President, I ask unanimous consent that 
the order for the quorum call be re
scinded. 

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

Who yields time? 
Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 

President, I yield myself 5 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Jersey is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

COMPENSATION 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, I am gravely concerned about 
a problem, not now covered by S. 2917, 
which I believe needs attention by the 
Congress, namely the problem of pro
viding some means of protection to the 
miner and his dependents we have for
gotten-the inactive coal miner who is 
totally disabled and unable to work be
cause he contracted pneumoconiosis or 
black lung While working in the coal 
mines. 

The active miner of today who toils 
manfully deep in the bowels of the earth 
to produce about 15 tons of coal per day 
was, until recently, the forgotten man, 
but the tragedies of the past year and 
one-half have raised him high in the 
eye of the public. The people of this Na
tion have been shocked by these unfortu
nate events and have demanded, on his 
behalf, that Government and industry 
do a great deal more-not just half way 
measures-to improve his lot. The active 
miner of today is feeling the wonderful 
benefits that an aroused public can be
stow on him. The bill before the Senate 
today is a tribute to this public aware
ness. 

The bill before you today affords him 
the protection he so desperately needs. 
It gives directions to the Secretary of 
the Interior, which prior to this year, 
were thought to be impossible in this 
industry. 

But today, Mr. President, as I have 
said there is another ''forgotten man" 1n 
this industry who also cries for help. He 
is the inactive miner who was unfortu-
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nate enough to have breathed the coal 
dust which he toiled in the mines and 
who now is totally disabled from a disease 
that he can hardly pronounce--pneu
moconlosis-but what he can feel. This 
has been called by many names, but the 
most popular is-black lung. Not only 
is he forgotten, but also his wife and 
children, and when he dies from this 
disease, his widow and children are for
gotten. 

Volume 4 of the committee's hearings, 
which you all have on your desks, graph
ically depicts the effects of this disease 
in the lung. It is not pretty to look at. 
Imagine how it must be to those who 
have contracted this disease and know 
that there is no known cure. 

It is estimated by the Public Health 
Service that about 9 percent of the num
ber of nonworking miners in this coun
try are suffering from complicated pneu
moconiosis. Yet, in many cases, these 
former miners and their dependents are 
not eligible for compensation payments 
under State laws. At present, only seven 
States, West Virginia, Pennsylvania, 
Colorado, Alabama, Virginia, Tennessee, 
New Mexico, and Ohio provide any bene
fits for persons afflicted with this disease. 
In most cases, these State programs do 
not cover former miners or widows of 
miners or only provide minimal benefits 
for those people. 

In my opinion, there is an urgent need 
to provide a program to help these for
gotten people. 

The amendment I offer today to S. 
2917 would help these people. 

The amendment would be a substitute 
for the present title V of the bill. It 
would establish on an interim basis a 
program of assistance to the States in 
providing emergency health disability 
benefits to inactive coal miners who are 
totally disabled and unable to be gain
fully employed due to complicated pneu
moconiosis contracted while working in 
the Nation's coal mines. Under the 
amendment, the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare is directed to 
develop expeditiously interim disability 
standards for use in this program. The 
standards would establish, among other 
things, what constitutes coal miner's 
complicated pneumoconiosis, the basis 
for determining who is eligible for bene
fits, and the means, methods, and pro
cedures for filing claims and for the 
proof of eligibility. In this regard, it is 
intended that such standards recognize 
that the concern of this amendment is to 
help not only totally disabled miners, but 
also the widows and children of miners 
who have died in the past from a condi
tion that was direotly related to this oc
cupationally caused disease. The stand
ards would be effective as soon as possi
ble after enactment, but not later than 
90 days after the operative date of title V 
of the bill. 

Once the standards are established, the 
Secretary is directed to undertake imme
diately to enter into agreements with the 
States under which they would admin
ister this program pursuant to these 
standards. The States must give assur
ances as part of this agreement to pay 
one-half of the benefits payable during 
the fiscal years ending June 30, 1972, and 
June 30, 1973. 

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

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, I yield myself an additional 
5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Jersey is recognized for 
an additional 5 minutes. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, once an agreement is entered 
into, the Secretary shall make grants to 
the States for the PUrPOSe of this title. 
During the remainder of this fiscal year, 
and during all of the next fiscal year, the 
program would be fully Federal funded. 
This will give the States time to obtain 
the funds necessary to finance their half 
in the next 2 fiscal years, when the Fed
eral assistance will be limited to one-half 
of the estimated benefits needed for 
those two fiscal years. If, in the case of 
a State which now provides some benefits 
for this disability, that State reduces its 
benefits to eligible persons, the amend
ment prohibits the making of Federal 
payments under this program. In other 
words, this is not to be construed as a 
substitute for on-going State programs. 

If, however, benefit payments are 
made to eligible persons under other 
provisions of law due to disability caused 
by coal miner's complicated pneumo
coniosis, such benefit payments would 
be deducted from payments under this 
amendment. Payments under welfare 
laws, of course, would not count as a 
deduotion for this purpose. 

The benefits are payable under this 
amendment according to a formula 
which would provide: To the miner 
without dependents, $1,635 annually; to 
the miner, with dependents, $2,496 an
nually; to the miner, with two depend
ents, $2,904 annually; and to the miner, 
with three or more dependents, $3,264 
annually. 

Eligible widows and dependents there
of would be treated in the same manner 
as the miner. 

The amendment would authorize ap
propriations of $10 million for grants for 
the remainder of this fiscal year, $30 
million in the next fiscal year and $15 
million annually in the 2 years there
after. The program would terminate by 
the end of the last fiscal year. If appro
priations are not adequate in any one 
year, the grants and benefits will be 
reduced proportionately. 

The amendment would also direct 
HEW to conduct a comprehensive study 
on this whole problem of benefits for 
this disease and report back to the Con
gress in the fall of next year. On the 
basis of this study, the Congress can 
then consider again this problem and 
determine what, if any, further Federal 
assistance will be needed. 

Last, the amendment would authorize 
annual appropriations to the Secretary 
of the Interior and the Surgeon General 
to carry out the research program set 
forth in this bill. 

The bill directs the Secretary and the 
Surgeon General to conduct comprehen
sive studies, experiments, and demon
strations in their respective areas of ex
pertise in the field of coal mine health 
and safety. Special efforts are to be made 
to find improved methods for the re
covery of persons from a mine after an 

accident, to solve the problem of under
ground-to-surface communications, to 
find improved and safer sources of power 
to haul men and coal underground, and 
to illuminate active working places. In 
addition, section 201 (b) requires research 
in connection with hazards from trolley 
wires and trolley feeder wires, signal 
wires, the splicing and use of trailing 
cables, and in connection with improve
ments in vulcanizing of electric conduc
tors, improvement in roof control meas
ures, methane draining in advance of 
mining, where such drainage relates to 
safety, improved methods of measuring 
methane and oxygen concentrations and 
the use of improved underground power 
equipment. 

The Surgeon General and the Secre
tary will conduct an accelerated program 
to reduce dust concentrations under
ground. This section also would direct 
the Surgeon General to conduct research 
and studies on the health conditions of 
nonminers working with or around coal 
products in areas outside coal mines. 

It is intended that the Secretary and 
the Surgeon General act promptly to 
carry out these directions and that funds 
are, in fact, provided to the levels set in 
the amendment. These levels are estab
lished at what appears to be the need for 
this program as testified to by the de
partments involved. 

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

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, the 
able chairman of our Subcommittee on 
Labor of the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare has explained the pur
pose and provisions of the amendment. 

I now send to the desk an amendment 
on behalf of myself, the Senator from 
West Virginia <Mr. BYRD), the Senator 
from New Jersey <Mr. WILLIAMS), the 
Senator from Vermont <Mr. PROUTY), 
the Senator from New York <Mr. 
JAVITS), the Senator from Kentucky <Mr. 
CaoPER) , the Senator from Pennsylvania 
<Mr. ScoTT), the Senator from Kentucky 
<Mr. CooK), the Senator from Pennsyl
vania <Mr. SCHWEIKER), and the Senator 
from Ohio <Mr. SAXBE). I ask that the 
amendment be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. An 
amendment cannot be offered while a 
point of order is pending. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amendment 
be read for the information of the Sen
ate. 

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

The amendment will be stated. 
The assistant legislative clerk read as 

follows: 
On page 118, line 13, through page 122, 

line 14, substitute the following: 
"TITLE V-INTERIM EMERGENCY COAL MINE 

HEALTH DISABILITY BENEFITS 

"Purpose 
"SEC. 501. Based on a recent study con

ducted by the United States Public Health 
Service, Congress finds and declares that 
there are a significant number of inactive 
coal miners living today who are totally 
disabled and unable to be gainfully em
ployed due to the development of compli
cated pneumoconiosis while working in one 
or more of the Nation's coal mines; that there 
also are a number of surviving widows and 
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children of coal miners whose death was at
tributable to this disease; that few States 
provide benefits for disability from this 
disease to inactive coal miners and their 
dependents; and that, in order to give the 
States time to enact laws to provide such 
benefits or to improve those laws where token 
or minimal benefits are provided, it is, there
fore, the purpose of this title to provide, on 
a temporary and limited basis, interim emer
gency health disability benefits, in coopera
tion with the States, to any coal miner who 
is totally disabled and unable to be gain
fully employed on the date of enactment 
of this Act due to complicated pneumo
coniosis which arises out of, or in the course 
of, his employment in one or more of the 
Nation's coal mines; to the widows and chil
dren of any coal miner who, at the time of 
his death, was totally disabled and unable 
to be gainfully employed due to complicated 
pneumoconiosis arising out of, or in the 
course of, such employment; and to develop 
further any detailed information and data 
on the extent to which past, present, and 
future coal miners are or will be totally dis
abled by complicated pneumoconiosis and 
unable to be gainfully employed, on the ex
tent to which assistance to such miners and 
their dependents is needed, and the most 
effective method for assuring such assistance. 

"Interim disability benefit standards 
"SEC. 502. (a) The Secretary of Health, Edu

cation, and Welfare (hereinafter referred to 
in this title as "the Secretary") shall develop 
and promulgate interim disability benefits 
standards governing the determination of 
persons eligible to receive emergency coal 
mine health disability benefits under this 
title and the methods and procedures to be 
used in disbursing such benefits to such per
sons. Such standards shall take into con
sideration the length of employment in coal 
mines considered sufficient to establish a 
claim for such benefits; reasonable and equi
table means, methods, and procedures for fil
ing and establishing proof of disability, con
sistent with the purposes of this title, by 
the coal miner or, as appropriate, his survivor 
to enable such person to receive benefits as 
soon as possible after enactment of this Act; 
and such other matters as the Secretary 
deems appropriate. Such standards shall be 
effective upon publication in the Federal 
Register, unless the Secretary prescribes a 
later date which date shall not be more than 
ninety days after the operative date of this 
ti tie. The provisions of Section 553 of title 5 
of the United States Code shall apply to the 
promulgation of such standards. 

"Assistance to states 
"SEC. 503. (a) Upon publication of the 

interim disability standards by the Secretary 
under this title, the Secretary shall enter into 
agreements with any State pursuant to which 
he shall provide financial assistance, in ac
cordance with the provisions of this title, to 
the States to carry out the purpose of this 
title, and the States shall receive and adjudi
cate, in accordance with such standards, 
claims for interim emergency coal mine 
health disability benefits from any eligible 
person who is a resident of such State. Such 
State shall also agree to pay one-half of such 
benefits during the fiscal years ending 
June 30, 1972, and June 30, 1973. Such agree
ments shall, in addition to such other con
ditions as the Secretary deems appropriate, 
include adequate assurances that the State 
shall provide such fiscal control and fund 
accounting procedures as may be appropriate 
to assure proper disbursement and account
ing of grants made to the State under this 
section; and that the State wm make such 
reports to the Secretary, in such form and 
containing such information, as the Secre
tary may from time to time require. 

"(b) Beginning after the effective date of 
any agreement entered into with a State un
der this section and ending on June 30, 1973, 

the Secretary, subject to the provisions of 
this section, shall, from sums available there
for for any fiscal year, make grants to such 
States equal to the estimated sums needed 
by such State to pay all such benefits to 
eligible persons through June 30, 1971, and 
to pay one-half of such benefits to eligible 
persons during the fiscal years ending June 
30, 1972, and June 30, 1973. No benefits shall 
be paid under th~s section to an eligible 
person if the State, after the enactment 
Of this Act, reduces the benefits for disabil
ity caused by complicated pneumoconiosis 
to which such person is otherwise entitled 
under such State's laws or regulations. Bene
fits paid to an eligible person under this sec
tion shall be reduced by an amount equal 
to any payment made to such person under 
any other provision of law for a disability 
directly caused by complicated pneumoconi
osis arising out of, or in the course of, em
ployment in one or more of the Nation's 
coal mines. 

"(c) Interim emergency coal mine health 
disability benefits shall be paid under this 
section to persons determined by the State 
pursuant to such standards to be eligible to 
receive such benefits. Such benefits shall be 
paid as soon as possible after a claim is filed 
therefor and eligibility determined, except 
that such benefits shall terminate when such 
person is no longer eligible, or on June 30, 
1973, whichever date is first. The amount of 
benefits payable to an eligible person under 
this section shall be determined as follows: 

" ( 1) In the case of total disab1lity, such 
eligible person shall be paid benefits during 
the period of such disability up to a rate 
equal to 50 per centum of the minimum 
monthly payment to which an employee in 
grade GS-2 with one or more dependents, 
who is totally disabled, is entitled under the 
provisions of sections 8105 and 8110 of title 
5, United States Code; 

"(2) In the case of the death of a miner 
resulting from such disease, and eligible wid
ow shall be paid benefits at the rate the 
deceased miner would be entitled to receive 
such benefits if such miner were totally dis
abled until such widow dies or remarries: 

"(3) In the case of any eligible person en
titled to benefits under clauses (1) or (2) 
of this subsection who has one or more de
pendents, such benefits shall be increased 
at a rate of 50 per centum of the benefits to 
which such persons is entitled under clauses 
(1) or (2) of this subsection, if such per
son has one dependent, 75 per centum, if 
such person has two dependents, and 100 
per centum, if such person has three de
pendents; except that such increased bene
fits for a child, brother, sister, or grandchild, 
shall cease if such dependent dies or mar
ries or becomes 18 years of age, or 1f over 
age 18 and incapable of self-support be
comes capable of self-support. 

" ( d) There is hereby authorized to be ap
propriated from funds in the Treasury for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, not to 
exceed $10,000,000, and for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1971, not to exceed $30,000,-
000, and for the fiscal years ending June 30, 
1972, and June 30, 1973, not to exceed $15,-
000,000 annually for the purposes of this 
title. If the amounts appropriated for any 
fiscal year are less than the amounts neces
sary to enable the Secretary to make the 
full amount of grants to all States which 
have entered into agreements with him un
der this title, the grants to each State for 
such fiscal year, and the payments to eligi
ble persons required to be made during such 
fiscal year under such agreements, shall be 
proportionately reduced. 

"Study 

"SEc. 504. The Secretary shall immediately 
undertake a study to determine the extent 
to which coal miners are or will be totally 
disabled due to complicated pneumoconiosis 
developed during the course of employment 
in the Nation's coal mines and unable to be 

gainfully employed; the extent to which the 
States provide benefits to active and inactive 
coal miners and their dependents for such 
disability; the adequacy of such benefits, the 
need for, and the desirability of, providing 
any Federal, State, or private assistance for 
such disability; the need for, and the desii
ability of, extending the provisions of this 
title for persons eligible for benefits under 
this title; and such other facts which would 
be helpful to the Congress following com
pletion of this study, as the Secretary deems 
appropriate. In carrying out this study, th~ 
Secretary shall consult with, and, to the 
greatest extent possible, obtain information 
and comments from, the Secretary of the 
Interior, the Secretary of Labor, and other 
interested Federal agencies, the States, oper
ators, representative of the miners, insur
ance representatives, and other interested 
persons. The Secretary shall submit a report 
on such study, together with such recom
mendations, including appropriate legisla
tive recommendations, as he deems appro
priate, to the Congress not later than 
October 1, 1970." 

On page 106, between lines 13 and 14, add 
the following new subsection: 

" ( e) There is authorized to be appropri
ated to the Secretary of the Interior such 
sums as will be necessary to carry out his 
responsibilities under this section and sec
tion 201 (b) of this Act at an annual rate of 
not to exceed $20,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1970, $25,000,000 for the fis
cal year ending June 30, 1971, and $30,000,000 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, and 
for each succeeding fiscal year thereafter. 
There is authorized to be appropriated an
nually to the Surgeon General such sums as 
may be necessary to carry out his responsibil
ities under this section. Such sums shall re
main available until expended." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. What is 
the will of the Senate? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. To whose 
time is the quorum call to be charged? 

Mr. KENNEDY. The time is to be 
equally divided. 

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

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the previous 
order to vote on the point of order be 
rescinded along with the time limitation 
associated therewith; that the point of 
order be withdrawn; that the amend
ment offered by the Senator from West 
Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH) and others be 
made the pending business; and that 
debate on the amendment be limited to 
1 hour, to be equally divided and con
trolled by the majority leader and the 
minority leader, or whomever they may 
designate. 

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

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield. 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I think . 

this is an admirable resolution of a prob
lem which the Senate faced, of commit
ting itself one way or the other on the 
point of order. I think the Senator from 
Vermont (Mr. PROUTY) rendered the 
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Senate a signal service in ra1smg the 
question. The question will be studied 
carefully and we will not be caught in 
this position again. 

I thank the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. WILLIAMS), the Senators from Ken
tucky (Mr. COOPER and Mr. COOK)' the 
Senator from West Virginia <Mr. RAN
DOLPH), the Senator from Massachu
setts <Mr. KENNEDY), and all the other 
Senators who participated are entitled 
to great credit for this solution. 

The Senate should understand the 
conclusion. We are offering an amend
ment relating to compensation for work
ers affected by black lung the pending 
business. It is not amendable. If the Sen
ate does not like it it can vote the amend
ment down and bring up another amend
ment. We are not locking anything in 
except this amendment as it stands. 

Mr. President, I hope Senators will 
show an interest and come to the Cham
ber to listen to the debate before voting. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re
quest? 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object, and I do not ob
ject, it is my understanding that an 
addition to the subject matter mentioned 
by the Senator from New York is that 
this proposed amendment, which would 
be made the pending business without 
the privilege of amendment under the 
proposed unanimous-consent agreement, 
also contains an authorization which 
would finance the general operation of 
this bill, and that that authorization 
covers the same sum as was proposed 
to be expended each year for the first 30 
years under the bill as originally drawn. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. JAVITS. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. HOLLAND. I have no objection. I 

appreciate the Senator's cooperation in 
working out the agreement. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I join 
the Senator from New York in stating 
that a very fair agreement has been 
worked out. We have now gotten away 
from the question of the point of order. 
It is a unique question, and it can be 
studied should a similar question come 
before the Senate. The amendment is for 
authorization, but Congress and the 
Committee on Appropriations could work 
its will in the authorizations recom
mended both for research and a tempo
rary system of compensation. 

As I said, I would be glad to vote for 
such an amendment and I shall join as 
a cosponsor. 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object I would not want the 
Senator to go away without understand
ing that at my request we have allowed 
a study to be made of the question of self
financing by the industry as a possible al
ternative. Other than that, the substan
tive part is as stated. 

Mr. President, I wish to add to my pre
vious comments the name of the deputy 
leader on the Democratic side, the Sena
tor from West Virginia <Mr. BYRD) , 
which I inadvertently omitted, who also 
helped work out the admirable compro
mise. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection to the unanimous consent re
quest? The Chair hears no objection, and 
it is so ordered. 

The clerk will state the amendment. 
The assistant legislative clerk read as 

follows: 
On page 118, line 13, thJ:ough page 122, line 

14, substitute the following: 
"TITLE V-lNTERIM EMERGENCY COAL MINE 

HEALTH DISABILITY BENEFITS 

"PURPOSE 

"SEC. 501. Based on a recent study con
ducted by the United States Public Health 
Service, congress finds and declares that 
there are a significant number of inactive 
coal miners living today who are totally dis
abled and unaible to be gainfully employed 
due to the development of complicated 
pneumoconiosis while working in one 
or more of the Nation's coal mines; that 
there also are a number of surviving wid
ows and children of coal miners whose death 
was attributable to this disease; that few 
States provide benefits for disability from 
this disease to inactive coal miners and their 
dependents; and that, in order to give the 
States time to enact laws to provide such 
benefits or to improve those laws where 
token or minimal benefits are provided, it is, 
therefore, the purpose of this title to pro
vide, on a temporray and limited basis, in
terim emergency health disability benefits, 
in cooperation with the States, to any coal 
miner who is totally disabled and unable 
to be gainfully employed on the date of en
actment of this Act due to complicated 
pneumoconiosis which arises out of, or in the 
course of, his employment in one or more 
of the Nation's coal mines; to the widows 
and children of any coal miner who, at the 
time of his death, was totally disabled and 
unable to be gainfully employed due to com
plicated pneumoconiosis arising out of, or in 
the course of, such employment; and to de
velop further any detailed information and 
data on the extent to which past, present, 
and future coal miners are or will be totally 
disabled by complicated pneumoconiosis and 
unable to be gainfully employed, on the ex
tent to which assistance to such miners and 
their dependents is needed, and the most ef
fective method for assuring such assistance. 

"INTERIM DISABILITY BENEFIT STANDARDS 

"SEc. 502. (a) The Secretary of Health, 
Education and Welfare (hereinafter refer
red to in this title as "the Secretary") shall 
develop and promulgate interim disability 
benefit standards governing the determina
tion of persons eligible to receive emergency 
coal mine health disability benefits under 
this title and the methods and procedures 
to be used in disbursing such benefits to 
such persons. Such standards shall take into 
consideration the length of employment in 
coal mines considered sufficient to establish 
a claim for such benefits; reasonable and 
equitable means, methods, and procedures 
for filing and establishing proof of disabil
ity, consistent With the purpose of thds 
title, by the coal miner or, as appropriate, 
his survivor to enable such person to receive 
benefits as soon as possible after enactment 
of this Act; and such other matters as the 
Secretary deems appropriate. Such stand
ards Sib.all be effective upon publication in 
the Federal Register, unless the Secretary 
prescribes a later date which date shall not 
be more than ninety days after the operative 
date of this title. The provisions of Section 
553 of title 5 of the United States Code shall 
apply to the promulgation of such stand
ards. 

"ASSISTANCE TO STATES 

"SEC. 503. (a) Upon publication of tb.1! 
interim disability standards by the Secretary 
under this title, the Secretary shall enter 
into agreements with any State pursuant to 
which he shall provide financial assistance, 

in accordance with the provisions of this 
title, to the States to carry out the purpose 
of this title, and the States shall receive 
and adjudicate, in accordance with such 
standards, claims for interim emergency coal 
mine health disability benefits from any 
eligible person who is a resident of such 
State. Such State shall also agree to pay 
one-half of such benefits during the fiscal 
years ending June 30, 1972, and June 30, 
1973. Such agreements shall, in addition to 
such other conditions as the Secretary deems 
appropriate, include adequate assurances 
that the State shall provide such fiscal con
trol and fund accounting procedures as may 
be appropriate to assure proper disburse
ment and accounting of grants made to the 
State under this section; and that the State 
will make such reports to the Secretary, in 
such form and containing such information, 
as the Secretary may from time to time 
require. 

"(b) Beginning after the effective date of 
any agreement entered into with a State 
under this section and ending on June 30, 
1973, the Secretary, subject to the provisions 
of this section, shall, from sums available 
therefor for any fiscal year, make grants to 
such States equal to the estimated sums 
needed by such State to pay all such benefits 
to eligible persons through June 30, 1971, 
and to pay one-half of such benefits to eli
gible persons during the fiscal years ending 
June 30, 1972, and June 30, 1973. No benefits 
shall be paid under this section to an eli
gible person if the State, after the enactment 
of this Act, reduces the benefits for disability 
caused by complicated pneumoconiosis to 
which such person is otherwise entitled 
under such State's laws or regulations. Bene
fits paid to an eligible person under this 
section shall be reduced by an amount equal 
to any payment made to such person under 
any other provision of law for a disability 
directly caused by complicated pneumo
coniosis arising out of, or in the course of, 
employment in one or more of the Nation's 
coal mines. 

"(c) Interim emergency coal mine health 
disability benefits shall be paid under this 
section to persons determined by the State 
pursuant to such standards to be eligible to 
receive such benefits. Such benefits shall be 
paid as soon as possible after a claim is filed 
therefor and eligibility determined, except 
that such benefits shall terminate when such 
person is no longer eligible, or on June 30, 
1973, whichever date is first. The amount of 
benefits payable to an eligible person under 
this section shall be determined as follows: 

"(1) In the case of total disability, such 
eligible person shall be paid benefits during 
the period of such disabiUty up to a rate 
equal to 50 per centum of the minimum 
monthly payment to which an employee in 
grade GS-2 with one or more dependents, 
who is totally disabled, is entitled under the 
provisions of Sections 8105 and 8110 of 
Title 5, United States Code; 

"(2) In the case of the death of a miner 
resulting from such disease, an eligibility 
widow shall be paid benefits at the rate the 
deceased miner would be entitled to receive 
such benefits if such miner were totally dis
abled until such widow dies or remarries: 

"(3) In the case of any eligible person en
titled to benefits under clauses ( 1) or ( 2) 
of this subsection who has one or more 
dependents, such benefits shall be increased 
at a rate of 50 per centum of the benefits to 
which such person is entitled under clauses 
(1) or (2) of this subsection, if such person 
has one dependent, 75 per centum, if such 
person has two dependents, and 100 per 
centum, if such person has three dependents; 
except that such increased benefits for a 
child, brother, sister, or grandchild, shall 
cease if such dependent dies or marries or 
becomes 18 years of age, or if over age 18 and 
incapable of self-support become capable 
of self-support. 
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"{d) There is hereby authorized to be ap

propriated from funds in the Treasury for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, not to exceed 
$10,000,000, and for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1971, not to exceed $30,000,000, and 
for the fiscal years ending June 30, 1972, and 
June 30, 1973, not to exceed $15,000,000 an
nually for the purposes of this title. If the 
amounts appropriated for any fiscal year a.re 
less than the amounts necessary to enable 
the Secretary to make the full amount of 
grants to all States which have entered into 
agreements with him under this title, the 
grants to each State for such fiscal year, and 
the payments to eligible persons required to 
be made during such fiscal year under such 
agreements, shall be proportionately reduced. 

''STUDY 

"SEC. 504. The Secretary shall immediately 
undertake a study to determine the extent to 
which coal miners are or will be totally dis
abled due to complicated pneumoconiosis 
developed during the course of employment 
in the Nation's coal mines and unable to be 
gainfully employed; the extent to which the 
States provide benefits to active and inactive 
coal miners and their dependents for such 
disability; the adequacy of such benefits, the 
need for, and the desirability of, providing 
any Federal, State or private assistance for 
such disability; the need for, and the desira
bility of, extending the provisions of this title 
for persons eligible for benefits under this 
title; and such other facts which would be 
helpful to the Congress following completion 
of this study, as the Secretary deems appro
priate. In carrying out this study, the Secre
tary shall consult with, and, to the greatest 
extent possible, obtain information and com
ments from, the Secretary of the Interior, the 
Secretary of Labor, and other interested Fed
eral agencies, the States, operators, represent
ative of the miners, insurance representa
tives, and other interested persons. The Sec
retary shall submit a report on such study, 
together with such recommendations, includ
ing appropriate legislative recommendations, 
as he deems appropriate, to the Congress not 
later than October 1, 1970." 

On page 106, between lines 13 and 14, add 
the following new subsection: 

" ( e) There is authorized to be appropriated 
to the Secretary of the Interior such sums as 
will be necessary to carry out his responsibil
ities under this section and section 201 {b) of 
this Act at an annual rate of not to exceed 
$20,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1970, $25,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1971, and $30,000,000 for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1972, and for each suc
ceeding fiscal year thereafter. There is au
thorized to be appropriated annually to the 
Surgeon General such sums as may be neces
sary to carry out his responsibilities under 
this section. Such sums shall remain avail
able until expended." 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. The yeas and nays are ordered. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 

President, I yield 5 minutes to the Sen
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, I rise to 
congratulate the distinguished Senator 
from New Jersey <Mr. WILLIAMS) and 
the Senators from West Virginia <Mr. 
RANDOLPH and Mr. BYRD) for working 
out this matter with the Senator from 
Vermont <Mr. PROUTY), the senior Sen
ator from Kentucky (Mr. COOPER), and 
myself, for many, many reasons. 

First, Mr. President, I felt the adver
sary proceedings yesterday were tre
mendously helpful. I felt we were well 
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within the realm of proposing something, 
not only new for the Senate but, and 
I am not quite sure, in some respects 
rather disastrous for many collective in
dustries throughout the country. I am 
pleased to say that during the course of 
the debate yesterday my senior colleague 
from Kentucky <Mr. COOPER) and I made 
it very clear that the real problem to 
be faced here was a problem that both of 
us and many other Senators were per
fectly willing to see fully financed and 
to see this problem of black lung finally 
handled on a logical and compassionate 
basis by the Senate. 

I felt, as did many of my colleagues, in 
my colloquy with the junior Senator 
from Missouri <Mr. EAGLETON) that this 
was an important enough issue, im
portant on its merits, that we try dili
gently, and as a result this compromise 
was worked out. 

I cannot say enough about the dis
tinguished Senator from New Jersey <Mr. 
WILLIAMS) for not only understanding 
the problem but also realizing that the 
ultimate answer to the problem is really 
to solve it and not to continue debate on 
the floor of the Senate. 

I hope, as was expressed by the Senator 
from New York, that the question of 
Article VII of the Constitution of the 
United States in regard to this body, can 
be examined. I hope that the expressed 
precedent, as was suggested yesterday, 
that revenue measures, if they are not 
anything more than a significant part 
of a bill, can be passed by this body, and 
will be seriously reviewed because I think 
it goes to the heart of the authority tha.t 
this body really has. 

The Senator from New York expressed 
the feeling that he did not in any way 
want to give up any right tha.t this body 
might have. I concur in those remarks 
wholly and completely. But for myself I 
would say that if, by the Constitution of 
the United States, there is some right 
that this body does not possess, that it is 
possessed by the other body, then I do 
not feel that I am giving anything up but 
that I am, in fact, following the dictates 
of the Constitution of the United States 
and upholding its principles. 

I conclude by saying that my State of 
Kentucky will be very grateful to this 
body for this amendment. The coal 
miners of my State can look, for the first 
time in many years, to the culmination of 
a dream, to the culmination of a drive, to 
the culmination of a program that will 
see to it that elimination of the horrible 
disease to which they have been sub
jected will now totally and completely be 
recognized by this country and fully 
implemented by the Senate. 

Again my thanks to the distinguished 
Senator from New Jersey. 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Jersey yield me some 
time? 

Mr. Wll..LIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, I yield such time as he may 
desire to the Senator from New York. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New York is recognized. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I support 
the amendment of Senator RANDOLPH ro 
establish an interim program for pay
ment of benefits to inactive miners who 

have been totally disabled by pneu
moooniosis. 

This is an unusual and dramatic pro
posal-but it is directed at an unusual 
and dramatic problem-our sublime in
sensitivity to what is probably the worst 
occupational disease in the country
black lung. 

Mr. President, there exist today in the 
United States literally thousands of 
former coal miners who have reaped, as 
their sole reward for long and faithful 
service underground, ravaged lungs, en
larged hearts, and retirement years spent 
as semi or complete invalids, slowly 
choking to death. All because of coal dust. 
The tragic consequences of this disease 
were testified to by many witnesses who 
appeared before the committee. As Dr. 
Murray Hunter put it: 

But wha.t you must understand is that if 
the coal miner has five times the respiratory 
disability of the nonminer, you also have to 
understand that respiratory disabllity is like 
no other. Respiraltory clisability is the most 
agonizing kind, because respiratory death is 
preceded by 20 odd years of respiratory dis· 
ability in some cases. And it is one thing to 
die at 75 of a stroke or a coronary after the 
productive life of a physician or U.S. Senator, 
and another thing to die after 20 years of 
breathlessness where you couldn't mount the 
stairs without stopping two or three times. 

Mr. President, we do not know the 
exact number of victims of black lung. 
But we know that responsible sources 
estimate that its victims number over 
100,000 with 50,000 of them disabled to 
some degree. We know, according to the 
Public Heal th Service prevalence study 
that 20 percent of all inactive, and 10 
percent of all active miners show X-ray 
evidence of the disease, and that, of 
these, 9 percent of the inactive and 3 
percent of the active miners have pro
gressive massive fibrosis, the complicated 
for.m of the disease that causes severe 
disability and ultimately death. We 
know, according to Dr. Lorin Kerr, of the 
United Mine Workers Welfare and Re
tirement Fund, that in Pennsylvania 
alone "nearly 1,000 miners die of coal 
workers' pneumoconiosis every year and 
the same disease is listed as a contribu
tory cause of death for almost 1,000 
more." Finally, we know that X-ray 
evidence may not even tell the whole 
story, that in some cases even severe 
disability may occur absent X-ray 
changes Characteristic of complicated 
pneumoconiosis. 

In S. 2917, the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare has reported out a 
measure which we on the committee be
lieve will end this deathly scourge once 
and for all. But we have done nothing 
to help those who have already fallen 
prey to black lung-to those who might 
not have been disabled and forced to 
spend the rest of their lives as vegetables 
had we only seen our duty and done it 
sooner. 

I say "our duty" advisedly. For the root 
of the problem is the utter failure of all 
of us, and that includes the industry, the 
medical profession, and the Govern
ment-particularly the Public Health 
Service--to recognize this disease before 
being embarrassed into doing so-at least 
20 years late, by Great Britain and other 
European countries. 
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Our failure to recognize coal workers' 
pneumoconiosis as a separate disease 
has had two particularly insidious ef
ects: First, it obviously precluded any at
tempts; through private efforts or legis
lation, to control coal dust, and second, 
it operated to prevent many miners dis
abled from black lung from obtaining 
even minimally decent workmen's com
pensation. As a result, the thousands of 
inactive miners disabled by black lung 
are not only condemned to life as virtual 
invalids, they must also live out that 
life in abject poverty. 

The amendment which is now before us 
is an attempt, on an interim basis, to do 
something about this problem, pending a 
study and report on permanent measures 
by the Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare. Ordinarily, we would wait 
for the Secretary's report before acting, 
but this problem is so serious, and of such 
magnitude, that I do not believe that, in 
conscience, we can ask these former min
ers or their widows and families to wait 
several more years for help. 

I emphasize, Mr. President, that the 
entire Nation shares the responsibility 
for this tragic situation; witness after 
witness who testified on this bill stressed 
America's complete insensitivity to the 
problem of black lung until very re
cently-it was not until the mid-1950's 
that black lung was recognized by re
sponsible medical authorities as a disease. 
Britain, on the other hand, began to rec
ognize the disease in 1934, and it became 
compensable in 1943. In the United 
States, until last year, only three States 
recognized black lung as a compensable 
disease; in other States the only way 
miners could receive compensation is if 
they could convince examining boards 
they had silicosis, which usually was not 
possible. One former miner who appeared 
before the committee testified to the dif
ficulty he had encountered obtaining 
compensation in West Virginia. To prove 
his case he was forced, at his own ex
pense of over $1,300, to have a biopsy 
taken, and even then he only received a 
40-percent disability award based on 
silicosis. 

This case is the rule, not the exception. 
Through the years, American authorities 
have been almost exclusively concerned 
with silicosis, notwithstanding that black 
lung probably affects more workers, with 
worse results, than does silicosis. 

This preoccupation with silicosis, and 
consequent insensitivity to black lung 
was developed most clearly in the testi
mony of Dr. Lorin Kerr of the United 
Mine Workers' Welfare and Retirement 
Fund. I ask that the relevant excerpts 
from Dr. Kerr's testimony be printed in 
the RECORD. 

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

ExCERPT FROM TESTIMONY OF DR. KERR 

The U.S. Public Health Service recently 
reported that in 1950, American coal miners 
died at nearly twice the ra.te of other work
ers; diseases of the respiratory system killed 
miners at a. rate five times greaiter than the 
general working male population; and the 
mortality rate for American coal miners was 
roughly twice those reported for British coal 
miners. 

Among the living, the Pennsylvania. De
partment of Public Health reported in 1967 
that 19,175 coal miners had X-ray evidence 
of coal workers' pneumoconlosls and 23, 768 
more were disabled by the disease. In 1965, 
the U.S. Public Health Service reported that 
throughout the entire Appalachian soft coal 
mining area one out of every 10 active, and 
one out of every five former miners had 
X-ray evidence of the same disease. 

These and other American statistics are a 
grisly repetition of those reported by British 
investigators for the las•t 25 years. In Great 
Britain, coal workers' pneumoconiosls ac
counts for more deaths than all other forms 
of dust diseases combined. Since 1930, it has 
constituted the greatest medical and social 
problem in all lndUSltry. 

It ls safe to conclude from all available 
information that in the United States, as 
previously stated, that a lea.st 125,00 active 
and former coal miners have some stage of 
coal workers' pneumoconiosis and of this 
number nearly 50,000 may be disabled by the 
disease. In the last 20 years, at least one 
million miners have been exposed to a daily 
dose of life-threatening coal dust. 

Scientific studies have repeatedly shown 
that achievement is not confined to any one 
nation. New discoveries and inventions 
usually occur simultaneously in a number 
of different locations. Why has coal workers' 
pneumoconiosis been an exception? Why, 
with our outstanding contributions in medi
cine, should we stand today where the British 
did nearly 30 years ago? 

A major reason for this situation ls that 
coal workers' pneumoconiosis ls not well 
known or widely organized in the United 
States. Ullltil recently, little has appeared 
in American medireal journals on this dis
ease and most of the earlier articles were 
reports on British research and surveys. This 
la.ck of concern a.bout coal workers' pneu
moconlosls has been due in part to a belief 
that conditions reported in Britain did not 
exist in the United States. It ls also due to 
the conviction that only s111ca and dust con
taining silica ls injurious. 

I would like to depart from the record a 
moment to elaborate on this item, if I may, 
Senator. 

We began research here in the United 
States on silicosis about 1915 with studies 
that were done in the tri-state area where 
the lead and zinc mines a.re located near 
Joplin, Mo. This followed a. 1902 study in 
South Africa. concerning high tuberculosis 
mortality rates among gold miners. It was 
determined that silicosis provided the devel
opment of the tuberculosis among these 
miners. 

This study was followed by others else
where. Mass X-rays were first used in a 1911 
study of sllicosis. Subsequent studies here in 
the United States revealed a lot of smcosls 
in various industries. 

Slowly it was thought to be diminishing. 
Then about 1930 a tunnel was dug at Gauley 
Bridge, W. Va. It is difficult to say whether 
it was silicosis or whether it was an over
whelming dose of dust in the lungs of these 
men that caused so many deaths. However, 
it created such a scandal that there was a 
congressional investigation. This was fol
lowed by a National Silicosis Conference in 
1936 called by the Secretary of Labor, Madam 
Perkins. The reports were made in 1937. The 
definition of silicosis was one that had been 
developed in 1933. It has since been incorpo
rated iruto most workmen's compensation leg
islation in the country. In fact , there was no 
workmen's compensation for silicosis until 
about 1937. 

There has thus been this focus of atten
tion over the years on silica and coal dust has 
been classified as an inert dust because it did 
not produce any fibrosis in the tissues. 

I think it ls important to keep in mind 
that when s111cosis did hit the headlines here 

in the United States it was followed by a 
congressional investigation, a National Con
ference on Silicosis, and the development of 
certain recommendations some of which are 
still not implemented. Even today we do not 
know the actual incidence or prevalence of 
silicosis in the United States. There is no 
accurate reporting on that disease either. 

The impact of physician knowledge and 
attitudes is apparent in inaccurate or incom
plete death certificates. These document s are 
essential for determining the existence of 
dangerous coal dust requiring governmental 
action for control or eradication. Too often 
no records mean no action. 

A final comment on our 30-year lag behind 
the British is provided by Dr. Donald Hunter, 
the world-famous British authority on oc
cupational health. Ten ye'al's ago in his book, 
"Health in Industry" he wrote extensively on 
coal workers• pneumoconiosls and said t hat 
not until 1934 did British physicians begin 
to accept the fact that coal dust in miners' 
lungs produces a slowly progressive fatal dis
ease. He continued to say: 

It must be admitted that medical men by 
their ill-informed complacency have a. heavy 
load of responslbillty to bear for this failure 
to discover the true state of affa.lrs, a failure 
whloh constitutes what ls proba;bly the great
est disgrace in the history of British med
icine. 

Today, 35 years later, American medicine 
has barely begun to overcome its "111-in
formed complacency" and "discover the true 
state of .affairs" regarding coal workers' 
pneumoconiosis. 

I can vividly remember, 21 years ago when 
I came With the UMWA Welfare and Retire
ment Fund, the constant stream of wheezing, 
breathless coal miners coming to the area 
medical office in Morgantown, W. Va., seek
ing relief from the struggle to breaithe. I can 
also remember how overwhelmed I felt. Never 
1n my earlier professional experience had I 
observed or heard of a single industry with 
so many men who seemed to be disabled by 
their jobs. I say "seemed to be disabled by 
their jobs" because doctors said these men 
rarely had silicosis and it was unusual to find 
a physician who even suspected that coal 
dust might be dangerous. The disability was 
called miners' asthma. and it was accepted 
by miners and doctors as pa.rt of the job. 

We, in the fund, also becam.e acutely aware 
of the unusual medical care these breathless 
miners required. They had more colds and 
other respiratory infections than other min
ers ruid these infections lasted longer. Some 
of these men would become so 111 when they 
had an upper respiratory infection that they 
would need to be hospitalized, where they 
frequently would stay for 2 and 3 weeks, 
several times every year. Oxygen in the hos
pital or a.t home seemed to bring more relief 
than anything else. If all the tanks of oxygen 
these men have used were la.id end-to-end 
I would venture that a long ~een line would 
run at least 6,000 miles-twice a.cross the 
Nation, coast- t o-coast. 

I might say parenthetically that I com
puted that, myself, and I think it ls quite 
accuI'!a.te. 

In searching for the cause of the shortness 
of breath afflicting the coal miners, the 
fund's medical administrators could not 
agree with those doctors who cltaimed that it 
was due to "compensationitls" or nervous
ness. I can assure you that were I as breath
less as some of the miners I have seen I would 
be nervous. But to claim it was due to 
nervousness and had nothing to do with 
dust was nonsense. I know of one doctor who 
even maintained that breathlessness was due 
simply to a fear of coal mining. 

Our search for answers also included a re
view of death certificates but they were of 
little help. Cor pulmonale or right-sided en
largement of the heart was oft1!n given a.s 
the cause of death but there would be no 
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mention of what we now know was the pri
mary cause of the heart failure--coal work
ers' pneumoconiosis. 

No Government agency, including health 
departments, could answer our questions. 
They were all willing to listen but no one 
knew the cause of the breathlessness and no 
one was willing to even guess how many 
breathless miners were disabled by their jobs. 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, Dr. Wil
liam Stewart, the Surgeon General of 
the United States, fully concurred with 
Dr. Kerr, as to the American preoccupa
tion with silicosis. Furthermore, he could 
find no excuse for the failure of the Pub
lic Health Service to initiate a prevalence 
study until 1970. He testified: 

I don't know all the story behind this, 
Senator Randolph, but I know that in the 
thirties there was' great concern and atten
tion to silicosis and the attention was drawn 
to it because of the high incidence of tuber
culosis among people who have silicosis. And 
it was felt that the problem was caused by 
the amount or the percent of silica in the 
dust. This was not only the prevalent feeling 
in the United States, it was pretty well a 
worldwide consensus that silica caused the 
problem. In the forties, we began to realize 
that there were similar pathologies appear
ing on the X-rays from other kinds of dust, 
asbestos dust, cotton dust, and so on. There 
were also some studies done by various re
searchers in the United States among some 
of the coal mines where the silica content 
in the dust was very, very low and yet they 
were reporting pneumoconiosis in the miners. 
I don't know why it took us until 1960 to 
get around to doing the prevalence work, but 
it wru:s just a matter of the way the state of 
knowledge developed. 

Last year several States, including 
West Virginia, amended their laws to 
provide compensation for victims of 
black lung. But in West Virginia, for 
example, the new law only applies pro
spectively; it does nothing for the thou
sands of miners or their widows and 
children, who have already been dis
abled from black lung and forced to 
retire. 

Those are the miners whom this 
amendment has been directed at. It is 
also directed at those miners in States 
like Pennsylvania, whose benefits, under 
special programs, are so pitifully small 
that no former miner can be expected 
to live on them. In Pennsylvania, for 
example, many miners receive only $75 
to live out their days. 

This amendment will not allow any 
former miner to live in the lap of lux
ury-neither $136 for a single miner nor 
$272 for a family of four is anything 
more than the minimum level of decency 
requires. What we are trying to do, in 
substance, is give these people some tem
porary help for 2 years pending receipt 
of the Secretary's report on more perma
nent measures and deal with this tragic 
situation. 

Mr. President, I do continue to express 
the hope that a way will be found to 
have this whole operation, at least in 
material part, financed by the industry 
itself. We have argued that at great 
length. It is a very important point, in 
this and many other measures. 

Therefore, I approve very much of the 
fact that the authorization is $30 million 
for 1971, and then goes down to $15 mil
lion in 1972 and 1973 with the States re
quired to match the amounts of Federal 

aid. I hope that the program eventually 
proves to be self-financing by the indus
try. It is one of the things which we have 
committed for study and recommenda
tion by the Secretary of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare. I think that is prob
ably the only thing that is open to us 
to do. 

I continue to express my fidelity to 
that concept and my hope that that is 
the way it will go. I pledge to work for 
it when the results of the study demon
strate it makes the kind of sense I think 
it does. 

Again, I congratulate all those con
cerned and only hope that this may be 
consummated and that we all may soon 
stand behind the President's chair as he 
signs the bill. It probably will be one of 
the most exciting demonstrations of what 
we can do here for individuals who need 
our help. 

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

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

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I think 
that when I raised the point of order 
against section 502 of Senate bill 2917 
on last Friday, it was a valid point to 
make. 

I am happy, indeed, that we have been 
able to work out a meaningful compro
mise which faces up to a truly serious 
situation among people who have worked 
in the coal mines of this country. 

Mr. President, traditionally, the 
Bureau of Mines has not placed as great 
emphasis on health and safety research 
in coal as it has on the utilization to 
discover new uses for coal. 

The Bureau's activities in health and 
safety have historically been centered 
about education, training, and persua
sion in order to improve the health and 
safety record of the industry. As a result 
great emphasis had been placed on in
spection activity rather than on develop
ing new technology which might result 
in improved safety. 

Because -0f the long neglect in research 
and development in the area of health 
and safety in coal mining, substantial 
amounts of money will be required in an 
attempt to catch up so that fatalities and 
accidents can. be substantially reduced. 

The very large sums which have been 
projected are necessary if the fatality 
and injury rate and accident rate of un
derground coal mining is to approach 
that of other industries. These rates 
must be reduced if the coal industry is 
to compete for its share of manpower in 
the future. There is little incentive for 
either professional, semiprofessional, or 
other employees to be attracted to an 
industry in which their chances of being 
injured or killed are so high. 

The large increase in funds that is 
needed will be directed toward such ac
tivities as; 

First, determining the dust levels pres
ently found in U.S. coal mines, the occu
pations within the mines which have the 
highest dust levels, and the effects of 
various engineering parameters on dust 
concentrations. 

Second, a study of methods of reducing 
dust concentrations, such as water infu-

sion, use of additives and foams, redesign 
of cutting bits, use of water sprays, aux
iliary ventilation, use of vacuum-type 
manifolds. 

Third, the development of entirely 
new methods of pr-otecting miners from 
respirable dust, such as providing an ar
tificial atmosphere to protect the miner 
from a hostile environment. 

Fourth, the development of vastly im
proved methods of measuring the dust 
levels both over extended periods and 
instantaneously. 

Fifth, development of fundamental 
knowledge on the formation and behav
ior of respirable dust and on the dust
generation characteristics of various coal 
beds. 

Sixth, on the development of improved 
and analytical techniques on the detec
tion of free silica in coal and for other 
toxic and hazardous oonstituents. 

Seventh, development of improved in
strumentation for measuring oxygen 
content and other noxious and hazardous 
gases. 

Eighth, the development of improved 
technology to reduce roof fall hazards, 
which account, year in and year out, for 
between 50 and 60 percent of all under
ground fatalities. 

Ninth, the development of nonspark
ing bits to reduce the danger of ignition. 

Tenth, a completely new and admin
istratively more manageable system of 
developing requirements for explosion
proofing of electrical equipment and for 
the determination of its permissibility. 

Eleventh, the development of post
disaster, survival, life support, and res
cue technology. 

Twelfth, to devise improved methods 
of rendering coal dust nonexplosive 
rather than using the cumbersome sys
tem of adding rock dust to the coal dust. 

Other areas of health and safety re
search which these initial investigations 
are expected to uncover will be investi
gated in future years on a scale neces
sairy to demonstrate their feasibility. 

In conclusion, I express my deep ap
preciation to the distinguished Senator 
from New Jersey, floor manager of the 
bill, and Senator RANDOLPH, Senator 
BYRD of West Virginia, Senator COOK, 
and other Senators, for their coopera
tion in bringing out a meaningful com
promise which is going to contribute so 
much to the health and safety of the 
coal mine workers of this country. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, I am happy to yield to the 
Senator from West Virginia <Mr. RAN
DOLPH) , who has been so active this year 
in this effort to help coal miners, but 
whose record of constant effort dates 
back decades. 
~ PRESIDING OFFICER. How 

much time does the Senator yield? 
Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. As 

much time as the Senator needs. 
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, there 

is real substance in the comments made 
by several Senators since the offering of 
the amendment. And they are symbolic 
Senator CooK, Senator JAVITS, Senator 
PROUTY-and those additional Senators 
on the other side QJf the aisle who have 
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spoken since the amendment was of
fered-give clear evidence that there is 
a lack of partisanship in this effort. A 
very real understanding has been worked 
out here. The groundwork of Senator 
WILLIAMS of New Jersey and senator 
PROUTY of Vermont, and the able as
sistance of my esteemed colleague from 
West Virginia, Senator RoBERT BYRD, 
and other Senators, and through helpful 
assistance of our staffs and the Labor 
Committee staff, brought into reality the 
amendment which I have offered for 
myself and the cosponsors previously 
named. I think, as Senator PROUTY has 
so cogently stated, that we have acted in 
a meaningful manner. We have accom
plished much. 

We must consider that, in a degree, 
the Senate itself can be congratulated on 
this matter, in that the point Of order 
against section 502 has been withdrawn. 
If the point of order had been brought to 
a vote, I am sure Senator PROUTY would 
be the first senator to recognize that 
there would have been a divisiveness that 
perhaps would have slowed the progress 
of this vital bill toward passage. 

I am in no wise critical. As the senator 
from Vermont knows, I said yesterday 
that he had every right to raise the point 
of order. Senator PROUTY is a diligent and 
understanding man. He has been most 
constructive in working with those of us 
within the committee who are endeavor
ing to shape this measure into what I 
hope will truly be meaningful legisla
tion for the benefit of a large group of 
Americans who need our concern and our 
assistance. 

Very frankly, we have preserved a 
Senate here with a flexibility of action 
and relative independence. These are im
portant. The Senate must not be a strait
jacketed body, but one with certain op
tions it can work within and under 
which it can function effectively. 

Mr. President, I express commendation 
and appreciation to the Senators from 
New Jersey (Mr. WILLIAMS) and Ver
mont <Mr. PROUTY) for their statesman
ship in helping to develop an appropriate 
and meaningful compromise which I 
hope will have prompt and overwhelm
ing approval. 

I repeat: The Senate as an institution 
will be the very real winner, in that with
drawal of the point of order ag·ainst sec
tion 502 of the pending business <S. 
2917) avoids an excess of divisiveness. 
Yes, the Senate's flexibility of action and 
relative independence are better 
preserved. 

Mr. President, the coal mine health 
and safety legislation will be strength
ened and broadened if we will accept and 
approve the plan under which special 
assessments on each ton of coal mined 
or imported would be deleted; health 
and safety research would be authorized 
for direct appropriations and expendi
tures; and an interim pilot program 
would be authorized to make appropri
ations and expenditures for the purpose 
of paying benefits to nonactive coal 
miners who have been totally disabled 
by coal miners' black lung disease. And 
these benefits likewise would go to 
widows or children with qualifications 
to be established. 

Mr. President, the burdens of the costs 
of producing coal under the provisions 
of S. 2917 are to be so heavy that an 
assessment against each ton of coal pro
duced to create a research trust fund, or 
for other purposes, would be unduly 
oppressive. 

Senator COOPER, Senator COOK, sen
ator SCOTT, Senator SCHWEm:ER, Senator 
BYRD of West Virginia, and the Senator 
who speaks now-from the leading coal 
producing states-these people, and we 
know their needs. And, of course, their 
dependents are involved. As the record 
indicates, many miners have been dis
abled totally by black lung disease. 

I think I should stress again that the 
costs of producing coal under the pro
visions of S. 2917 are going to be very 
heavy. I said it in my opening speech. And 
I said it often during earlier considera
tion of the legislation. 

If we had created a research trust fund 
based on assessments, I believe it would 
have been unduly oppressive. I am sure 
the Senator from Vermont shares this 
viewpoint. 

I believe we would be on the wisest and 
most prudent course if we were to re
move the assessment provisions and if we 
were to substitute authorizations for ap
propriations and expenditures. I voted 
against the assessment provisions of sec
tion 502 of the bill in committee. 

It was a gratifying experience this 
morning for me to have had the oppor
tunity and the privilege to counsel with 
Senators WILLIAMS and PROUTY and to 
urge them to join in the reaching of the 
excellent and thoroughly appropriate 
compromise that we have worked out. 

I think it is not merely a compromise 
but an accommodation of viewpoints. In 
completing the job, we are going to bene
fit needy disabled former miners and 
their dependents who look to us, a Con
gress that must be realistic, and one that 
must be compassionate as well. 

I urge the Senate to approve the 
amendment which I have offered with 
the cosponsorship of Senators WILLIAMS 
and PROUTY and several other Senators 
on both sides of the aisle. 

Again, I congratulate-and it is not 
just a pleasantry-Senators and staff 
members, who worked so diligently over 
the weekend and yesterday and today to 
bring about this meeting of minds and, 
I say also, this meeting of hearts. It is 
bipartisan. In fact, I say that which we 
have done is nonpartisan. I think the 
substance of the amendment offered 
gives us a stronger, a broader-based, and 
much improved coal mine health and 
safety legislation. 

I believe this amendment merits 
unanimous support and I believe it will 
have unanimous acceptance in this body. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I think 
all of us would agree that today is a 
much happier day than yesterday. We 
debated for about 3 hours on a consti
tutional question-and it was an impor
tant constitutional question-but I know 
that I felt, as I left the Chamber yester
day, and in a conversation with the Sen
ator from West Virginia I said so, that 
I was not too happy that we had devoted 
ourselves to what might be called the 
dry bones of a legal question---a very im-

portant constitutional question, and I be
lieve we were right-but today we have 
come to an accommodation, through the 
efforts of the Senator from Vermont 
<Mr. PROUTY), the Senators from West 
Virginia <Mr. RANDOLPH and Mr. BYRD)' 
my colleague from Kentucky (Mr. 
CooK) , and the chairman of the com
mittee and manager of the bill, the sen
ator from New Jersey <Mr. WILLIAMS). 
We have brought something forth to help 
those who still live, though they are suf
fering with black lung disease. 

I think we have also shown that debate 
in the Senate is worthwhile. The Sen
ator from Vermont raised a point of 
order, which he had the right to raise 
and which would have been raised, I am 
sure, if he had not, by someone else. We 
had a debate for 2 or 3 hours, and out of 
that debate and our discussions with 
each other, this substitute amendment 
was produced. I had said throughout the 
debate that if we could agree upon a 
measure which would go the route of au
thorizations and appropriations, I would 
support it, not alone for research but for 
at least temporary benefits. 

Those of us who come from coal States 
and have been candidates for otnce have 
traveled through coal-producing coun
ties. There is something typical about 
each of those counties, whether they are 
in Kentucky, Tennessee, West Virginia, 
or Pennsylvania. I know that, speaking 
at courthouses and in front of court
houses, we always see a group sitting 
around, some of whom have been in
jured and some of whom are ill with 
pneumoconiosis. At last, due to the en
ergy and initiative of the Senator from 
New Jersey <Mr. WILLIAMS), the Sena
tor from West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH)' 
the Senator from West Virginia <Mr. 
BYRD) and others, and because we have 
been stirred by Senator PROUTY's amend
ment, I think we have brought forth 
something good today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, I yield the Senator from West 
Virginia such time as he may require. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I wish to express my appreciation, 
as a Senator from the leading coal-pro
ducing State, to all those Senators who 
have worked together in devising a bi
partisan approach to the problem pre
sented by the point Of order. I congratu
late the senator from Vermont <Mr. 
PROUTY), the Senator from New Jersey 
<Mr. WILLIAMS) , manager of the bill, the 
Sena tors from Kentucky (Mr. COOPER 
and Mr. CooK), the senior senator from 
New York <Mr. JAVITS), and certainly 
my own colleague from West VLrginia 
<Mr. RANDOLPH), for their efforts, which 
will soon culminate in the adoption of 
this very humanitarian and necessary 
amendment. 

My colleague and I some time ago pro
posed that there be Federal compensa
tion for miners disabled by pulmonary 
diseases contracted from mining employ
ment and ineligible for compensation 
under State statutes. Both he and I have 
wanted to see such compensation pro
vided without an additional cost burden 
being placed upon the coal industry. The 
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amendment before us today obviates the 
necessity, certainly for the time being 
and hopefully for all time, of placing that 
burden upon an already overburdened 
industry. 

Mr. President, I consider it a necessity 
that we pass legislation to provide dis
ability benefits to miners suffering from 
pulmonary diseases, because in so many 
instances the State statutes, not being 
retroactive, do not reach the old dis
abled miner who long ago has been forced 
into retirement as a result of his having 
acquired black lung, pneumoconiosis, 
silicosis, or some other pulmonary dis
ease through employment in the mines. 

I feel that today we have proposed a 
measure which will bridge an important 
gap, and which will bring new hope to the 
mining population. I believe this to be a 
very humanitarian amendment, and I 
feel that it is necessary that we provide 
a way for these old, disabled miners and 
their families to live without being de
pendent upon welfare. In so many in
stances, they long ago exhausted their 
unemployment compensation benefits, 
and have been forced to go to the welfare 
offices, or go to their children and stand 
with their hats in their hands and hope 
for assistance from them. Here today we 
not only provide for some measure of 
assistance to the old, disabled, retired 
miner, but we are also lending some 
assistance to his children, who other
wise would have to provide help for their 
parents. I hope the Senate will vote 
unanimously for this amendment when 
we reach the time for a roll call vote, 
and I hope that in conference the House 
of Representatives will accede to the 
position taken by this body. 

Again I express my very deep apprecia
tion to the manager of the bill, who at all 
times has shown extreme willingness to 
listen, and to cooperate, and a very 
sympathetic appreciation for the prob
lems faced by those of us who represent 
coal mining States. I again express ap
preciation, too, to the Senator from Ver
mont (Mr. PROUTY), and certainly to my 
senior colleague (Mr. RANDOLPH), who 
has devoted so much of his time, energy, 
effort, and expertise to the bill before 
us and to the amendment on which we 
are about to vote. My appreciation goes 
out to all Senators who have worked to
gether, and to their staffs, who have 
contributed so much to the devising of 
this amendment. I congratulate them, 
and I hope that the Senate, as I have 
stated, will soon vote, and vote unani
mously, to approve the pending amend
ment. 

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished Senator from 
Kentucky. 

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, I merely 
wanted to add to the remarks that I made 
previously that I think this shows the 
tremendous capacity of individuals, as 
well as of many groups of people, in the 
United States. It shows the capacity of 
people who have trudged all over Capitol 
Hill, who have attended committee hear
ings, who have come out of the mountains 
and out of the mines; and I personally 
should like to say that from my point of 
view, probably the most interesting se
ries of articles that I have read on black 
lung disease was a series of articles pub-

lished in the Louisville Courier-Journal, those miners who currently suffer from 
written by Mr. Ward Sinclair. the ravages of this disease, and who are 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- not receiving an adequate amount of as-
ator's 1 minute has expired. sistance from their States or other 

Mr. PROUTY. I yield the Senator an sources. 
additional minute. The substitute amendment will pro-

Mr. COOK. Mr. Sinclair traveled over vide interim disability compensation to 
the coal mining regions of my State and retired miners suffering from compli
wrote a series of tremendous articles, cated pneumoconiosis. If death has re
b1inging this problem to the attention suited from complicated pneumoconiosis, 
of people in urban areas, who probably then the miner's widow is eligible for 
had never really given any thought to it, these benefits. 
to the extent that it became a situation The amendment provides for a Fed
that was not only important to the miner eral study of the black lung problem 
himself and his family, but was impor- which would be completed and reported 
tant to people in all walks of life. on to Congress by October 1, 1970. 

I think that probably many Senators Finally, the amendment authorizes 
would want to give credit to individuals long-overdue funds for coal mine health 
who did the same thing in their respec- and safety research-up to $20 million 
tive States. But I would feel remiss if I for this fiscal year, $25 million for fiscal 
did not put this on record because of his year 1971 and $30 million for each fiscal 
efforts and the efforts of many other year after that. This compares with cur
people who felt the same way and who rent Federal spending for coal mine 
worked hard and long in the effort to health and safety research of less than 
develop the sense of national alarm and $2 million in fiscal year 1969. 
national concern that resulted in our ac- Mr. President, I urge adoption of this 
tions today. vital amendment to broaden and 

I thank the Senator for yielding. strengthen S. 2917. 
Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President if there Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 

are no other speakers, and if it' is agree- President, I yield back the remainder of 
able with the Senator from New Jersey, my time. 
I am perfectly willing to yield back the Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I yield 
remainder of my time. back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres- The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
ident, will the Senator yield me 1 minute? has been yielded back. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
President, I yield 1 minute to the Sena- ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
tor from West Virginia. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- will call the roll. 
ator from West Virginia is recognized The assistant legislative clerk pro-
f or 1 minute. ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres- Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I ask 
ident, I would be remiss if I did not in- unanimous consent that the order for 
elude among those who have worked so the quorum call be rescinded. 
diligently and hard on this compensa- The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
tion provision the leadership of the objection, it is so ordered. 
United Mine Workers of America and 
also the leadership of the industry itself. All time having expired, the question 

I have talked with the representatives is on agreeing to the amendment of the 
of industry and I have also talked often Senator from West Virginia. On this 
with the leaders of the United Mine question the yeas and nays have been 
Workers of America about such com- ordered, and the clerk will call the roll. 
pensation, and I say for the RECORD that The assistant legislative clerk called 
they have played an important part in the roll. 
the steps we have taken and the progress Mr. KENNEDY. ~ announce that the 
we have made which, I think, will soon Senator from Michigan (Mr. HART) and 
culminate in the adoption of this very _ the Senator from Washington (Mr. 
worthwhile and humanitarian amend- MAGNUSON) are absent on official busi
ment benefiting and protecting miners ness. 
and their families. I further announce that the SenatOr 

Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr. President, I from Mississippi (Mr. EASTLAND), the 
rise in support of the pending substitute Senator from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL), the 
amendment embodying a new title v of Senator from Montana (Mr. MANSFIELD), 
S. 2917, the Federal Coal Mine Health and the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
and Safety Act of 1969. RussELL) are necessarily absent. 

I am pleased to be a cosponsor of this I further announce that, if present and 
amendment. It is based primarily on a voting, the Senator from Mississippi (Mr. 
pneumoconiosis compensation amend- EASTLAND), the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
ment introduced yesterday by the dis- GRAVEL), the Senator from Michigan 
tinguished Senator from West Virginia (Mr. HART), the Senator from Washing
(Mr. RANDOLPH), in which I also joined ton (Mr. MAGNUSON), the Senator from 
as a cosponsor. Montana <Mr. MANSFIELD), and the Sen-

Pneumoconiosis, or black lung, is one ator from Georgia (Mr. RussELL) would 
of the main targets of the bill s. 2917. each vote "yea." 
Pneumoconiosis afHicts one-fifth of the Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
retired mining population and one-tenth Senator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD) 
of the active coal miners. Thus it is not and the Senator from Idaho <Mr. 
sufficient for Congress simply to legislate JORDAN) are necessarily absent. 
for the future against the high dust levels The Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. 
in coal mines that will cause black lung. BELLMON) is detained on omctal busi
Congress must answer also the needs of ness. 
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If present and voting, the Senator 

from Oregon <Mr. HATFIELD) and the 
Senator from Oklahoma <Mr. BELLMON) 
would each vote "yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 91, 
nays 0, as follows: 

Aiken 
Allen 
Allott 
Anderson 
Baker 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Bible 
Boggs 
Brooke 
Burdick 
Byrd, Va. 
Byrd, W. Va. 
Cannon 
Case 
Church 
Cook 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Cranston 
Curtis 
Dodd 
Dole 
Dominick 
Eagleton 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Fannin 
Fong 
Fulbright 
Goldwater 

Bellman 
Eastland 
Gravel 

So Mr. 
agreed to. 

(No. 104 Leg.] 
YEAS-91 

Goodell 
Gore 
Griffin 
Gurney 
Hansen 
Harris 
Hartke 
Holland 
Hollings 
Hruska 
Hughes 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Javits 
Jordan, N .C. 
Kennedy 
Long 
Mathias 
McCarthy 
McClellan 
McGee 
McGovern 
Mcintyre 
Metcalf 
Miller 
Mondale 
Montoya 
Moss 
Mundt 
Murphy 
Muskie 

Nelson 
Packwood 
Pastore 
Pearson 
Pell 
Percy 
Prouty 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Ribicoff 
Sax be 
Schweiker 
Scott 
Smith, Maine 
Smith, Ill. 
Sparkman 
Spong 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tydings 
Williams, N.J. 
Williams, Del. 
Yarborough 
Young, N. Dak. 
Young, Ohio 

NAYS-0 
NOT VOTING-9 

Hart Magnuson 
Hatfield Mansfield 
Jordan, Idaho Russell 

RANDOLPH'S amendment was 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. COOK. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I wish 

to ask the distinguished acting majority 
leader if he can advise us concerning the 
legislative schedule of business for the 
remainder of today and tomorrow. 

Mr. KENNEDY. It is anticipated there 
will be no further yea-and-nay votes this 
evening. 

We understand that in the latter part 
of the afternoon the Senator from Ken
tucky (Mr. COOPER) will call up an 
amendment and action on that amend
ment will be deferred until tomorrow. 

We believe there is a reasonably good 
chance that action on the pending 
legislation might be completed tomorrow. 

If action on the pending b111 is 
completed tomorrow we will follow the 
calendar which has been established by 
the distinguished majority leader, the 
Senator from Montana <Mr. MANSFIELD), 
who indicated on September 24 that upon 
conclusion of the coal mine safety b111 
the bill to amend the Federal Water Pol
lution Control Act, Calendar No. 346, S. 
7, will be taken up. He indicated that 
there was a jurisdictional dispute con
cerning that proposal and he hoped it 

would be settled by the time we were 
ready to take up the bill. It is the hope 
of the leadership that the dispute will be 
settled. That measure will be the next 
order of business. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I thank the acting ma
jority leader. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I may be ex
cused from attending the session of the 
Senate tomorrow in order to attend a 
funeral. 

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

SECRETARY VOLPE'S PROPOSED 
RULES TO PROVIDE ADDED SAFE
TY AND REDUCE CONGESTION AT 
HIGH DENSITY AIRPORTS 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I com

mend Secretary Volpe for proposing rules 
that would provide added safety and 
reduce congestion at our high density 
airports. 

I have often maintained that the 
major airports should be used primarily 
for the great volume of commercial avia
tion traffic. 

In conversation with air controllers 
and FAA officials on my tour of the traf
fic control facilities at Kennedy Interna
tional Airport in New York 3 weeks ago, 
and in subsequent communications with 
Administrator Schaffer, I indicated that 
I would introduce legislation, should the 
FAA fail to deal with the issue, to re
quire all aircraft to equip themselves 
with devices that would allow the air 
traffic controllers to monitor all aircraft 
within a designated radius of the air
port, and to limit access to the high 
density airports predominantly to com
mercial aviation. 

I am most pleased that Secretary 
Volpe has proposed rules that would not 
only effectuate these goals but also 
would attempt to establish "terminal 
control areas" to further reduce the pos
sibilities of mid-air collision. The prob
lems of safety and congestion have long 
confronted our airports, and often create 
chaos for the traveler. I believe that reg
ulations such as those suggested by Sec
retary Volpe can be an effective measure 
to reduce congestion and improve safety 
at our airports, and so that the rules 
may be as sound and equitable as pos
sible, I would urge all interested parties 
to take an active role in the hearings 
that will precede their promulgation. 

If these rules turn out to be ineffective, 
I will certainly introduce legislation to 
correct the situation. I am very hopeful 
that this present accomplishment may 
be the beginning of the necessary steps 
to do the job. 

FEDERAL COAL MINE HEALTH AND 
SAFETY ACT OF 1969 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the b111 <S. 2917) to improve the 
health and safety conditions of persons 

working in the coal mining industry of 
the United States. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I want 
to thank the Senator from Kentucky 
and particularly the Senator from Ver
mont for raising the issue of the point 
of order on S. 2917. 

The research I have made suggests that 
the State of Alaska produces a substan
tial amount of coal but that in the en
tire history of Alaska there has never 
been one case of black lung disease. 

The net result of the amendment of
fered by the Senator from West Vir
ginia <Mr. RANDOLPH) is that the coal 
miners of my State will be left in the 
economic position where they can com
pete and will not face the assessments 
previously intended by the version of S. 
2917 as reported by the committee. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, may I 
have the attentior. of the Senator from 
West Virginia and the Senator from 
New Jersey <Mr. WILLIAMS). 

A few moments ago, in consultation, 
I said that I would lay down my amend
ment No. 207 this afternoon so that it 
could become the pending business to
morrow, with a view to voting on it te
morrow. 

Because I do not wish to delay the 
Senate, let me say that in checking over 
the amendment I want to be sure, first, 
that it fully accomplishes the purposes 
I intend. There may be some changes 
that wm have to be made to accom
plish those purposes; namely, to main
tain the classification between gassy and 
nongassy mines. 

I hope, when I get the floor tomorrow, 
to be able to lay down this amendment 
as the first order of business at tomor
row's session. 

Mr. President, I just want to put the 
Senate on notice as to the purposes of 
the amendment. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. May I 
ask the Senator from Kentucky a ques
tion? 

Mr. COOPER. Yes. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Do I cor

rectly understand the Senator to say that 
he wm not lay down his amendment to
night to make it the pending business, 
but will lay it down tomorrow? 

Mr. COOPER. I will. That ls correct. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank 

the Senator. 

IRREGULARITIES IN AID GRANTS 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, today I wish to discuss another 
instance wherein the Agency for Inter
national Development-AID-through 
grants is subsidizing a so-called nonprofit 
organization in Washington, the main 
purpose of which is t.o subsidize foreign 
travel or make available additional ex
pense allowances for friends. 

As of May 31, 1969, AID had awarded 
grants, totaling $886,000 to the National 
Association of the Partners of the Alli
ance, Inc.-NAPA. 

This organization is a nonprofit or
ganization established in 1966 allegedly 
for the purpose of helping to advance the 
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goals of the Alliance for Progress. Its 
headquarters are located at 1518 K Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 

About 96 percent of NAPA's money 
comes from AID, the remainder from 
private sources. The main expenses of 
this program are the salaries and travel 
expenses of its officers and certain se
lected private citizens or friends. On at 
least one occasion an attempt was made 
by the president of the organization to 
charge his $60 Washington hotel room 
to the AID program. 

The Inspector General, Mr. J. K. Mans
field, has just completed an audit of 
this agency and reports that its records 
are incomplete as to how the money has 
been spent and that what records are 
available show an utter disregard for 
the taxpayers' interests. 

In addition to grants NAPA receives 
from the State Department, it has an 
operating fund to receive contributions 
from private donors, the proceeds of 
which are used to supplement travel ex
penses beyond those permitted under 
Government regulations, but in effect 
this fund is being operated in a manner 
to allo.w certain individuals who make 
contributions to receive the equivalent 
of their donations back in extra travel 
allowances for foreign junkets. Under the 
guise of making a charitable contribu
tion to a nonprofit organization this 
means that they get a tax deduction for 
their travel expenses. 

Simply stated, the mathematical re
sult is that through this gimmick, they 
can deduct from their taxable income 
the cost of taking trips abroad. 

For example, two individuals, Mr. 
George O'Gorman, 2401 Calvert Street 
NW., Washington, D.C., and Mr. Hick
man Price, 5025 Lowell Street NW., 
Washington, D.C., each contributed 
$2,000 to NAPA. 

Then NAPA purchased for each man a 
ticket for a trip to Brazil at a cost of 
$771.15 each. In addition each man was 
allocated $1,000 for expense money from 
the special account to which they had 
previously made their tax-deductible 
contributions. 

Thus both Mr. O'Gorman and Mr. 
Price in return for their $2,000 tax
deductible contribution received the 
equivalent of $1,771 back in value of 
tickets and cash allowance. 

At the time the Inspector General be
gan auditing the accounts of this agency 
no vouchers had been received by the 
agency as to how these $1,000 advances 
had been spent; however, there was a 
memorandum in the file dated July 17, 
1969, wherein NAPA had advised these 
men-apparently after the Inspector 
General's visit-that unless they could 
furnish vouchers the agency would be 
required to report the discrepancies to 
the Internal Revenue Service, with the 
possible result that their $2,000 dona
tions would not be approved as charitable 
contributions. 

At the conclusion of my remarks I 
shall ask to have printed a copy of the 
July 17, 1969, letter as addressed to Mr. 
George O'Gorman by Mr. E. R. Kingman, 
treasurer of NAPA, alerting him to the 

need for vouchers in order to satisfy the 
Treasury Department. 

The above examples are not the only 
questionable transactions discovered in 
the audit. The President of NAPA from 
January 1967 through March 1969 was 
Mr. Edward S. Marcus, of Dallas. Tex., 
who drew an annual salary of $26,158. 
Later this was raised to $30,321, and 
subsequently Mr. Marcus' method of 
compensation was changed from a salary 
basis to that of a consultant fee at $100 
per day. · 

The agency records show that while 
Mr. Marcus was drawing a salary as a 
full-time employee of NAPA his services 
to the agency were considerably less than 
full time. In fact, most of his activities 
were as an official of his Neiman-Marcus 
department store of Dallas. 

During his employment Mr. Marcus 
received a total of $13,560 to cover travel 
and entertainment expenses, the rental 
of conference and hotel rooms, club dues, 
and the like. Of this amount $7,486 was 
received in travel expenses from the 
NAPA general AID-financed fund. An 
additional $2,665 for travel expenses was 
paid out of the NAPA private or unre
stricted fund-financed by private dona
tions including a donation of $17,500 
from the Marcus Foundation and $179.01 
solicited from high schools. 

In addition, $3,409 from this private 
fund was paid to cover extra expenses of 
Mr. Marcus while associated with NAPA. 

The Edward S. Marcus Foundation 
was the largest contributor to this unre
stricted fund or separate account which 
was being operated by NAPA, and sig
nificantly, Mr. Marcus was the princi
pal beneficiary in the expenditure of 
these funds. Contributions to the Marcus 
Foundation were deductible as charitable 
contributions. 

Mr. Marcus was using these funds to 
cover the cost of his travel over and be
yond the normal travel allowances that 
were permitted by NAPA, which was op
erating under Government regulations. 

Government travel allowances would 
not cover the cost of the type of travel 
and accommodations to which Mr. Mar
cus was accustomed, and the unrestricted 
funds received from outside donations 
could make up the difference. 

One such item which was charged to 
the AID program but for which payment 
was subsequently denied involved a $60 
per day hotel room in the Washington 
Hilton Hotel which had been used by Mr. 
Marcus. 

The examination of this agency 
showed that Mr. Marcus had been ques
tioned as to the validity of his acceptance 
of a full-time salary while at the same 
time spending a substantial portion of 
his time at his own store. 

A copy of the hotel bill along with a 
copy of the letter questioning Mr. 
Marcus' claim as a full-time employee 
will be placed in the RECORD at the end 
of my remarks. 

Other instances were reported wherein 
officials of this agency were drawing their 
salartes while at the same time spending 
the bulk of their time elsewhere; in fact, 
one official was carried on the payroll 

while back in the State conducting a 
campaign. 

One employee, Mr. Warren Huff, tried 
another tax-saving gimmick while serv
ing as executive director of NAPA from 
March 1967 through March 1969. Mr. 
Huff worked out an arrangement where
by he would receive a part of his salary 
as regular income, thereby taxable, while 
another part of his salary would be clas
sified as a supplementary payment of 
$250 for each pay period to cover antici
pated expenses, and thereby not taxable. 

After Mr. Huff had drawn approxi
mately $3,500 in such supplemental pay
ments NAP A's accountant concluded that 
if the payments were ever audited the 
Treasury Department would rule that 
this money would be considered a part 
of his salary and thereby represent tax
able income. To correct the situation 
$1,027, as Federal withholding taxes, was 
paid by the agency representing Mr. 
Huff's tax liability on the amount which 
had previously been interpreted as an 
expense allowance. The money for this 
payment of taxes on Mr. Huff's supple
mental salary came out of the so-called 
unrestricted fund, or the private dona
tions account, which the agency was 
operating. 

Actually, under the law Mr. Huff 
should be taxed not only for the $3,500 
erroneously classified for an expense al
lowance but also for the $1,027 used to 
pay his income taxes. 

The Inspector General in his investi
gation of this agency found the book
keeping system in a deplorable state. 
Numerous unused portions of airline 
tickets had never been returned for a 
refund, and there were inadequate rec
ords as to who had used the numerous 
tickets, and so forth, that had been paid 
for by the agency. Nor was there a proper 
accounting by the recipients for the ex
penditures that were listed in their 
names. 

Personally I question not only the 
propriety of the manner in which this 
money was spent but also the wisdom 
or the need of the administrators of 
the AID program to hire an independ
ent outside group at a cost of over $1 mil
lion annually to act in a supervisory ca
pacity on the Alliance for Progress pro
gram. If the administrators of the Gov
ernment agency who are in charge of our 
AID program are not qual!ified, then I re
spectfully suggest that their resignations 
be accepted and they be replaced by 
competent personnel whereby the serv
ices of this or any other similar out
side advisory group would be unneces
sary. 

In any event, should it be decided that 
there is a need for these outside groups 
then by all means their expenditures 
should be audited and supervised more 
carefully. 

I now ask unanimous consent that 
there be printed in the RECORD a copy of 
the hotel bill with its $60 per day room 
charge referred to as having originally 
been charged to AID but UPon which, 
payment later was rejected by it. 

There being no objection, the hotel 
bill was ordered to be printed in the REC
ORD, as follows: 
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HOTEL BILL, EDWARD MARCUS, DALLAS, TEX. 

Date Explanation Charges Credits Balance due 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I next ask unanimous con
sent that there be printed in the RECORD 
a copy of the July 11, 1969, letter signed 
by Mr. J. K. Mansfield, the Inspector 
General of . Foreign Assistance, Depart
ment of State, commenting upon his 
audit of this agency, along with several 
of the enclosures therewith including a 
consolidated statement of expenditures 
of the AID funds allocated to NAP A 
from January 1, 1967 through March 31, 
1969; a list of the receipts and disburse
ments of the unrestricted funds financed 
from private donations; and a copy of 
the letter from Mr. Edward R. Kingman, 
treasurer of NAPA, as addressed to Mr. 
Edward S. Marcus questioning the pro
priety of the payments to him as a full
time employee. 

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

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, THE INSPEC
TOR GENERAL OF FOREIGN AsSIST-
ANCE, 

Hon. JOHN J. WILLIAMS, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

July 11, 1969. 

DEAR SENATOR WILLIAMS: At your request 
we have examined certain matters concerning 
the National Association of the Partners of 
the Alliance, Inc. (NAPA). This is a non
profit organization established in late 1966 
to help achieve the goals of the Alliance for 
Progress. 

NAPA helps set up and coordinate vari
ous activities involving private groups in the 
United States and Latin America. It pub
lishes a newsletter, and it arranges periodic 
conferences of Partners of the Alliance. 
NAPA headquarters are here in Washington 
at 1518 K Street, N.W. 

NAPA Funds-AID Sources: Somewhat 
more than 96 percent of NAPA's money has 
come from the Agency for International De
velopment. As of May 31, 1969, NAPA had 
received $886,000 from AID. Of this am'Ount, 
$613,500 came from AID Contract LA 460. 
Money under this contract is used to pay 
NAPA stafl' salaries, travel costs, office ex
penses, printing, and the like. AID Contract 
LA 540 gave NAPA an additional $272,500. 

$2.10 ------------- ---------------
1. 70 -------------- $3. 86 
2.15 -------------- 6. 01 

11. 43 -------------- 17. 44 
0. 39 -------------- 17. 83 

60. 00 ----------------------------
3. 00 ----------------------------
0. 50 -------------- 81. 33 
2. 92 ----------------------------
4. 90 -------------- 89.15 
3. 50 -------------- 92. 65 

60. 00 ----------------------------
3. 00 ----------------------------
0. 50 -------------- 156.15 
2.16 ----------------------------
1. 05 -------------- 159. 36 
5.18 ----------------------------
2. 78 -------------- 167.32 

60. 00 ----------------------------
3. 00 ----------------------------
0. 50 -------------- 230. 82 
2. 31 ----------------------------
4. 00 ----------------------------
0. 61 -------------- 237. 74 

18. 20 -------------- 255. 94 
60. 00 ----------------------------

3. 00 ----------------------------
0. 50 -------------- 319. 44 
2. 77 -------------- 322.21 

60. 00 ----------------------------
3. 00 ----------------------------
0. 50 -------------- 385. 71 

Money under this contract is used for 
travel and expenses for volunteer technicians 
working on Partners' programs. 

Money given to NAPA by AID is kept in 
a general fund in the Riggs National Bank 
in Washington. A summary of how NAPA 
has spent these AID funds is found in Ap
pendix A. 

NAPA Funds-Private Sources: Somewhat 
less than 4 percent of NAPA's money has 
come from private sources--contributions, 
membership fees, and siinilar items. To date, 
NAPA has received $32,890 in such private 
contributions. Of this amount, $17,500 came 
from the Edward S. Marcus Foundation-an 
organization established by Mr. Edward S. 
Marcus, the former President of NAPA. 

Money derived from these private sources 
is kept in an unrestricted fund at the Fidel
ity National Bank in Arlington, Virginia. 
This unrestricted fund has been used mainly 
to pay for things not considered reimburs
able by AID--travel expenses exceeding those 
which can be paid under the AID contract, 
representational expenses and related items. 

A summary of payments into and out of 
the unrestricted. fund is contained in Ap
pendix B. 

Compensation of Mr. Edward S. Marcus: 
Mr. Edward S. Marcus, of Dallas, Texas, was 
President of NAPA from January 1967 
through March 1969. During this period, he 
was also an officer of the Neiman-Marcus De
partment Store of Dallas. 

He recently told Mr. Haugerud, the Deputy 
Inspector General, that when he joined 
NAPA his store agreed that he could spend 
up to half his time on NAPA, rather than 
Neiman-Marcus, business. 

While serving as President of NAPA, Mr. 
Marcus lived in Dallas, and NAPA travel rec
ords show him as having made 19 trips to 
Washington, where NAPA is headquartered. 

When he joined NAPA he received an an
nual salary of $26,158. He was paid at this 
rate from January 1967 through February 16, 
1968, receiving a total of $30,321. 

In February 1968, Mr. Marcus' method of 
compensation changed from a salary basis 
to a consultant fee of $100 per day when 
actually employed. Mr. Marcus received a 
total of $1,867 in such consultant fees. 

An AID internal audit of NAPA, dated 
June 17, 1968, and covering the period while 
Mr. Marcus was on a full-time salary, noted 
that "Salary charges for executive personnel 
are not adequately supported by activity/ 
time reports to perinit verification of direct 

effort performed for the Grantee on the proj
ect." (See Appendix C) 

On June 7, 1968, Mr. Edward R. Kingman, 
the Treasurer of NAPA, wrote to Mr. Marcus 
and stated that "it now appears that your 
salary will be questioned for last year as 
you were not a full-time employee as re
quired by the AID grant." (See Appendix 
D) 

AID's contract with NAPA stipulates that 
no salary paid by the organization should 
exceed that paid a Foreign Service Reserve 
Officer-Class 1. At the time Mr. Marcus went 
on his annual salary, an FSRr-1 earned 
$25,890. At the time he went off his annual 
salary, an FSRr-1 earned $27,055. 

Although the records do not show how 
much Mr. Marcus worked for NAPA while a 
salaried employee of the organization, it ap
pears that his services were considerably 
less than full time. It appears also that if 
he had been paid at the salary rate of an 
FSRr-1 for only the time he actually worked, 
he may well have been entitled to signifi
cantly less money than he received. 

We have recommended to AID that it now 
try to determine as accurately as possible 
how much time Mr. Marcus actually spent on 
NAPA business while drawing a full-time 
salary from the organization. If, as seems 
to be the case, he received. more money than 
he should have, we think AID should move 
to recover this money. . 

Expenses of Mr. Marcus: In addition to the 
$32,188 he received in salary and consultant 
fees from NAPA, Mr. Marcus received $7,486 
in travel expenses from the NAPA general, 
or AID-financed, fund. 

Mr. Marcus also directly received $2,665 for 
travel expenses out of the NAPA private, or 
unrestricted. fund. An additional $3,409 from 
this fund was paid out to cover expenses as
sociated with NAPA activities involving Mr. 
Marcus-rental of conference and hotel 
rooms, club dues, and the like. 

The travel vouchers show that $1,585 of 
Mr. Marcus' expenses while on NAPA trips 
was paid by Neiman-Marcus for items related 
to store business. 

Finally, the records show that Mr. Marcus 
submitted bills for an additional $1,172 for 
travel expenses from the unrestricted fund 
which have not been paid. 

Compensation of Mr. Warren Huff: Mr. 
Warren Huff served as Executive Director of 
NAPA from March 1967 through March 1969. 

When Mr. Huff joined NAPA he worked out 
an arrangement whereby he would receive 
part of his salary as regular income, and part 
as a supplementary payment of $250 each 
pay period to cover anticipated expenses 
which would not be reimbursable under the 
AID contract. After Mr. Huff had received 
$3,500 in such supplementary payments, the 
NAPA accountant concluded that this money 
in fact represented taxable income. 

Subsequently, $1,027 of Federal withhold
ing tax was paid on this sum of $3,500. How
ever, the money for this payment ca.me out 
of the unrestricted fund of NAPA, rather 
than from Mr. Huff's $3,500. 

As we see it, this payment of $1,027 actually 
represents taxable income for Mr. Huff, and 
we recommended. to AID that arrangements 
be made to have it declared as such. 

Travel of Mr. Huff: While working with 
NAPA in Washington, Mr. Huff maintained 
a permanent residence in Plymouth, Mich
igan. He also served at the time as a member 
of the Michigan Partn~rs, and did NAPA 
fund-raising in Michigan. 

He made something in the neighborhood of 
60 round trLps between Washington and 
Michigan at his own expense while with 
NAPA. 

These private trips would typically have 
him leaving Washington after work on Fri
day and returning to Washington early Mon
day morning. 
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Insofar as official travel is concerned, his 

travel orders permitted him to originate or 
terminate official trips ei.ther in Washington 
or Detroit. The travel records wlhich we could 
find showed Mr. Huff making about 60 
official trips while with NAPA-here in the 
United States, and to Latin America. It ap
pears that he was in Michigan on roughly 
30 occasions while starting, ending, or during 
the course of these official trips. The records 
do not permit this figure to be any more 
than· an approximation. Neither are they 
adequate to show how much time Mr. Huff 
spent in Michigan on the occasions when he 
was there in connection With official trips. 

Leave of Mr. Huff: Mr. Kingman, the NAPA 
Treasurer, told us it has been the policy of 
NAPA to follow Federal civil service practice 
in granting annual leave. 

Last October and November, Mr. Huff took 
at least 26 working days of annual leave. 
During this period he was campaigning for 
a seat on the Board of Regents of Michigan 
State University. He continued to draw his 
regular salary of $28,000 from NAPA. 

Mr. Huff advanced the followlng reasons 
for believing that he was entitled to the 
leave he took last fall. He said his previous 
Federal service plus his additional service 
with NAPA came to more than 15 years and 
put him in the category of civil servants 
who earn 26 working days of annual leave per 
year. He said also that he had put in a great 
amount of uncompensated overtime. He said 
:finally that he had taken only 4 days of 
annual leave while With NAPA prior to 
October 1968. 

We checked the records of the United 
States Civil Service Commission and learned 
that Mr. Huff's actual period of previous 
Federal service for computing longevity for 
leave purposes was 12 years, 9 months and 
26 days. (See Appendix E). Even if his NAPA 
service is added to this, his combined Fed
eral and NAPA service would still be less 
t han 15 years. Civil service practice would 
therefore have given him only 20, rather 
than 26, working days of annual leave per 
year. 

It is also our understanding that Fed
er.al practice does not provide compensatory 
leave for employees at the salary level of Mr. 
Huff. 

NAPA did not maintain leave records for 
its senior staff members prior to late 1968, 
and the records kept thereafter a.re incom
plete. However, Mr. James Nagle, the former 
accountant of NAPA, told us that Mr. Huff 
actually took 14, rather than 4, days of an
nual leave prior to his going to Michigan 
last fa.11. Mr. Kingman says he would accept 
Mr. Nagle's figure. 

The foregoing .considerations make us con
clude that, as of the end of last November, 
Mr. Huff had taken at least 7 more days 
of annual leave than he had earned up to 
that time. 

It appears that he took addition.al annual 
leave between November and the time of 
his resignation from NAPA this past March. 

We have recommended to AID that it now 
make the most accurate reconstruction It can 
of how much leave Mr. Huff actually took, 
and that it disallow any payments made for 
leave exceeding that to which he would have 
been entitled on the basis of following Fed
eral practice. 

Other Matters: Our review identified cer
tain administrative matters requiring correc
tion. Record-keeping at NAPA was genem.lly 
inadequate. Certain required Internal Rev
enue Service forms had never been fl.led, there 
was a case of a substantial hotel b111 which 
was incorrectly charged to the AID fund, 
there were numerous unused portions of old 
airline tickets which had never been re
turned for a refund, and the 11.ke. 

We have recommended to AID that it try 
to bring -about an across-the-board tloghoten
ing of the administration of NAPA. 

Please let me know if there is any other 
information we can get for you. 

Sincerely, 
J. K. MANSFlE'LD. 

National Association of Partners of the 
Alliance-Consolidated statement of ex
penditures of AID funds, Jan. 1, 1967 to 
Mar. 31, 1969 

Executive salaries ____________ _ 
Staff salaries _________________ _ 
Payroll taxes _________________ _ 
Employee benefits ____________ _ 

Insurance --------------------
Professional fees _____________ _ 
Steno services __________ ______ _ 
Films and reports ____________ _ 

Supplies ---------------------
Telephone and telegraph _____ _ 
Postage ---------------------
Shipping --------------------
Utilities ----------------------
Occupancy -------------------Equipment rentaL ______ ____ _ _ 

Printing ---------------------
Publications and publicity ___ _ 
Local traveL-----------------
Meetings ---------------------Executive traveL _____________ _ 
Other staff traveL ___________ _ 
Subscriptions ---------------
Melllberships ----------------
Miscellaneous ----------------
Equipment -------------- - ----Volunteer traveL ____________ _ 

$115, 887. 98 
134,934.25 

9, 001. 22 
585. 86 

1,503. 91 
23,839.84 

5,408.79 
1,743.49 
6, 991. 48 

21, 641. 26 
8,522.93 

320.36 
28.15 

21,420.00 
882. 94 

13,865.79 
32, 325.72 

273.02 
2,082.96 

26,929.90 
100,781. 84 

584.45 
6.00 

3,425. 12 
14,829. 34 

190, 717.00 

Total----------- ------- 738,533. 60 
NOTES 

1. The above figures were taken from 
NAP A's financial statements without 
adjustment. 

2. The total expenditures are less than the 
total amount advanced to NAPA by AID be
cause at March 31, 1969 there was a sub
stantial cash balance. 

Unrestricted funds from private donations, 
April 14, 1967 to May 31, 1969 

RECEIPTS 
Donations: 

Marcus Foundation ---------- $17, 500. 00 
Harlan Foundation ---------- 2, 250. 00 
Mary wells------------------ 1,000.00 
George O'Gorman ----------- 1 2, 000. 00 
Hickman Price -------------- 1 2,000.00 
General Foods --------------- 1, 000. 00 
IBM World Trade Corp_______ 250. 00 
Mrs. C. M. Downing__________ 627. 00 
F. v Braune_________________ 200. 00 
Mario Mendibil -------------- 200. 00 
Freeborn Jeweet ------------- 200.00 
Marshall Jamison ----------- 564. 53 
Miscellaneous high schools____ 179. 01 

Total ------------------- 27,970.54 
Conference registration and 

lllembership dues ---------- 4, 929. 25 

Total receipts, Apr. 14, 1967 
to May 31, 1969 ________ 32,899.97 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Conference expenses: 
Third Inter-American Confer-

ence, Lima, Peru ___________ _ 
Edward Marcus Lima speech __ 
Edward Marcus Lima hotel 

bills ----------------------Pan America HoteL _________ _ 
Mrs Mahaffee's Lima travel 

expenses -----------------
Miscellaneous conference ex-

penses --------------------
warren Huff conference ex-

penses --------------------
Fulbright Fellows Conference 

expense ------------------

7, 771. 70 
500.00 

2,616.35 
332.00 

627.40 

36.67 

402.36 

156.58 
1 $1,000 subsequently returned to each as a 

travel advance for a trip to Brazil. 

Unrestricted funds from private donations, 
April 14, 1967 to May 31, 1969--Continued 

DISBURSEMENTS 

Conference expenses: 
Edward R. Kingman confer-

ence expenses _____________ _ 

Marriott Motor Motel---------

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

$44.75 
1,965.31 

14,453. 12 
Travel expenses: =========== 

Edward Marcus travel ex-
penses --------------------

Brian Beun travel expense ___ _ 
Warren Huff travel expense __ _ 
Miscellaneous air and other 

travel expenses ___________ _ 

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

Luncheons and receptions: 
Edward Marcus reception ____ _ 
Luncheons on Capitol HilL __ _ 
Int. Club of Washington : 

Edward Marcus membership 
dues --------------------Drinks and food ___________ _ 

Total -------------------
Clark Newlon _______________ _ 
Janice Dansberger ___________ _ 
Brian Beun professional fees __ 
Dr. Roberto Rendon _________ _ 
Payments to La.tin America 

partners -----------------
Payment to the Main Partners_ 
Payment of Warren Huff's Fed-

eral withholding tax ______ _ 
Warren Huff for miscellaneous 

expenses -----------------
Misce:laneous expenses-credit 

balance - ------------------Coffee pot __________________ _ 
Folding cot _________________ _ 
American Cancer Society ____ _ 
Christmas cards _____________ _ 
Plaques given to Huff and 

Marcus ------------------
Commission on sale of And-

rade's paintings ___________ _ 

Total disbursements, Apr. 

2,665.59 
1,327.97 

204.87 

1,684.43 

5,882.86 

63.72 
290. 25 

180.00 
58. 77 

592.74 

45.34 
110. 15 

5,530.00 
200.00 

299. 01 
564.53 

1, 027.90 

15. 45 

75. 29 
27. 90 
20. 66 
25.00 
46. 35 

114. 40 

480.00 

: 4, 1967-May 31, 1969___ 29, 360. 12 

Cash balance, May 31, 1969_____ 3, 539. 67 

Mr. EDWARD S. MARCUS, 
Nei man-Marcus, 
Dallas, Tex. 

JUNE 7, 1968. 

DEAR En: Thanks for your kind letter of 
May 30, 1968. I appreciate fact that you un
derstand my problem and, of course, agree 
that the situation is unsatisfactory. 

My problelll is quite simple. I have more 
bills than money in the private account 
and, in addition, have auditors who will give 
me problems on our expenditures. I regret 
to add to the problems, but it now appears 
that your salary will be questioned for last 
year as you were not a full time employee 
as required by the A.I.D. grant. You, of 
course, realize, that as Treasurer, I am legal
ly responsible to the State Department for 
the expenditures which must be in accord
ance with Government regulations and the 
specific requirements of the grant. We may 
not agree with the regulations but we have 
to abide by them the best we can. The type 
and extent of the invoices before me might 
possibly embarrass the Association as well as 
be claims against me personally as Treasurer. 

I suggest we should all get together, and 
determine what and how much should be 
paid. It would be helpful to me to have some 
guidance from our Board of Directors on this 
subject at their next meeting. Meanwhile, I 
agree you cannot have your credit hurt and 
enclose the Bolivar Bill for possible immedi-
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ate payment by you until it is decided what 
should be done. 

Sincerely, 
EDWARD R. KINGMAN, 

Treasurer. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, I next ask unanimous consent that 
a letter dated July 15, 1969, signed by 
Mr. J. K. Mansfield, the Inspector Gen
eral, addressed to me be printed in the 
RECORD. This letter relates to the fact 
that Mr. Price and Mr. O'Gorman had 
not submitted vouchers for the trip but 
that the treasurer, Mr. Kingman, was 
in the process of attempting to get them. 

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

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, THE INSPEC
TOR GENERAL OF FOREIGN AS-
SISTANCE, 

Hon. JOHN J. WILLIAMS, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O. 

Ju ly 15, 1969. 

DEAR SENATOR WILLIAMS: This concerns 
the question you raised yesterday about the 
$1,000 for AID funds which Mr. Hickman 
Price and Mr. George O'Gorman each re
ceived from the National Association of the 
Partners of the Alliance, Inc. (NAPA) as ad
vances for a trip they made to Brazil last 
February. In addition, Mr. Price and Mr. 
O'Gorman each received a round-trip plane 
ticket between the United States and Brazil, 
which was not charged against their ad
vance but paid for by NAPA from AID funds 
also. 

Mr. Edward Kingman, the NAPA Treasurer, 
phoned my associate, William E. Craumer, a 
short while ago and told him the following: 
He said that, although Mr. Price and Mr. 
O'Gorman had submitted no vouchers for 
the trip, he, Mr. Kingman, was in the process 
of preparing vouchers covering their travel 
expenses. He said these vouchers, which were 
prepared on the basis of expenses incurred 
by others on the same trip, would come to 
about $350 each. 

He went on to say, however, that he was 
not sure that he wanted to submit the $350 
vouchers to Mr. Price and Mr. O 'Gorman for 
their approval and signature. He thought 
that, as an alternative, he might choose to 
charge the NAPA private fund for the com
plete $1,000 advances of both gentlemen, and 
to transfer these monies to the NAPA gen
eral--or AID-financed-fund. 

We will keep on top of this and let you 
know what happens next. 

Sincerely, 
J. K. MANSFIELD. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, I next ask unanimous consent to 
have incorporated in the RECORD the 
June 10, 1969, letter as signed by Mr. 
Howard E. Haugerud, Deputy Inspector 
General, which summarizes the condi
tions which the Inspector General found 
when he first initiated his audit. I quote 
one phrase from that letter: 

While I think the concept is sound, the 
administrative side has been chaotic ... 

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

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, THE DEPUTY 
INSPECTOR GENERAL OF FOREIGN 
ASSISTANCE, 

Hon. JOHN WILLIAMS, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O. 

June 10, 1969. 

DEAR SENATOR WILLIAMS: As Mr. Mansfield 
told you yesterday, we are fairly well into our 
eXJMnination of the records being kept by the 
National Association of the Partners of the 
Alliance. We will be prepared to give you a 
rather comprehensive report in the next day 
or two. 

As Mr. Mansfield probably told you, we 
have been concerned with the administration 
Of this operaition for some time. While I think 
the concept is sound, the administrative side 
has been chaotic and has tended to reduce 
interest in many states and completely elimi
nate it in others. In November of 1968, I 
called. on Mr. Marcus in Dallas and urged tha.t 
he replace the Executive Director, Mr. Huff , 
at the earliest possible date, and t o t ake ot her 
steps that would shore up the national head
quarters. As the enclosed letter reveals , Mr. 
Marcus intended to do that; but as I under
stand it, other forces intervened. Mr. Huff 
remained on the payroll until March of this 
yea r. 

Kindest regards, 
Sincerely yours, 

HOWARD E. HAUGERUD. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that 
there be printed in the RECORD a copy of 
the July 17, 1969, letter as addressed to 
Mr. George O'Gorman by Mr. E. R. King-

man, treasurer of NAPA, regarding the 
need for vouchers in order to support his 
claim that his donation be treated as a 
charitable contribution. A similar letter 
was sent to Mr. Hickman Price. 

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

Mr. GEORGE O 'GORMAN, 
Washington, D.O. 

JULY 17, 1969. 

DEAR MR. O'GORMAN: In February 1969 you 
very kindly donated $2,000 to the Partners 
Program. At that time we advanced you 
$1,000 travel money for your trip to Brazil 
on our behalf. Such an advance of travel 
of course requires clearance on our books 
with substantiation by a signed travel claim 
and supporting bills. 

We are now closing our books for the fiscal 
year and must remove this advance from our 
records. To do this we must reduce the 
amount of your gift by $1 ,000.00. If we re
ceive the required documentation for the 
travel we can adjust the donation again. If 
not, we will be required to report to the 
Internal Revenue Service that you donated 
$1,000 to NAPA for the year 1969 rather than 
$2,000.00. 

We are deeply grateful for your support and 
hope you understand our requirements in 
this regard. 

Sincerely, 
E. R. KINGMAN. 

FEDERAL COAL MINE HEALTH AND 
SAFETY ACT OF 1969 

The Senate reswned the consideration 
of the bill <S. 2917) to improve the 
health and safety conditions of persons 
working in the coal mining industry of 
the United States. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, the Department of Interior 
has provided some salient statistical in
formation and estimates which will be 
useful to the Senate in its deliberations · 
on S. 2917, coal mine health and safety 
legislation. 

I ask unanimous consent that this in
formation be printed in the RECORD. 

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

PART C.-SALIENT STATISTICAL INFORMATION AND ESTIMATED FROM RECORDS OF THE U.S. BUREAU OF MINES 

INJURY, EMPLOYMENT, PRODUCTION, AND PRODUCTIVITY DATA ON BITUMINOUS-COAL MINES IN THE UNITED STATES, 193~6 

Frequency rates 

Number of injuries Per million man-hours Per million tons Man-days Man-hours Production 
Men at worked worked short tons Tons per Number of 

Year Fatal Nonfatal Fatal Nonfatal Fatal Nonfatal work (thousands) (thousands)t (thousands) man-hour mines 

1930 ___________________________ 1,619 71 , 217 1. 90 83. 75 3.46 152. 33 493, 202 92, 326 850, 359 467, 526 0. 55 5,890 
1931 ________ ________ ---------- - 1, 080 53, 975 1. 60 79. 98 2. 83 141. 26 450, 274 73, 349 674, 871 382, 105 . 57 5, 652 
1932 __ -- - - - - . - - - -- -- ---- -- - - -- . 958 39, 352 1. 77 72. 58 3. 09 127. 06 406, 380 59, 260 542, 181 309, 710 . 57 5, 473 
1933 ____ _____ ____ _____________ _ 833 43 , 946 1. 31 68. 87 2. 50 131. 72 418, 752 69, 882 638, 124 333, 631 . 52 5, 629 1934 ___________________________ 958 46, 982 1. 41 69.39 2.67 130. 74 458,044 81 , 648 677, 115 359, 368 . 53 6, 290 1935 __________________________ _ 968 47, 529 1. 46 71. 47 2. 60 127. 64 462,354 82, 292 665, 047 372, 369 . 56 6, 332 
1936 __________________ ---- ---- - 1, 098 50, 514 1. 43 65. 62 2. 52 115. 73 482, 500 95, 262 769, 819 436, 468 . 57 6,572 
1937 __ -- -- -- -------- -- -- ------- 1, 198 52, 847 1. 54 68. 05 2. 68 118. 21 490, 771 96, 130 776, 581 447,047 . 58 6,537 
1938 ____ _______ ______ ________ __ 880 36, 794 1. 52 63. 47 2. 52 105. 26 445, 246 71 , 747 579, 747 349, 548 . 60 6, 531 1939 __________ _____ __________ __ 867 38, 544 1. 36 60. 52 2.19 97. 18 445, 044 78 , 966 636, 828 396, 631 . 62 7, 274 
1940 __ ------ ------ -- -- -------- - 1, 204 43, 994 1. 68 61. 28 2. 61 95. 37 440,847 88, 771 717, 969 461 , 319 .64 7, 192 
1941 _________ _________ __ __ _____ 1, 072 46, 637 1.35 58. 93 2. 08 90. 42 457, 744 98, 000 791, 429 515, 769 .65 7,401 
1942_ - -- - - -- - - - ----- - - -- - - - - --- 1, 245 53, 193 1. 41 60.21 2.14 91.44 448, 797 109, 491 883, 518 581, 705 . 66 6, 940 
1943_ - - - - - -- ---- ---- - - ---- --- -- 1, 225 51 , 067 1. 39 57. 79 2. 06 86. 05 407, 135 106, 912 883, 709 593, 471 . 67 6,490 
1944_ - -- - - - -- - - - - - - - - - -- ---- -- - 1, 124 51,253 1. 23 56. 02 l. 81 82. 49 376, 203 104, 695 914, 925 621, 358 .68 6,435 
1945 __ -- --------------- ------ - - 925 46, 194 1. 13 56. 52 1. 60 80. 12 364, 997 93, 854 817, 316 576, 525 • 71 6,358 
1946 __ - - - - - - -- ------ -- ------ - - - 795 42, 817 1. 09 58. 81 1. 49 80. 25 385, 142 82, 850 727, 995 533, 520 • 73 6, 942 
1947 - - -- - - -- - - -- -- -- -- -- - - - - - - - 985 46, 025 1.23 57. 32 1. 57 73. 28 411, 845 97, 105 803, 016 628, 034 • 78 9, 105 
1948 __ . - - - - - - - - - ·- - - - - -- - - - - -- - 862 42, 078 1.15 56. 28 1. 45 70. 97 429, 378 94, 575 747, 686 592, 923 . 79 9, 419 
1949_ - -- - - - - -- -- -- -- - - -- - - -- - - - 494 27, 548 . 93 51. 67 1.13 63. 22 409, 431 67, 552 533, 166 435, 719 . 82 8, 739 
1950_ - - - - - -- -- - - -- -- - - - - -- --- -- 550 28, 390 . 92 47. 73 1. 06 54.82 408, 623 75,510 594, 836 517, 879 . 87 8,817 
951_ _ -- -- ------ ------ -- --- --- - 684 28, 081 1. 16 47. 56 1.28 52. 67 372, 138 74, 898 590, 406 533, 132 .90 9,679 

Footnotes at end of table. 
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INJURY, EMPLOYMENT, PRODUCTION, AND PRODUCTIVITY DATA ON BITUMINOUS-COAL MINES IN THE UNITED STATES, 193~6-Continued 

Frequency rates 

Number of injuries Per million man-hours Per million tons Man-days Man-hours Production 

Year 

1952 __________________________ _ 
1953 ________________ -----------
1954__ ________________________ _ 
1955 _____ ___ __________________ _ 

1956 _ - - - - - -- - - -- -- - - -- -- --- - - --1957 __________________________ _ 
1958 _____ _____________________ _ 

1959_ - -- -- -- - - -- --- - -- - - --- -- - -
1960_ - - -- - --- - - -- - - -- - - -- - - - - - -1961 __ ______________ _________ _ _ 

1962 _ -- - --- ---- ---- -- -- -- -- - - --1963 ___________ ____________ ___ _ 

1964 ___ --------- ------------ -- -
1965_ ------------- -------------
1966 2 ______ ---- - - -- -- -- -- -- -- - -

Fatal Nonfatal 

449 
397 
334 
360 
392 
427 
326 
246 
290 
275 
263 
252 
218 
251 
227 

23, 719 
20, 112 
14, 746 
15, 966 
16, 486 
15, 915 
12, 036 
10, 440 
10, 501 
9, 902 
9, 783 
9,838 
9, 728 

10, 071 
9,617 

Fatal No fatal 

0. 90 
. 89 
. 99 
. 96 

1. 02 
1.17 
1. 14 
. 92 

1.13 
1.18 
1.15 
1. 09 
. 94 

1. 08 
. 99 

47. 64 
45. 26 
43. 66 
42. 76 
42. 99 
43. 74 
41. 97 
39. 15 
40. 85 
42. 52 
42. 86 
42. 38 
41. 92 
43. 30 
41. 80 

Fatal Nonfatal 

0. 96 
. 87 
.85 
. 78 
. 79 
. 87 
. 79 
. 60 
. 70 
.68 
. 62 
. 55 
. 45 
. 49 
• 43 

50. 53 
44. 12 
37. 62 
34. 52 
33.22 
32. 53 
29. 29 
25. 33 
25. 24 
24. 56 
23. 14 
21.37 
19. 93 
19. 63 
18. 06 

Men at worked worked short tons 
work (thousands) (thousands)l (thousands) 

338, 719 
295, 425 
241, 919 
225, 539 
227, 778 
223, 900 
198, 350 
180, 303 
170, 628 
151, 776 
147, 276 
143, 628 
137, 617 
137, 602 
135, 952 

63, 028 
56, 294 
42, 765 
47, 306 
48, 392 
46, 020 
36, 260 
33, 738 
32, 417 
29, 453 
28, 863 
29, 289 
29, 200 
29, 242 
28, 928 

497, 914 
444, 319 
337, 727 
373, 384 
383, 442 
363, 896 
286, 758 
266, 660 
257, 075 
232, 871 
228, 267 
232;136 
232, 037 
232, 613 
230, 087 

469, 373 
455, 885 
391, 952 
462, 519 
496, 231 
489, 175 
410, 936 
412, 078 
416, 098 
403, 222 
422, 838 
460, 285 
488, 086 
513, 083 
532 559 

Tons per 
man-hour 

0. 94 
1. 03 
1.16 
1. 24 
1. 29 
1. 34 
1. 43 
1. 55 -
1. 62 
1.73 
1. 85 
1. 98 
2.10 
2. 21 
2. 31 

Number of 
mines 

8, 994 
8, 610 
7, 934 
8, 676 
9,246 
9, 117 
9, 459 
9, 085 
9, 347 
8, 691 
8, 805 
8, 976 
8, 341 
8, 208 
7, 216 

1 Man-hours of exposure were reported b~ coal producers for the first time in 1930; from 1930 throug~ ~944 were converted to portal-to-portal hours-See Bulletin 509, "Injury Experience in 
through 1944, these hours represented worktime or face-time onl¥ for underground employees. Coal Minrn.g! 1948," pa!\e 5 for method used. . • ~l!ii 
Since portal-to-portal hours were reported from 1945 on, the face-time hours reported from 1930 2 In addition to the mines, there were 458 preparation plants in operation dur;ng 1966. 

COAL-MINE-FATALITY RATES FOR THE UNITED STATES, 1870-19661 

[Includes underground and surface injuries] 

Year 

Bituminous-coal mines 

Per 
thou
sand 
em-

ployed 

Per 
thou
sand 
300- Per 
day million 

work- tons 
ers mined 

1870 ___ --------- ----- -- -- -- - - - - -- --- --

1871 _ ---------- -------- -- -- -----------
1872_ - - ------ - - -- - - -- - - - - - - - - ---- - - - - -
1873_ - - -- -- -- - - - - - --- - -- - - -- - - - -- - - -- -
1874_____ _____ 2. 11 -------- 8. 88 
1875__________ I. 60 -------- 4. 93 

Average ____________________________ _ 

Anthracite mines 

Per 
thou
sand 
em-

ployed 

Per 
thou
sand 
300- Per 
day million 

work- tons 
ers mined 

Per 
thou
sand 
em-

ployed 

Total 

Per 
thou
sand 
300-
day 

work
ers 

Per 
million 

tons 
mined 

5. 93 -------- 13. 47 5. 93 -------- 13. 47 

5. 60 -------- 10. 86 5. 60 -------- 10. 86 
4. 98 -------- 9. 20 4. 98 -------- 9. 20 
5. 46 -------- 10. 06 5. 46 -------- 10. 06 
4. 33 -------- 9. 31 3. 87 -------- 9. 26 
3. 37 -------- 10. 50 3. 06 -------- 9. !>l 

4. 58 -------- 9. 94 4. 30 -------- 9. 72 

1876 _________ _ 1. 00 -------- 4. 29 3. 22 -------- 9. 96 2. 83 -------- 9. 20 1877 _________ _ 2. 17 ------- - 5. 90 2. 90 -------- 7. 56 2. 77 -------- 7. 28 
1878 _________ _ 1. 86 -------- 3. 17 2. 92 -------- 8. 62 2. 62 -------- 6. 38 1879 _________ _ 2. 02 -------- 3. 39 3. 81 -------- 8. 67 3. 30 -------- 6. 82 1880 _________ _ 1. 43 -------- 2. 95 2. 75 -------- 7. 05 2. 21 -------- 5. 16 

Average_____ 1. 66 ____ ____ 3. 42 3. 12 ________ 8. 31 2. 72 ________ 6. 68 
========================================== 1881__ _______ _ 1.67 -------- 2.75 3.59 4.87 8.55 2.93 -------- 6.04 1882 _________ _ 1. 95 -------- 3. 63 3. 54 4. 87 8. 29 2. 75 -------- 5. 72 

1883_ - - - - - - - - - 3. 09 -------- 4.99 3.53 4.56 8.40 3.34 -------- 6.58 1884 _________ _ 2. 26 -------- 4.11 3. 28 5.12 8. 94 2. 80 -------- 6. 17 1885 _________ _ 1.68 -------- 3.48 3.58 5.26 9.36 2.58 -------- 5.91 

Average_ ____ 2.12 -------- 3. 88 3. 50 4. 94 8. 72 2. 85 ________ 6. 09 
================================================== 1886 _________ _ 1. 85 -------- 3. 89 2. 70 4.13 7.12 2. 25 -------- 5. 23 1887 _________ _ 1.55 -------- 3.08 2.95 4.25 7.46 2.20 ------- - 4.86 

1888_ --------- 2.23 -------- 4.38 2.98 4.10 7.81 2.55 -------- 5.61 1889 _________ _ 1.77 ________ 3.44 3.11 4.81 8.45 2.35 ________ 5.22 
1890 _________ _ 2. 15 2. 85 3. 56 3. 00 4. 50 8. 13 2. 52 3. 50 5. 01 

Average _____ 1.94 ________ 3.68 2.96 4.36 7.82 2.39 ________ 5.19 
================================================== 

1891__ _ ------- 2. 86 3. 85 4. 94 3. 39 5. 01 8. 45 3. 08 4. 30 6. 06 
1892__________ 3. 05 4.17 5. 06 3. 24 4. 91 7. 97 3. 12 4. 42 5. 98 
1893 __________ 2. 26 3. 32 4. 07 3. 42 5. 21 8. 43 2. 70 4. 03 5. 39 
1894_ __ ______ _ 3.26 3.96 4.65 3. 38 5. 34 8. 57 2. 67 4. 50 5. 91 
1895 __________ 3.09 4.78 5.46 2.95 4.51 7.26 3.04 4.68 6.00 

Average_____ 2.69 4.02 4.84 3. 27 4. 99 8. 12 2. 91 4. 38 5. 87 

1896_ - --- -- -- - 2. 51 3. 92 4. 45 3. 36 5. 79 9. 22 2. 85 4. 62 5. 85 
1897 __________ 2.38 3.64 3.99 2. 82 5. 64 8. 04 2. 55 4. 27 5. 08 
1898__________ 2. 64 3. 75 4. 06 2. 82 5. 57 7. 70 2. 71 4. 28 4. 97 
1899__________ 3. 05 3. 91 4. 25 3.30 5.72 7.63 3.14 4.40 5.08 
1900__________ 3. 74 4. 79 5.32 2.85 5.15 7.16 3.44 4.87 5. 72 

Average_____ 2. 90 4. 06 4. 46 3.03 5.58 7.94 2.95 4.50 5.34 

1901__ ________ 3.16 4.21 4.74 3. 53 5. 40 7. 60 3. 27 4. 54 5. 40 
1902 __________ 3.93 5.13 5.58 2. 03 5. 25 7. 25 3. 38 5. 15 5. 81 
1903_ ________ _ 3.47 4.63 5.07 3. 44 5. 01 6. 94 3. 46 4. 72 5. 47 
1904_ _________ 3. 35 4. 98 5. 26 3. 82 5. 73 8. 13 3. 48 5. 17 5. 88 
1905 __ _____ ___ 3. 53 5. 02 5.14 3. 89 5. 43 8. 29 3. 63 5. 14 5. 78 

Average_____ 3.49 4.81 5.17 3.36 5.38 7.69 3.45 4.95 5.67 

1906_ -- - - - ---- 3. 38 4. 76 4. 72 
1907_______ ___ 4.99 6.40 6.46 
1908 _________ _ 3.50 5.44 5.42 

3.43 5.28 7.81 3.39 4.87 5.27 
4. 23 5. 77 8. 27 4. 81 6. 25 6. 78 
3. 89 5. 84 8. 14 3. 60 5. 54 5. 97 

Footnotes at end of table. 

Year 

1909 _________ _ 
1910 _________ _ 

Bituminous-coal mines 

Per 
thou
sand 
em-

ployed 

Per 
thou-
sand 
300-
day 

work
ers 

Per 
million 

tons 
mined 

Anthracite mines 

Per 
thou
sand 
em-

ployed 

Per 
thou
sand 
300- Per 
day million 

work- tons 
ers mined 

Per 
thou
sand 
em-

ployed 

Total 

Per 
thou
sand 
300-
day 

work
ers 

Per 
million 

tons 
mined 

4. 15 5. 58 5. 46 3. 40 4. 79 6. 99 3. 96 5. 35 5. 73 
4.00 5.53 5.32 3.55 4.65 7.11 3.89 5.30 5.62 

Average_____ 4. 01 5. 57 5. 50 3. 70 5. 25 7. 67 3. 94 5. 48 5. 89 

191 i__ ________ ===:=3_"='53:====::=5_=:0=:=2 ===:=4.=:8:::::2 ===:=4.==02::====:=4 _:::::9=::0=====1=. 7=3===3=. 6=5===4=. 9=7====5.;,,;3~5 
1912 __________ 3.31 4.46 4.04 3.45 4.48 7.12 3.35 4.46 4.53 
1913 __________ 3.79 4.90 4.53 3.52 4.10 6.75 3.73 4.70 4.89 
1914 __________ 3.19 4. 90 4.40 3.31 4.05 6.55 3. 22 4.66 4.78 
1915 __________ 3.02 4.47 3.80 3.32 4.33 6.58 3.09 4.44 4.27 

Average __ __ _ 3. 27 4. 75 4. 31 3. 52 4. 37 6. 95 3. 40 4. 65 4. 76 

1916 ____ ______ ==2.=9=8===3=. 8==8===3=. =33===3=_=4=7 ==4.=1=1==6=. 3=4==3=_=09==3.=9=3==3.=77 
1917 __________ 3.50 4.33 3.83 3.77 3.98 5.84 3.56 4.25 4.14 
1918 _________ _ 3.30 3.97 3.50 3.75 3. 83 5.58 3.38 3.94 3.80 
1919 __ ________ 2.71 4.16 3.62 4.11 4.64 7.21 2.99 4.28 4.19 
1920 __________ 2.78 3.79 3.13 3.38 3.74 5.48 2.90 3.78 3.45 

Average _____ 3. 05 4. 03 3. 48 3. 70 4. 06 6. 07 3.18 4. 03 3. 86 

1921__ ________ =====2.=1===8==4==. 3==8=:::::3=. 4==8==3==_=43==3.=8=0==6=. 0=5==2=. =42==4.=2=0 ==3.=94 
1922 __________ 2.45 5.16 3.99 1.91 3.81 5.49 2.35 4.90 4.16 
1923 __________ 2. 77 4.65 3.46 3.23 3.62 5.45 2.85 4.39 3. 74 
1924 __ ________ 3.08 5. 39 3.94 3.10 3.39 5.64 3.08 4.80 4.20 
1925 __________ 3.12 4.79 3.53 2.50 4.12 6.47 2.98 4.65 3.84 

Average _____ 2.70 4.87 3.67 2. 83 3.71 5.80 2.73 4.58 3.96 

1926 __________ ==3.=4=8==4=. 8==6==3=. =60==2.=7=4 ==3=. 3=7==5=. 3=5==3=_=32==4.=5=0 3. 83 
1927 _____ _____ 2.93 4.60 3.36 2.96 3.94 6.11 2.94 4.43 3.73 
1928 __________ 3.31 4.90 3.45 2.78 3.85 5.93 3.19 4.64 3.78 
1929 __________ 3.39 4.63 3.19 3.18 4.24 6. 53 3.34 4.54 3.59 
1930__________ 3. 28 5. 26 3. 46 2. 94 4. 22 6. 40 3. 20 5. 00 3. 84 

Average _____ 3.27 4.84 3.42 2.92 3.90 6.04 3.19 4.61 3.75 

1931__ ________ ====2.=4===0 ==4=. 4==2===2==. 8==3==2==.'='15:====4.=4=3 ==6=. 4=2==2=. =48==4=_=42==3=_==31 
1932 __________ 2.36 4.85 3.09 2.05 3.83 4.99 2.29 4.60 3.36 
1933 _ - - - - - - - - - 1. 99 3. 58 2. 50 2. 21 3. 58 4. 66 2. 03 3. 58 2. 78 
1934 __________ 2.09 3.52 2.67 2.47 3.61 4.69 2.16 3.54 2.94 
1935__________ 2.09 3.53 2.60 2.66 4.26 5.24 2.20 3.67 2.92 

Average ____ _ 2. 18 3. 93 2. 73 2. 44 3. 96 5. 23 2. 24 3. 93 3. 06 

1936 _________ _ 

1937 ----------1938 _________ _ 
1939 _________ _ 
1940 _________ _ 

2. 28 3. 46 2. 52 2. 39 3. 73 4. 46 2. 30 3. 50 2. 73 
2. 44 3. 74 2. 68 2. 17 3. 44 4. 15 2. 40 3. 69 2. 83 
1. 98 3. 68 2. 52 2. 34 4. 08 4. 88 2. 04 3. 76 2. 79 
1. 95 3. 29 2. 19 2. 24 3. 61 4. 11 2. 00 3. 35 2- 41 
2. 73 4. 07 2. 61 1. 99 3. 16 3. 57 2. 60 3. 92 2. 71 

Average _____ 2.28 3.65 2.51 2.23 3.60 4.23 2.27 3.64 2.70 

194i__ ________ ====2.=3=4 ===3.===2==8 =====2.===0==8 =====2.=1==8 ===3.=1=6 ===3.=5=8 ===2.=3=2 ===3.=2=6 ==2=.=22 
1942__________ 2. 77 3. 41 2. 14 2. 75 3. 45 3. 88 2. 77 3. 42 2. 30 
1943__________ 3. 01 3. 44 2. 06 2. 85 3. 17 3. 80 2. 98 3. 39 2. 22 
1944__________ 2. 99 3. 22 1. 81 2. 24 2. 29 2. 74 2. 86 3. 05 1. 90 
1945__________ 2. 53 2. 96 1. 60 1. 96 2. 19 2. 60 2. 44 2. 82 1. 69 

Average_____ 2. 72 3. 27 1. 94 2. 41 2. 84 3. 32 2. 67 3. 20 2. 06 
========================================= 
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Bituminous-coal mines Anthracite mines Total Bituminous-coal mines Anthracite mines Total 

Year 

Per 
thou
sand 
em

ployed 

Per 
thou
sand 
300- Per 
day million 

work- tons 
ers mined 

Per 
thou
sand 
em-

ployed 

Per 
thou
sand 
300- Per 
day million 

work- tons 
ers mined 

Per 
thou
sand 
em-

ployed 

Per 
thou
sand 
300-
day 

work
ers 

Per 
million 

tons 
mined Year 

Per 
thou
sand 
em-

ployed 

Per 
thou
sand 
300-
day 

work
ers 

Per 
million 

tons 
mined 

Per 
thou
sand 
em-

ployed 

Per 
thou
sand 
300-
day 

work
ers 

Per 
Per thou-

million sand 
tons em-

mined ployed 

Per 
thou
sand 
300-
day 

work
ers 

Per 
million 

tons 
mined 

1946__________ 2. 06 2. 88 1. 49 2. 22 2. 47 2. 86 2. 09 2. 80 l. 63 1956__________ l. 72 2. 43 . 79 l. 72 2. 44 l. 74 l. 72 2. 43 0. 85 
1947 ---------- 2. 39 3. 02 1. 57 2. 20 2. 57 3. 02 2. 36 2. 96 l. 69 1957 ---------- 1. 91 2. 78 . 87 l. 65 2. 53 2. 00 1. 88 2. 75 . 93 
1948__________ 2. 01 2. 73 1. 45 1. 76 2. 00 2. 40 1. 97 2. 60 1. 54 1958__________ 1. 64 2. 70 . 79 1. 21 l. 97 l. 51 1. 59 2. 61 . 83 
1949__________ 1. 21 2. 19 1. 13 1. 20 l. 83 2. 11 1. 21 1. 13 l. 22 1959__________ 1. 36 2. 19 . 60 2. 02 3. 49 2. 29 1. 44 2. 33 . 68 
1950__________ 1. 35 2. 19 1. 06 1. 25 1.77 2. 09 1. 33 2. 11 l. 14 1960__________ 1. 70 2. 68 . 70 1. 84 3. 12 1. 85 1. 71 2. 73 . 75 

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

Average_____ 1. 80 2. 65 1. 36 1. 73 2. 16 2. 54 1. 79 2. 56 1. 47 Average_____ 1. 68 2. 56 . 76 1. 67 2. 63 l. 87 1. 68 2. 57 . 81 
========================================== 

1951__________ l. 84 2. 74 1. 28 1. 4!> 2. 09 2. 41 1. 78 2. 64 1. 37 1961__ ________ 1. 81 2. 80 . 68 1. 20 1. 84 1. 09 1. 75 2. 71 . 70 
1952__________ l. 33 2. 14 . 96 1.58 2. 29 2. 44 1. 37 2. 16 1.07 1962__ ________ 1.79 2.73 .62 1.86 2.73 1.52 1.79 2.73 . 66 
1953__________ l. 34 2. 12 . 87 1.15 2. 04 2. 10 l. 31 2. 11 . 95 1963__________ 1. 75 2. 58 • 55 2. 37 3. 30 1. 74 1. 81 2. 65 . 59 
1954__________ 1. 38 2. 34 . 85 1. 48 2. 72 2. 14 l. 40 2. 40 .94 1964___ _______ 1.58 2.24 .45 1.83 2.56 1.37 1.61 2.27 .48 
1955__________ 1. 60 2. 28 . 78 l. 74 2. 86 2. 07 1. 61 2. 35 .85 1965______ ____ 1.82 2.58 . 49 .72 1.06 .54 1.74 2.47 .49 

Average_____ 1. 51 2. 35 . 96 1. 46 2. 32 2. 26 1.50 2. 34 1.05 Average _____ 1.75 2.59 .55 1.61 2.34 1.28 1.74 2.57 .58 
=========================================== 

1966__________ 1. 67 2. 35 • 43 . 65 . 96 . 46 1. 60 2. 27 • 43 

1 Before 1910 certain States did not maintain records of injuries. The above rates are based exclusively on tonnage and men employed in States for which injury records are available. 

Year 

1906_ -- - -- ---- --- - -- -- - --- -- -- - -- -- - --- - -- -
1907 -- -- -- ---- -- --- --------------- ----- ----
1908_ - -- - -- -- - --- - -- -- -- --- - --- - - --- - - --- - -
1909_ - -- -- - - -- -- -- - --- - --- -- --- - ----- - -- -- -
1910_ - - --- - -- - -- --- - --- --- --- - -- -- -- -- -- - --

BITUMINOUS-COAL MINES: FATALITIES, BY PRINCIPAL CAUSES OF INJURY, 1906-66 t 

Falls of 
roof and 

face 2 

Gas or 
dust 

Haulage explosions Explosives Electricity 

All other 
under
ground 

Total 
under- Shaft 
ground and slope 

Under
ground 

and shaft 
and slope Surface a 

Grand 
total 

826 192 219 115 52 27 1, 431 73 1, 504 77 1, 581 
911 260 911 134 49 99 2, 364 59 2, 423 lll 2, 534 
829 229 320 109 53 97 1, 637 53 1, 690 77 1, 767 
975 240 264 122 52 312 1, 965 37 2, 002 73 2, 075 

1, 061 295 477 113 76 46 2, 068 60 2, 128 92 2, 220 

Average__ __________________ _____ _____ 921 243 438 119 56 116 1, 893 56 1, 949 86 2, 035 
======================================================================================== 

1911 __ -- -- ---- --- - -- -- --- - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -
1912 __ - - -- - - --- - -- ---- -- -- -- -- ---- ---- ---- -
1913_ -- ----- -- -- -- - --- -- - . ---- --- --- ------ -
1914_ - . - - -- --- --- - -- -- -- -- -- - --- ---- -- -- ---
1915 __ -- - - . - -- .. -- --- ------- -- ---- - --- -- -- -

1, 007 294 331 72 92 44 1, 840 31 1, 871 86 1, 957 
43 296 255 70 75 44 1, 683 39 1, 722 96 1, 818 

1, 007 344 464 63 79 82 2, 039 32 2, 071 96 2, 167 
903 309 305 56 86 55 l, 714 41 1, 755 104 1, 859 
818 269 270 76 85 35 1, 553 30 1, 583 100 l, 683 

Average _______ . ________________ . ____ -======9=36=======3=03=======32=5=======6=7=======8=3=======5=2=====1=, 7=6=6 =======3=5 =====l=, 8=0=1 =======96======1=, =89=7 

1916_. -- . -- - -- . - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - --- -- ---- -
1917 -- -- - . - - -- -- -- -- -- . - - . - - -- . -- - -- . - ---- -
1918 __ -- -- -- -- .. - --- -- -- -- -- . - -- -- -- . - ---- -
1919 __ -- -- --- . - . - - -- - . -- -- - - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -
1920_ ... -- - . -- -- -- -- --- . - -- - -- .. -- -- -- . - . - -

850 330 183 60 81 49 1, 553 34 1, 587 84 1, 671 
965 433 319 55 76 60 1, 908 44 1, 952 162 2, 114 

1, 052 446 103 85 77 76 1, 839 41 1, 880 149 2, 029 
878 310 149 . 57 64 79 1, 537 39 1, 576 112 1, 688 
937 342 124 82 70 72 1, 627 34 1, 661 120 1, 781 

Average __________________ • __________ -======9=36=======3=72=======17=6=======6=8=======7=4=======6=7=====1=, 6=9=3====3=8===1=, 7=3=1 ===1=26===1;,,'=85=7 

192L. ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - --- ---- --- - -- -
1922 ____ -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --- -- - -
1923 .. ----- --- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- --- - ---- -
1924. - -- -- -- --- - -- -- -- -- -- - - --- - -- --- - --- - -
1925 __ -- --- ----- -- -- ---- ---- . ----- -- ------ -

278 275 62 74 76 71 1, 340 25 1, 365 83 l, 448 
780 286 298 55 71 56 1, 546 36 1, 582 102 1, 684 
948 347 330 66 70 64 1, 825 31 1, 856 97 l , 953 
846 299 486 46 72 56 1, 805 17 1, 822 84 1, 906 
910 310 302 49 80 76 1, 727 30 1, 757 77 1, 834 

Average_______ _____________________ __ 853 303 296 58 74 65 1, 649 27 1, 676 89 1, 765 
======================================================== 

1926. -- - - -- -- -- - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - -- -- - --- --
1927 -- -- -- -- --- - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - --- - -- --- -
1928 .. -- -- -- ---- ---- -- --- --- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -
1929 ____ -- -- ---- ---- -- --- ----- -- -- - --------
1930_ --- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- --- - -- -- -- -- -- -

994 384 373 46 94 62 1, 953 27 1, 980 85 2, 065 
924 309 187 48 94 70 1, 632 22 1, 654 88 1, 742 
825 313 347 41 82 54 1, 662 13 1, 675 54 1, 729 
922 349 168 45 75 56 1, 615 17 1, 632 73 1, 705 
856 285 234 31 63 68 1, 537 9 1, 546 73 1, 619 

Average__________ ____________________ 904 328 262 42 82 62 1,680 17 1,697 75 1, 772 
============================================================================== 

1931 _ -- ------ -- ---- - . -- - ----- ---- -- -- --- ---
1932_ -- - --- -- -- -- -- - -- - -- -- - -- -- -- --- - -- -- -
1933 _ -- - --- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - -
1934 _ -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
1935 _ -- -- -- -- -- --- - ---- -- - -- -- - ---- - --- - - --

:~: t:: l~~ ~~ Xi :~ 1
• ~g~ t~ 1

• g~~ ~ 1
• g~~ 

458 162 27 24 46 45 762 10 772 61 833 
539 168 40 21 53 64 885 9 894 64 958 
524 198 26 31 43 70 892 13 905 63 968 

Average_________________ _____________ 522 174 65 22 49 54 886 12 898 61 959 
============================================================================== 

1936_ --- --- -- -- -- -------- -- -- -- -------- -- . -
1937 - -- ---- -- . - -- ------- ------- ---- -- ---- --
1938. -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- --- ---- -- -- ------ -- -- -
1939_ -- ---- -- -- -- ---- -- --- -- -- -- -- ----- ----
1940 ___ -- -- -- - . - - -- ---- - --- -- -- ------ ---- --

624 202 41 31 44 81 1, 023 11 1, 034 64 1, 098 

m m l~: ~~ ~~ ~~ l,m l~ 1.~~~ ~~ l,~:~ 
500 155 43 15 49 56 818 5 823 44 867 
520 192 292 28 30 62 1, 124 12 1, 136 68 1, 204 

Average _____________________________ -====5=45====18=7====11=5======2=6====4=2======6=3=====9=7=8 ======1=1 ======9=89======60===1=, 0=4=9 

1941_ ___________ -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- ---- --- -- - -
1942. -- - --- --- --- - -- ---- -- --- -- --- -- - . - - -- -
1943_ ---- ---- -- ----. - ---- -- -- ---- -- -- ---- --
1944_ -- -- -- -- -- - . -- -- ---- -- -- - --- __ ·_ --- -- --
1945_ --- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -------- ------ -- -- -

574 191 89 24 42 65 985 9 994 78 1, 072 
592 241 148 16 51 89 l, 137 6 l, 143 102 1, 245 
592 227 166 27 33 80 l, 125 5 l, 130 95 1, 225 
563 211 32 19 26 136 987 28 1, 015 109 1, 124 
453 196 72 23 20 60 824 7 831 94 925 

Average _____________________________ ·======5=55=======2=13=======10=2=======2=2=======3=4======8=6=====1=, 0=1=2======1=1====l=,0=2=3 ======95====1=, =11=8 

1946 _ -- - -- -- -- ---- ---- -- -- - -- - --- --- ---- - --
1947 - -- ---- - -- -- -- ---- -- ---- -- -- -- - - -- -- -- -
1948_ ---- - - -- -- ---- - -- --- ---- -- - --- - ---- -- -

Footnotes at end of table. 

442 152 27 12 17 44 694 17 711 84 795 
456 190 154 23 20 36 879 15 894 91 985 
474 148 39 22 19 41 743 18 761 101 862 



September 30, 1969 

Year 

1949 _ - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1950_ -- -- - ---- -- - -- - - - ----- --- - - -- - - - - -- - --

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 
BITUMINOUS-COAL MINES: FATALITIES, BY PRINCIPAL CAUSES OF INJURY, 1906--66 t-Continued 

Falls of 
roof and 

face 2 

Gas or 
dust 

Haulage explosions Explosives Electricity 

All other 
under
ground 

Total 
under
ground 

Shaft 
and slope 

Under
ground 

and shaft 
and slope Surface a 

27639 

Grand 
total 

270 94 3 14 10 25 416 9 425 69 494 
313 98 3 10 11 24 459 10 469 81 550 

Average______________________________ 391 137 45 16 15 34 638 14 652 85 730 
195L ___ ____ _______________________________ ===:=3:=09===:=10===1===1753========:1====1==8 =====24====61=2====6====61=8====6=6====68=4 
1952__________________________ ___ _______ ___ 240 95 7 5 10 22 379 10 389 60 449 
1953_______________________________________ 233 74 9 4 12 13 345 4 349 48 397 
1954_______________________________________ 177 62 17 5 11 15 287 4 291 43 334 
1955__ ____ _________________________________ 199 61 2 10 14 15 301 2 303 57 360 

Average______________________________ 231 79 38 6 13 18 385 390 55 445 
============================================================================= 1956__________________ __ ___________________ 215 71 5 8 14 28 341 1 342 50 392 

1957_______________________________________ 218 53 63 7 11 21 373 2 375 52 427 
1958______ __ ____ ___________________________ 165 43 41 7 14 18 288 1 289 4 37 326 
1959_________________________ __ _________ ___ 137 36 10 4 6 15 208 2 210 36 246 
1960________________________ ____ ___________ 151 32 3 3 18 37 244 2 246 I 44 290 

Average ________________________ - ____ _ 

1961 __ - - - - - - -- - --- --- - --- --- - - -- -- ---- -- -- -
1962 __ -- - - - - -- ------ -- -- - --- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -
1963 __ - - - - - --- ---- -- -- --- - -- - ----- -- -- - - -- -
1964 __ - - - - - - -- ---- -- - ----- ------ ---- --- ----
1965. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

177 47 24 13 24 291 293 43 336 

139 38 26 4 12 23 242 -- -------- -- 242 33 275 
112 36 52 4 6 16 226 ------------ 226 37 263 
123 37 31 2 5 20 218 ------------ 218 34 252 
113 42 3 1 5 23 187 l 188 30 218 
126 34 15 1 4 28 208 7 215 36 251 

Average___ ___ ________________________ 123 38 25 6 22 216 218 34 252 
1966 ___________ ____ ________________ ________ ===109====4=0====10===========2=4===1=8=8=======18=9====38====2=2=7 

t Figures for 1906--09 cover only States that maintained complete records of fatal injuries. These a Includes strip mines and for 1955-66, includes auger mines. 
represent 98 to 99 percent of the total production of coal in the United States. Figures for 1910 
to date represent the entire bituminous coal industry. Note: Includes 1 surface fatality resulting from fall of roof underground in Kentucky, 1958. 

2 Beginning with 1963, roof falls from haulage equipment knocking out support are included in Includes 2 surface fatalities resulting from the collapse of highwall, 1960. 
the haulage category and roof falls from machinery knm:king out support and pressure bumps 
or bursts are included in the "all other underground" category. 

TABLE V.-PENNSYLVANIA ANTHRACITE MINES: FATALITIES, BY PRINCIPAL CAUSES OF INJURY, 1906-66 

Year 

1906 __ - - -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- - - -- ---- -- - - - -- - - - -
1907 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1908 _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1909_ - -- - -- - ---- -- - - ---- -- - - -- --- - -- -- -- - - -
1910_ --- - - - - -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- - -- --- - - -- ---- -

Falls of 
roof and 

face 1 
Gas or dust 

Haulage explosions Explosives Electricity 

All other 
under
ground 

Total 
under
ground 

Under
ground and 

Shaft and shaft and 
slope slope Surface 2 Grand total 

214 67 46 82 1 27 437 19 456 101 557 
294 88 45 87 3 57 574 27 601 107 708 
299 90 55 94 1 33 572 24 596 82 678 
254 71 31 69 6 . 49 480 10 490 77 567 
253 93 20 82 3 38 489 20 509 92 601 

Average__ ___ _______ __________________ 262 82 39 83 41 510 20 530 92 622 
=========================================================================================== 

191L_____________________________ __ ______ _ 252 92 34 88 2 126 594 21 615 84 699 
1912____ ____ ______________ ___ ___ ___________ 243 79 35 77 5 37 476 22 498 103 601 
1913_______________________________________ 257 85 50 75 1 55 523 30 553 65 618 
1914___ _____ ________________________ ___ ____ 228 76 44 90 3 45 486 47 533 62 595 
1915____ _________ ___________ ___ _________ ___ 261 80 34 79 4 58 516 10 526 60 586 

Average___________ ____ _______________ 248 83 39 82 64 519 26 545 75 620 

1916. - -- - - - - -- -- - - - - - - -- ---- -- -- ---- -- -- ---
1917 -- -- - - ---- ------ -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- ---
1918 ___ - - - -- -- ---- -- -- ---- --- ----- -------- -
1919 __ -- -- ------ ----- --- ------------ -- ---- -
1920 _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Average _______________ ------ _______ _ 

192L. ________ -- ____ ---- --- _ ---- __ -- ____ -- -
1922 __ -- -- ---- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- - - -
1923_ ------- ------ - - - - -- - - -- -- -- -- -- - - -- - --
1924 __ -- - - -- ---- -- -- - - ---- -- ---- -- - - ---- -- -
1925 _ - - - - - - - -- - - -- - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

================================================================================ 
215 64 43 86 9 57 474 15 489 66 555 
265 64 41 55 3 39 467 16 483 99 582 
242 66 26 50 11 47 442 11 453 98 551 
229 73 42 149 4 49 546 13 559 76 635 
197 66 36 49 6 40 394 22 416 75 491 

229 67 38 78 46 465 15 480 83 563 

243 70 64 68 4 50 499 11 510 37 547 
128 58 13 38 3 19 259 5 264 36 300 
219 73 42 49 5 45 433 15 448 61 509 
216 58 50 53 8 45 430 12 442 54 496 
170 56 43 53 4 20 346 4 350 50 400 

Average_____________ _____ _______ _____ 195 63 42 52 36 393 10 403 47 450 
====================================================================== 

1926_ - - - - - - - - - -- -- - - - - - - --- - -- -- -- - - - - - - - - -
1927 ---- - - -- -- -- -- -- ---- - - -- -- ---- -- -------
1928 __ -- - ----- - - -- -- ------ -- - - -- ---- -- - - -- -
1929 _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - -
1930 __ - - - - -- -- -- --- - - - -- ----- - -- ---- --- --- -

220 52 49 50 2 39 412 8 420 33 453 
225 52 60 62 6 43 448 7 455 34 489 
243 52 29 33 6 42 405 12 417 30 447 
260 65 27 43 6 31 432 12 444 38 482 
243 40 30 47 8 34 402 10 412 32 444 

Average_______________ ___ ________ __ __ 238 52 39 47 38 420 10 430 33 463 
================================================================================== 

1931.. -- - - -- -- ---- -- -- -- ---- -- --- ------ ----
1932_ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - --- -- - - - - -
1933 _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - -- - - - - - - - - -
1934 __ - - - - -- -- -- --- ----- -- - - -- - - -- -- -- -- -- -
1935 __ -- - - ------ ------ ---- -- -- -- ---- -- - - ---

234 43 20 25 3 23 348 9 357 26 383 
161 33 7 15 5 12 233 6 239 10 249 
119 32 13 10 7 17 198 10 208 23 231 
150 29 12 15 2 25 234 8 242 26 268 
140 30 23 19 2 15 229 22 251 23 274 

Average______________________________ 161 33 15 17 4 18 248 11 259 22 281 
=========================================================================================== 1936______ _____ __ __________________________ 120 26 16 20 8 26 216 14 230 14 244 

mt===================================== m ~~ -------20- li ~ l~ m n m l~ m 1939_____ ______________________ ____________ 121 27 3 17 2 15 185 13 198 13 211 
1940____ ___________ _______ _________________ 105 36 5 8 7 8 169 8 177 7 184 

Average ___________ --·---- ____________ _ 118 29 14 16 191 12 203 13 216 
=========================================================================================== 

Footnotes a.t end of table. 
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TABLE V.-PENNSYLVANIA ANTHRACITE MINES: FATALITIES, BY PRINCIPAL CAUSES OF INJURY, 1906-66-Continued 

Year 

1941 _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- - - -
1942_ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- -- -- - - - - -- -- -- --- --1943 _____________ ____________________ ___ __ _ 

1944 _ - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - -- - - - - - - -
1945 ________ ----------------- - -------------

1946 ______ ---- ---- -------------------------
1947 ____ -- ------ ---------------------------
1948_ - - - - - -- - - -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - -- -
1949 ______ ------ ------- ------------------- -
1950 ___ _ -------- ---------------------------

1951_ _____________________________________ _ 
1952 __________________________________ -----
1953 ________ ---- -------------------------- -1954 __ ___________________ _________________ _ 
1955 __________________________________ -----

Average _____________________________ _ 

Falls of 
roof and 

face 1 

100 
132 
112 
82 
72 

100 

104 
84 
86 
54 
58 

77 

51 
51 
46 
39 
35 

44 

Gas or dust 
Haulage explosions 

27 8 
37 9 
36 15 
16 4 
19 4 

27 

16 2 
14 35 
9 2 

10 3 
4 5 

11 

15 7 
11 4 
2 5 
6 l 
6 2 

========================= 1956 ______________________________________ _ 
1957 ___ _______ ____ -- ---------------------- -1958 ___ _____ _______ _____ ________________ __ _ 

1959 ____ - - -- -- - - -- -- -- ---- -- - - - - - - -- - - -----

32 5 
31 5 
21 ------------ 1 
30 5 ------------

1960. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 21 3 ------------

Average __ __________ -_ ---- - - - --- -- --- 27 

All other 
under-

Explosives Electricity ground 

12 5 14 
13 6 12 
9 2 18 

16 3 18 
11 l 13 

12 15 

8 11 
7 3 
7 1 6 
3 ------------ 1 
5 1 1 

5 1 5 
4 - - ---------- 6 
1 2 3 

1 2 ----------2------------- 3 

2 - --------- --
4 1 4 
1 --- -- -- -- - -- 1 
2 ------------------------
1 --------------- ---------

2 ------------

Under-
Total ground and 

under- Shaft and shaft and 
ground slope slope 

166 12 178 
209 5 214 
192 5 197 
139 12 151 
120 9 129 

165 174 

144 8 152 
147 6 153 
lll 8 119 

71 12 83 
74 4 78 

109 117 

84 5 89 
76 9 85 
59 1 60 
49 2 51 
48 1 49 

63 67 

44 4 48 
48 1 49 
24 2 26 
37 4 41 
25 3 28 

36 38 

Surface 2 Grand tot al 

16 194 
12 226 
29 226 
23 174 
14 143 

19 193 

21 173 
20 173 
18 137 
8 91 

15 93 

16 133 

12 101 
14 99 
4 64 

11 62 
11 60 

10 77 

8 56 
2 51 
6 32 
6 47 
7 35 

44 
============================================================================== 1961 __________________________________ ____ _ 

1962 ____________________ ---------------- ---
1963 ________________ ______________________ _ 
1964 _________ -------- ----------------------
1965. -- --- -- ------ - - -- -- ---- - -- - -- -- ---- -- -

Average __ ________ ---- -- -- ---- -- ----- -

1966. -- - - - -- - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- - - - - -

9 
8 

13 
9 
5 

l --- -- --- - - - - 1 -- - -- -- - - -- -
l --- - - -- -- -- - ------ - -- -- -- -- ---- ---- -
2 5 3 ------------
3 . 3 3 -- - ---------
1 - - - - - -- -- - - -- ---- -- - --- - - - -- - - - -- ---

l ------------

l 
8 
1 
2 
2 

5 --- ----------- ------ - -- --------------- - ------------- ------ - -

12 2 14 5 
17 l 18 8 
24 3 27 5 
20 2 22 2 
8 - -- --------- 8 - - ----- -----

16 18 

5 ---------- --

1 Beginning with 1963, roof falls from haulage equipment knocking out support are included in 
the haulage category and roof falls from machinery knocking out support and pressure bumps or 

2 Includes strip mines, culm banks, dredges, and preparation plants. 

bursts are included in the all other underground category. 

ALL COAL MINES: FATALITIES, BY PRINCIPAL CAUSES OF INJURY, 1906-66 t 

Under-
Falls of Gas or All other Total ground 

roof and • dust under- under- Shaft and shaft 
Year face 2 Haulage explosions Explosives Electricity ground ground and slope and slope Surface 3 

1906_ - - - - - - - - --- - -- --- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - 1, 040 259 265 197 53 54 1, 868 92 1, 960 178 
1907 _ - ---- - --- - - ----- ----- -- - - --------- --- - 1, 205 348 956 221 52 156 2, 938 86 3, 024 218 
1908_ - - - - - -- -- - - ---- - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - -- -- - 1, 128 319 375 203 54 130 2, 209 77 2, 286 159 
1909 ___ ______ ______________ ___________ _____ 1, 229 311 295 191 58 361 2, 445 47 2, 492 150 
1910 ______ ______ -- ------------------------- 1, 314 388 497 195 79 84 2, 557 80 2,637 184 

Average ____________ ___ ______________ _ l, 183 325 478 201 59 157 2, 403 76 2, 480 178 

1911_ __________________________ _____ _______ 1, 259 386 365 160 94 170 2, 434 52 2, 486 170 
1912 _____________ __ ________________________ 1, 186 375 290 147 80 81 2, 159 61 2,220 199 
1913 __ ___ _______ _______________ ___________ _ 1, 264 429 514 138 80 137 2, 562 62 2, 624 161 
1914 ____ ___________________________________ 1, 131 385 349 146 89 100 2, 200 88 2, 288 166 
1915 ___________________________ _____ _______ 1, 079 349 304 155 89 93 2, 069 40 2, 109 160 

Average _________________ _____________ 1, 184 385 364 149 86 116 2, 285 61 2, 345 171 

1916 ________ ___ ___ ________________________ _ 1, 065 394 226 146 90 106 2, 027 49 2, 076 150 
1917 - -------- -- ---- ---- --- - -- - - - --- ---- --- - 1, 230 497 360 110 79 99 2, 375 60 2, 435 261 1918 ____________ __________________ ____ ___ __ 1, 294 512 129 135 88 123 2,281 52 2, 333 247 
1919 _________ ___ ___________________________ 1, 107 383 191 206 68 128 2, 083 52 2, 135 188 
1920. - -- - -- ------ --- - - -- -- -- -- ---- ---- ----- l, 134 408 160 131 76 112 2, 021 56 2, 077 195 

Average ___ ______________ _ ------------ 1, 166 439 213 146 80 114 2, 157 54 2, 211 208 

1921 __________________ ___________________ __ 1, 025 345 126 142 80 121 1,839 36 1,875 120 
1922 _ - - - - - -- - - -- - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - -- -- - - - 908 344 311 93 74 75 l, 805 41 l, 846 138 
1923 __ ---- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- - - - - ------ - 1, 167 420 372 115 75 109 2, 258 46 2, 304 158 
1924 __________________ ---------- ---------- - 1, 062 357 536 99 80 101 2, 235 29 2, 264 138 
1925_ - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - 1, 080 366 345 102 84 96 2, 073 34 2, 107 127 

Average _________ ________________ _____ 1, 048 366 338 110 79 100 2, 042 37 2, 079 136 

1926 ___ - -- - - - - - - - - -- - - -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - 1, 214 436 422 96 96 101 2, 365 35 2, 400 118 
1927 -- -- -- -- --- --- -- - ----- ---- ------ ---- -- - l , 149 361 247 110 100 113 2, 080 29 2, 109 122 
1928 ___ - - - -- - - -- -- - - - - - - - - -- - - -- -- - - - - - - - - - 1, 068 365 376 74 88 96 2, 067 25 2, 092 84 
1929. - -- - - - - - - - --- - - - - - - -- - - - - -- - - - - - - -- - - - 1, 182 414 195 88 81 87 2, 047 29 2, 076 111 
1930 _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - 1,099 325 264 78 71 102 l, 939 19 1, 958 105 

Average ______________________________ 1, 142 380 301 89 87 100 2, 100 27 2, 127 108 

1931 _ - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - -- -- - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 858 237 88 40 65 67 1, 355 28 1,383 80 
1932_ - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - -- - --- - - - - -- - - - - - - -- - - - 627 179 169 36 47 57 1, 115 19 1, 134 73 
1933. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - 577 194 40 34 53 62 960 20 980 84 
1934 __ - - - - - - - -- - - - - - -- - --- - -- - - - --- - - - - - - - - 689 197 52 36 56 89 l , 119 17 l , 136 90 
1935 __ - - -- - - - - -- - - - -- - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- - 664 228 49 50 45 85 l , 121 35 l , 156 86 

Average ___ _______________ ______ ----- 683 207 80 39 53 72 1, 134 24 1, 158 83 

Footnotes at end of table. 

19 
26 
32 
24 
8 

22 

Grand 
total 

2, 138 
3, 242 
2, 445 
2, 642 
2, 821 

2, 658 

2, 656 
2, 419 
2, 785 
2, 454 
2, 269 

2 517 

2,226 
2, 696 
2, 580 
2, 323 
2, 272 

2, 419 

1, 995 
1, 984 
2, 462 
2, 402 
2, 234 

2, 215 

2, 518 
2. 231 
2, 176 
2, 187 
2, 063 

2, 235 

l. 463 
1, 207 
1, 064 
1, 226 
l , 242 

1, 240 
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Year 

1936_ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -1937 _______ ___ _______ ___ ________ ---- -------
1938_ --- ---- ---- - - - - -- -- -- - - - - -- -- -- -- -----
1939_ - -- -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - -- -- -1940 _____ ____ __ ______ ___ __________________ _ 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 
ALL COAL MINES: FATALITIES, BY PRINCIPAL CAUSES OF INJURY, 1906-661-Continued 

Falls of 
roof and 

face 2 

Gas or 
dust 

Haulage explosions Explosives Electricity 

All other 
under
ground 

Total 
under
ground 

Shaft 
and slope 

Under
ground 

and shaft 
and slope Surface a 

27641 

Grand 
total 

744 228 57 51 52 107 1, 239 25 1, 264 78 1, 342 
726 275 116 45 56 80 1, 298 26 1, 324 89 1, 413 
602 165 104 34 40 70 1, 015 21 1, 036 69 1, 105 
621 182 46 32 51 71 1, 003 18 1, 021 57 1, 078 
625 278 297 36 37 70 1, 293 20 1, 313 75 1, 388 

Average______________________________ 664 216 124 40 47 80 1, 170 22 1, 192 74 1,265 
=========================================================================================== 1941_ ______ _______________________________ _ 

1942 ______________________________________ _ 
1943 ___ ________________________________ ___ _ 
1944 ___________ ___________________________ _ 
1945 __________ --- - ---- -- -- - --- -- -- -- ---- -- -

674 218 97 36 47 79 1, 151 21 1, 172 94 1, 266 
724 278 157 29 57 101 1, 346 11 1, 357 114 1, 471 
704 263 181 36 35 98 1, 317 10 1, 327 124 1, 451 
645 227 36 35 29 154 1, 126 40 1, 166 132 1,298 
525 215 76 34 21 73 944 16 960 108 1, 068 

Average______________________________ 654 240 109 34 38 101 1, 177 20 1, 196 114 1,311 
=========================================================================================== 

1946_____ __________________________________ 546 168 29 20 20 55 838 25 863 105 968 
1947 _______ __ _____ _______ __________________ 540 204 189 30 24 39 1,026 21 1,047 111 1,158 
1948_____ __________________________________ 560 157 41 29 20 47 854 26 880 119 999 
1949_______________________________________ 324 104 6 17 10 26 487 21 508 77 585 
1950__ _____________________________________ 371 102 8 15 12 25 533 14 547 96 643 

Average __ ______ __ ________ ____________ 468 147 55 22 17 38 748 21 769 102 871 
============================================================================== 1951_ _________________________ ____________ _ 360 116 160 12 19 29 696 11 707 78 785 

1952 ___ ___________________________________ _ 291 106 11 9 10 28 455 19 474 74 548 
1953 ___ _____________________________ ____ __ _ 279 76 14 5 14 16 404 5 409 52 461 
1954_ -- - ---- -- - - -- -- -- - ----- - --- -- - ----- - - - 216 68 18 5 12 17 336 6 342 54 396 
1955 ______ __ __ _____________________ ___ ____ _ 234 67 4 12 14 18 349 3 352 68 420 

Average___________________ __ ________ _ 276 87 41 14 22 448 457 65 522 
=========================================================================================== 1956 ____________________________ ----------- 247 76 9 9 16 28 385 5 390 58 448 

1957 ___ _ -- - - - --- - - ---- - - ---- -- - - -- -- - --- -- - 249 58 66 11 12 25 421 3 424 54 478 
1958 ____________ __________________________ _ 186 43 42 8 14 19 312 3 315 43 358 
1959 ___ _ -- -- ---- -- -- - - - - - - ---- - - -- ------ -- - 167 41 10 6 6 15 245 6 251 42 293 
1960 ___ ____ __ ______________________ ___ ____ _ 172 35 3 4 18 37 269 5 274 51 325 

Average_________ _____________________ 204 51 26 13 25 326 4 330 50 380 
============================================================================== 1961_ ____ _________________________________ _ 148 39 26 5 12 24 254 256 38 294 

1962 ___ __________________ ____ _____________ _ 120 37 52 4 6 24 243 244 45 289 
1963 ___ __________ --------- ---- ---------- --- 136 39 36 5 5 21 242 245 39 284 
1964 _____ ___ ____ __________________________ _ 122 45 6 4 5 25 207 210 32 242 
1965 ______________________________________ _ 131 35 15 1 4 30 216 223 36 259 

Average____________________ ________ __ 131 39 27 4 25 232 236 38 274 
=========================================================================================== 

1966_ - - -- - - - - - - - - - -- ----- - - -- - - --- --- - - - - - - 114 40 10 24 193 194 39 233 

1 Figures for 1906--09 cover only States that maintained complete records of fatal injuries. These the hauling category and roof falls from machinery knocking out support and pressure bumps or 
represent 98 to 99 percent of the total production of coal in the United States. Figures for 1910 to bursts are included in the all other underground category. 
date represent the entire coal industry. a Includes strip mines, culm banks, dredges, preparation plants and beginning with 1955 in-

2 Beginning with 1963, roof falls from hauling equipment knocking out support are included in eludes auger mines. • 

BITUMINOUS-COAL MINES: PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF FATALITIES, BY PRINCIPAL CAUSES OF INJURY, 1906-66 t 

Year 

1906 ____ -- ------ -- - - -- - --- - --- - ----- -- - ----1907 ________ _________________ _________ ____ _ 

1908 ___ _ -- ------ -- --- - -- - - - - --- --- -- -- -- -- -1909 __ _______ __ ______ __________ _____ ______ _ 
1910 ____ ___ _____ _____ _____________________ _ 

Falls of 
roof and 

face 2 

Gas or 
dust 

Haulage explosions Explosives Electricity 

All other 
under
ground 

Total 
under- Shaft 
ground and slope 

Under
ground 

and shaft 
and slope Surface a 

Grand 
total 

52.2 12. 1 13.9 7.3 3.3 1.7 90.5 4.6 95.l 4.9 100.0 
36.0 10.3 36. 0 5.2 1.9 3.9 93.3 2.3 95.6 4.4 100.0 
46.9 13.0 18.1 6.1 3.0 5 •. 5 92.6 3.0 95.6 4. 4 100.0 
47.0 11.6 12.7 5.9 2.5 15.0 94.7 1.8 96. 5 3.5 100.0 
47. 8 13.3 21.5 · 5.1 3.4 2.1 93. 2 2.7 95.9 4.1 100.0 

Average __ _____________________ ______ _ 45.3 11.9 21.5 5. 8 2.8 5.7 93.0 2.8 95.8 4.2 100.0 
================================================================================ 1911_ _____________________________________ _ 51. 5 15. 0 16. 9 3. 7 4. 7 2. 2 94. 0 1. 6 95. 6 4. 4 100. 0 

1912 _________ ___________ _________ _________ _ 51.9 16.3 14.0 3. 9 4.1 2. 4 92.6 2.1 94.7 5.3 100.0 
1913_ - - -------------- - - - ---- -------------- - 46. 5 15.9 21.4 2.9 3.6 3.8 94.l 1.5 95.6 4.4 100.0 
1914 ____________________________ ----------- 48.6 16.6 16.4 3. 0 4.6 3.0 92.2 2.2 94. 4 5.6 100.0 
1915 __ __ - --------------------------------- 48. 6 16.0 16.0 4.5 5.1 2.1 92.3 1.8 94.l 5. 9 100.0 

Average ______________________________ 49.3 16.0 17.1 3.5 4.4 2.8 93.1 1.8 94.9 5.1 100.0 
======================================================================================== 1916 ______________________ ______ ___ ______ _ _ 50.9 197 11.0 3.6 4.8 2.9 92.9 2.1 95.0 5.0 100.0 

1917 ________________________________ ______ _ 45.7 20.5 15.l 2.6 3.6 2.8 90.3 2.0 92.3 7.7 100.0 
1918 __ ______________ ---- ------- - -- --------- 51.8 22.0 5.1 4.2 3.8 3.7 90.6 2.1 92.7 7.3 100.0 
1919 _______________ ------ ----------------- - 52.0 18.4 8.8 3.4 3.8 4.7 91.1 2.3 93.4 6.6 100.0 
1920 _________________ ______ ______ _________ _ 52. 6 19. 2 7. 0 4. 6 3. 9 4. 1 91. 4 1. 9 93. 3 6. 7 100. 0 

Average ___________________ ___________ 50.4 20.0 9.5 3.7 4.0 3.6 91.2 2.0 93.2 6.8 100.0 
=========================================================================================== 

1921 . ---------------------------------- - --- 54. 0 19. 0 4. 3 5. 1 5. 2 4. 9 92. 5 1. 8 94. 3 5. 7 100. 0 
1922 _______ ------------ ---------- ---------- 46.3 17.0 17.7 3.3 4.2 3.3 91.8 2.1 93.9 6.1 100.0 
1923 ____________________________________ __ _ 48.5 17.8 16.9 3.3 3.6 3.3 93.4 1.6 95.0 5.0 100.0 
1924 ______ --------------------------------- 44.4 15.7 25.5 2.4 3.8 2.9 94.7 .9 95.6 4.4 100.0 
1925 ________________________________ ___ ___ _ 49. 6 16. 9 16. 5 2. 7 4. 4 4. 1 94. 2 1. 6 95. 8 4. 2 100. 0 

Average ________ __ ____________ ___ ___ __ 48.3 17.1 16.8 3.3 4.2 3.7 93.4 1.6 95.0 5.0 100.0 
=========================================================================================== 1926 _______________ ___ __ _________________ __ 48.1 18.6 18.1 2.2 4.6 3.0 94.6 1.3 95.9 4.1 100.0 

1927 - -- - - -- -- -- -- ---------- -------- - -- --- -- 53. 1 17. 7 10. 7 2. 8 5. 4 4. 0 93. 7 1. 2 94. 9 5. 1 100. 0 
1928 _____________ __________________________ 47.7 18.1 20.1 2.4 4.7 3.1 96.1 .8 96.9 3.1 100.0 
1929 ___________ ____ ___ _____________________ 54.1 20.5 9.9 2.6 4.4 3.2 94.7 1.0 95.7 4.3 100.0 
1930_____________________ _____ __ ___________ 52.9 17.6 14.4 1.9 3.9 4.2 94.9 .6 95. 5 4.5 100. 0 

Average _________________________ ___ _ _ 51. 0 18. 5 14. 8 2. 4 4. 6 3. 5 94. 8 1. 0 95. 8 4. 2 100. 0 
=========================================================================================== 

Footnotes at end of table. 
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BITUMINOUS-COAL MINES: PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF FATALITIES, BY PRINCIPAL CAUSES OF INJURY, 1906-661-Continued 

Year 

193L. ________ -- ______ -- -- -- --- • ------. - - --
1932. - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --- -- - -
1933. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- --- - - - - - - - -- - - -
1934 ___ -- -- -- -- -- - - -- -- -- ---- -- ---- -- -- -- --
1935. - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- - - - - - - -- -

Falls of 
roof and 

face 2 

Gas or 
dust 

Haulage explosions Explosives Electricity 

All other 
under
ground 

Total 
under- Shaft 
ground and slope 

Under
ground 

and shaft 
and slope Surface 3 

Grand 
total 

57.8 18.0 6.3 1.4 5.7 4.0 93.2 1.8 95.0 5.0 100.0 
48. 7 15. 2 16. 9 2. 2 4. 4 4. 7 92. 1 1. 3 93. 4 6. 6 100. 0 
55.0 19.4 3.3 2.9 5.5 5.4 91.5 1.2 92.7 7.3 100.0 
56.3 17.5 4.2 2.2 5.5 6.7 92.4 .9 93.3 6.7 100.0 
54.l 20.5 2.7 3.2 4.4 7.2 92.l 1.4 93.5 6.5 100.0 

Average______________________________ 54.4 18.2 6.8 2.3 5.1 5.6 92.4 1.2 93.6 6.4 100.0 
======================================================================================== 

1936. - - - - --- - - ---- ------ -- __ . __ -- -- -- -- -- -- -
1937 - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1938. - - - -- - - - - -- -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1939. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1940. - -- -- - - -- -- -- - - -------------- -- -- --- - -

56.8 18.4 3.8 2.8 4.0 7.4 93.2 1.0 94.2 5.8 100.0 
50. 6 20. 4 9. 7 2. 6 4. 3 5. 3 92. 9 1. 3 94. 2 5. 8 100. 0 
53. 9 16. 1 9. 6 2. 6 4. 3 6. 0 92. 5 1. 0 93. 5 6. 5 100. 0 
57.7 17.9 4.9 1.7 5.7 6.4 94.3 .6 94.9 5.1 100.0 
43.2 15.9 24.3 2.3 2.5 5.2 93.4 1.0 94.4 5.6 100.0 

Average______________________ ________ 51. 9 17. 8 11. 0 2. 5 4. 0 6. 0 93. 2 1.1 94. 3 5. 7 100. 0 
======================================================================================== 

194L. __ -- ---- ---- ---- --- -- -- --- -- -- --- - -- -
1942. - -- - - - - -- -- - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1943. - - - - - - - - - -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1944 .. - --- -- -- -- -- ---- ---- - ---- - - - -- -- -- ---
1945 __ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - -- - - - - -

53.5 17.8 8.3 2.2 4.0 6.1 91.9 .8 92.7 7.3 100.0 
47.5 19.4 11.9 1.3 4.1 7.1 91.3 .5 91.8 8.2 100.0 
48.3 18.5 13.6 2.2 2.7 6.5 91.8 .4 92.2 7.8 100.0 
50.1 18.8 2.8 1.7 2.3 12.1 87.8 2.5 90.3 9.7 100.0 
48.9 21.2 7.8 2.5 2.2 6.5 89.1 .7 89.8 10.2 100.0 

Average____________________ _________ 49. 6 19. l 9.1 2. O 3. O 7. 7 90. 5 1. O 91. 5 8. 5 100. O 
======================================================================================== 

1946 __ -- -- -- -- -- -- ------ ------- -------- - - - -
1947 ----- - -- -- -- ---------- -- ------ -- -- - --- -
1948. ----- ---- -------- -- -- - -------- -- - - - - - -
1949_ ---- -- -- ---- ---- ------ -- -- -- -- --- --- - -
1950 •. -- - - -- -- ---- ------- --- --- - -- -- ---- - --

55. 6 19. 1 3. 4 1. 5 2. 1 5. 6 87. 3 2. 1 89. 4 10. 6 100. 0 
46. 3 19. 3 15. 6 2. 3 2. 0 3. 7 89. 2 1. 6 90. 8 9. 2 100. 0 
54.9 17.2 4.5 2.6 2.2 4.8 86.2 2.1 88.3 11.7 100.0 
54. 7 19. 0 • 6 2. 8 2. 0 5. 1 84. 2 1. 8 86. 0 14. 0 100. 0 
56.9 17.8 .6 1.8 2.0 4.4 83.5 1.8 85.3 14.7 100.0 

Average_____________ _________________ 53.l 18.6 6.1 2.2 2.0 4.6 86.6 1.9 88.5 11.5 100.0 
======================================================================================== 

1951 __ -- -- -- - - -- -- -- -- -- - - -- -- - - ----- --- -- -
1952 •. - - - - -- -- - - -- -- - - - - - - ---- - - - - -- -- - - - - -
1953 __ -- -- -- -- - - -- -- -- -- - - -- ---- - - -- -- - - - - -
1954 __ - -- ---- - -- ------ -- -- -- -- - ----- - -- ----
1955 __ -- - - -- -- -- -- -- -- - - -- -- -- -- - - - - -- - - - - -

45.2 14.8 22.4 1.0 2.6 3.5 89.5 .9 90.4 9.6 100.0 
53. 4 21. 2 1. 6 1.1 2. 2 4. 9 84. 4 2. 2 86. 6 13. 4 100. 0 
58.7 18.6 2.3 1.0 3.0 3.3 86.9 1.0 87.9 12.1 100.0 
53. 0 18. 5 5. 1 1. 5 3. 3 4. 5 85. 9 1. 2 87. 1 12. 9 100. 0 
55. 2 16. 9 . 6 2. 8 3. 9 4. 2 83. 6 . 6 84. 2 15. 8 100. 0 

Average _______________ ____ _______ ___ _ 51.9 17.7 8.7 1.4 2.9 4.1 86.5 1.2 87.7 12.3 100.0 
====================================================================== 

1956_______________________________________ 54. 8 18.1 1. 3 2. 0 3. 6 7. 1 86. 9 . 3 87. 2 12. 8 100. 0 
1957 _______________________________________ 51. 0 12. 4 14. 8 1. 6 2. 6 4. 9 87. 3 • 5 87. 8 12. 2 100. 0 
1958_______________________________________ 50. 6 13. 2 12. 6 2.1 4. 3 5. 5 88. 3 • 3 88. 6 11. 4 100. 0 
1959_____________________________ __________ 55. 7 14. 6 4.1 1. 6 2. 5 6.1 84. 6 • 8 85. 4 14. 6 100. 0 
1960_______________________________________ 52. l 11. 0 1. 0 1. 0 6. 2 12. 8 84.1 . 7 84. 8 15. 2 100. 0 

Average______________________________ 52. 7 14. 0 7. 1 1. 8 3. 9 7.1 86. 6 • 6 87. 2 12. 8 100. 0 
======================================================================================= 

1961 _ -- -- - - - - - --- - - - -- - - - - - - -- -- - - - - - - - - - - -
1962 _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1963 _ - - - - - - - ---- - - - --- - - - - -- -- -- - - - - - - - - -- -
1964_ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- -- - - - - - - -
1965 _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

50. 7 13. 8 9. 5 1. 4 4. 4 8. 4 88. 0 ------------ 88. 0 12. 0 100. 0 
42.6 13.7 19.8 1.5 2.3 6.0 85.9 ------------ 85.9 14.1 100.0 
48.8 14.7 12.3 .8 2.0 7.9 86.5 - - - --------- 86. 5 13.5 100.0 
51. 8 19. 3 1. 4 . 5 2. 3 10. 5 85. 8 . 5 86. 2 13. 8 100. 0 
50. 2 13. 5 6. 0 . 4 1. 6 11. 2 82. 9 2. 8 85. 7 14. 3 100. 0 

Average______________________________ 48. 8 15.1 9. 9 . 8 2. 4 8. 7 85. 7 . 8 86. 5 13. 5 100. 0 
======================================================================================= 

1966. - - - - - - - - -- - - --- - - - - - ------ - - - - - - - - - - - - 48.0 17.6 4.4 1.3 .9 10.6 82,8 .5 83.3 16.7 100.0 

1 Figures for 1906--09 cover only States that maintained complete records of fatal accidents. 
These represent 98 to 99 percent of the total production of coal in the United States. Figures for 
1910 to date represent the entire bituminous coal industry. 

2 Beginning with 1963, roof falls from haulage equipment knocking out support are included 
in the haulage category and roof falls from machinery knocking out support and pressure bumps 
or bursts are included in the all other underground category. 

a Includes strip mines and for 1955-66 includes auger mmes. 

PENNSYLVANIA ANTHRACITE MINES: PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF FATALITIES, BY PRINCIPAL CAUSES OF INJURY, 1906-66 

Year 

1906 _ - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - --- - - - --- - - -- -• - - -• - - -
1907 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1908 _ - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1909_ -- ------ ------- ---- -- -- --- - - - - - -- -- - - -191 o ______________________________________ _ 

Falls of 
roof and 

face 1 
Gas or dust 

Hau I age explosions Explosives Electricity 

All other 
under
ground 

Total 
under
ground 

Under· 
ground and 

Shaft and shaft and 
slope slope Surface 2 Grand total 

38. 4 12. 0 8. 3 14. 7 o. 2 4. 9 78. 5 3. 4 81. 9 18. 1 100. 0 
41. 5 12. 4 6. 4 12. 3 . 4 8. 1 81. 1 3. 8 84. 9 15. 1 100. 0 
44. 1 13. 3 8. 1 13. 9 . 1 4. 9 84. 4 3. 5 87. 9 12. 1 100. 0 
44. 8 12. 5 5. 5 12. 2 1. 1 8. 6 84. 7 1. 7 86. 4 13. 6 100. 0 
42.1 15.5 3.3 13.7 .5 6.3 81.4 3.3 84.7 15.3 100.0 

Average _________________ _____________ 42.1 13.2 6.3 13.3 .5 6.6 82.0 3.2 85.2 14.8 100.0 
======================================================================================= 

1911 . -- ·- ----- ---- - - --- - ---- -- -- -- --- - - -- - -
1912. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - --- - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1913. - - - - -- -- - ---- -- ----- --- -- - - --- --- ---- -
1914 _ - - - - - - -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1915. -- - - - - - -- - ----- ---- --- - -- -- - --- -- -- - --

36. 1 13. 2 4. 9 12. 6 • 2 18. 0 85. 0 3. 0 88. 0 12. 0 100. 0 
40.4 13.2 5.8 12.8 .8 6.2 79.2 3.7 82.9 17.1 100.0 
41.6 13.8 8.1 12.l .1 8.9 84.6 4.9 89.5 10.5 100.0 
38.3 12.8 7.4 15.l .5 7.6 81.7 7.9 89.6 10.4 100.0 
44.5 13.7 5.8 13.5 .7 9.9 88.l 1.7 89.8 10.2 100.0 

Average______________________________ 40. 0 13. 4 6. 3 13. 2 . 5 10. 3 83. 7 4. 2 87. 9 12.1 100. 0 
======================================================================================= 1916 _____________________________ ________ __ 38.7 11.5 7.8 15.5 1.6 10.3 85.4 2.7 88.l 11.9 100.0 

1917 _______________________________________ 45. 5 11. 0 7. 0 9. 5 . 5 6. 7 80. 2 2. 8 83. 0 17. 0 100. 0 
1918_______________________________________ 43. 9 12. 0 4. 7 9.1 2. 0 8. 5 80. 2 2. 0 82. 2 17. 8 100. 0 
1919_____________________________________ __ 36. 1 11. 5 6. 6 23. 5 • 6 7. 7 86. 0 2. 0 88. 0 12. 0 100. 0 
1920_____ _____________________________ __ ___ 40.1 13. 5 7. 3 10. 0 1. 2 8.1 80. 2 4. 5 84. 7 15. 3 100. 0 

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

Aver age_____________________ ___ ______ 40. 7 11. 9 6. 7 14. 0 1.1 8. 2 82. 6 2. 7 85. 3 14. 7 100. 0 
======================================================================================= 

1921_ ____________________________ ________ __ 44.4 12.8 11.7 12.4 .7 9.2 91.2 2.0 93.2 6.8 100.0 
1922__________________________ _______ ____ __ 42. 7 19. 3 4. 3 12. 7 1. 0 6. 3 86. 3 1. 7 88. 0 12. 0 100. 0 
1923 _______________________________________ 43.0 14.3 8.3 9.6 1.0 8.9 85.1 2.9 88.0 12.0 100.0 
1924 _______________________________________ 43.5 11.7 10.1 10.7 1.6 9.1 86.7 2.4 89.1 10.9 100.0 
1925____________________________ _________ __ 42.5 14.0 10.8 13.2 1.0 5.0 86.5 1.0 87.5 12.5 100.0 

Average __________________ ___________ _ 43.3 14.0 9.3 11.6 1.1 8.0 87.3 2.3 89.6 10.4 100.0 
======================================================================================= 

Footnotes at end of table. 
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PENNSYLVANIA ANTHRACITE MINES: PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF FATALITIES, BY PRINCIPAL CAUSES OF INJURY, I906-66-Continued 

Year 

I926_ - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
I927 - ----- -- -- - - -- - - -- - - -- -- - - -- -- - - -- - - -- -
I928_ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
I929 __ ------------ ---- -- - - -- ----- - -- -- -----I930 ___ __ _ -- --- _ --- ___ _______ ___ ______ ---- -

Falls of 
roof and 

face 2 

Gas or 
dust 

Haulage explosions Explosives Electricity 

All other 
under
ground 

Total 
under- Shaft 
ground and slope 

Under
ground 

and shaft 
and slope Surface a 

Grand 
total 

48.6 Il.5 I0.8 Il.O 0.4 8.6 90.9 1.8 92.7 7.3 I00.0 
46.0 I0.6 I2.3 I2.7 1.2 8.8 91.6 1.4 93.0 7. 0 IOO.O 
54.4 11.6 6.5 7.4 1.3 9.4 90.6 2.7 93. 3 6.7 100.0 
53.9 13.5 4.6 8.9 1.2 6.5 89. 6 2.5 92.I 7.9 I00.0 
54. 7 9. 0 6. 8 IO. 6 I. 8 7. 6 90. 5 2. 3 92. 8 7. 2 IOO. 0 

Average ___________ ____ _____ _____ ____ _ 51.4 Il.2 8.4 I0.2 1.3 8.2 90.7 2.2 92.9 7.I IOO.O 
=========================================================================================== 

I93I __ -- - - -- -- -- --- - - - - -- - ----- - - - - - ---- -- -
I 932_ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
I933 __ - - - - ---- -- - - -- -- - ----- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -
I934 __ -- - - ------ - - -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - - -
I935_ - -- - - -- -- -- - - - - -- - - - - - - -- -- -- - - - - - - - - -

Average ___ ______ _____ __ ____ _________ _ 

I936 __ - - -- - - -- - - -- -- --- - - - -- - - - - -- - - - - -- - --I937 ____________________________________ __ _ 

1938_ - -- -- - - -- - - -- - - -- -- -- -- -- -- - - ---- - - -- -
1939 __ - - - - -- -- - - --- - - - -- ---- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -
1940_ - -- -- -- -- - - - - -- - - -- - - - - -- --- - -- - - - - -- -

61.l II.2 5.2 6. 6 .8 6.0 90.9 2.3 93.2 6.8 IOO.O 
64. 7 I3. 3 2. 8 6. 0 2. 0 4. 8 93. 6 2. 4 96. 0 4. 0 IOO. 0 
51. 5 I3. 9 5. 6 4. 3 3. 0 7. 4 85. 7 4. 3 90. 0 IO. 0 IOO. 0 
56. 0 IO. 8 4. 5 5. 6 1.1 9. 3 87. 3 3. 0 90. 3 9. 7 IOO. 0 
51.l Il.O 8.4 6.9 .7 5. 5 83.6 8.0 91.6 8.4 I00.0 

57. 3 Il.8 5.3 6.I 1.4 6.4 88. 3 3.9 92.2 7.8 IOO.O 

49.2 I0.7 6.6 8.2 3.2 I0.6 88.5 5.8 94.3 5.7 IOO.O 
55.8 I4.4 ---- - ------- 6. 5 1.9 7.4 86.0 5. 2 91.2 8. 8 100.0 
56.9 I0.2 8.9 4. 9 . 9 7.5 89.3 5. 4 94.7 5. 3 IOO.O 
57. 3 I2. 8 I. 4 8. I I. 0 7. I 87. 7 6. I 93. 8 6. 2 IOO. 0 
57. I I9.6 2.7 4.3 3.8 4.3 91.8 4.4 96.2 3. 8 IOO.O 

Average ______________________________ 54.6 I3.4 4.2 6.5 2.3 7.4 88.4 5.6 94. 0 6.0 IOO.O 
========================================================================================== I94L _____________________________________ 51.6 I3.9 4.I 6.2 2.6 7.2 85. 6 6.2 91.8 8.2 IOO.O 

I942 ____________ ___________________________ 58. 4 I6.4 4.0 5.8 2.6 5.3 92. 5 2.2 94. 7 5. 3 100.0 
I943 ______ ___________________________ ______ 49.6 I5.9 6.6 4. 0 . 9 8.0 85. 0 2.2 87.2 I2.8 IOO.O 
1944 ______________________________ _________ 47.1 9.2 2.3 9.2 1.7 I0.4 79.9 6. 9 86.8 I3.2 IOO.O 
I945 ____ __________ ______ ___________________ 50.3 I3.3 2.8 7.7 .7 9.1 83.9 6.3 90.2 9.8 100. 0 

Average _____________________ _____ ___ _ 51.8 I4.0 4. I 6. 2 1.6 7.8 85.5 4.7 90.2 9. 8 100.0 
=========================================================================================== 

I946_ - -- -- - - - - - - -- - - - - - --- - - -- -- ---- -- ---- -
I947 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- - - -- - - -- ---- -- -- -- -
I 948 _ -- - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - -- -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - -
I949 ___ _________ ----- -- ----------- ---------
I950 ______ -- -- -- -- -- -- - - - - -- -- -- - - - - -- -- - - -

60. I 9. 2 I. 2 4. 6 I. 7 6. 4 83. 2 4. 7 87. 9 I2. l IOO. 0 
48. 6 8.I 20.2 4. 1 2. 3 1.7 85.0 3.4 88.4 Il.6 100.0 
62. 8 6. 6 I. 5 5. I . 7 4. 3 81. 0 5. 9 86. 9 I3. l IOO. 0 
59.3 Il.O 3.3 3. 3 ------------ 1.1 78.0 I3. 2 91.2 8.8 I00.0 
62. 3 4. 3 5.4 5. 4 I.I I.I 79.6 4.3 83.9 I6.l IOO.O 

Average_ _____________________________ 57. 9 8.3 6.8 4.5 1.5 3. 0 82.0 6.0 88.0 I2.0 IOO.O 
=====-======================================================-================================ 

I95l_ ______________________________________ 50. 4 14. 8 6. 9 5. 0 I. 0 5. 0 83. I 5. 0 88. I II. 9 IOO. 0 
I952___ ____________________________________ 51.5 Il.l 4.1 4.I ------------ 6.0 76.I! 9. I 85.9 I4.I 100.0 
1953 ____ _____ ______________________________ 71.9 3. I 7.8 1.6 3.1 4.7 92.? 1.6 93.8 6.2 IOO.O 
1954_______________________________________ 62 9 9.6 1.6 ---- -------- 1.6 3. 3 79.0 3.3 82. 3 17. 7 IOO.O 
1955 ---------- ---------------------------- 58. 4 IO. 0 3. 3 3. 3 ------------ 5. 0 80. 0 l 7 81.7 I8. 3 100. 0 

--------------------------------------------
Aver age______________________________ 57.I 10.4 5.2 2.6 1.3 5.2 81.8 5.2 87. 0 13.0 I00.0 

========================================================~================================ 
1956_ --- -- -- -- -- - - - --- - - - - -- - - -- --- - -- - - - - -
1957 - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1958 _ - - - - - - - - -- - -- -- - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -1959 ________ _________________________ _____ _ 
I960 ___ ___________________________________ _ 

57. 2 8. 9 7. 1 
60. 8 9. 8 5. 9 
65. 6 -- ---------- 3. 1 
63. 8 10. 6 ___ ---- - -- - -
60. 0 8. 6 --- ------ ---

1.8 3.6 ------------
7.8 2.0 7.8 
3. I ----------- - 3. l 
4. 3 ------------------------
2. 8 ------------------------

78. 6 7.1 85.7 I4.3 I00.0 
94. l 2. 0 96. 1 3. 9 100. 0 
74. 9 6. 3 81. 2 18. 8 100. 0 
78.7 8.5 87.2 12.8 I00.0 
71. 4 8. 6 80. 0 20. 0 I 00. 0 

Average______________________________ 61.4 9.I 4. 5 4.5 ------------ 2.3 81.8 4.6 86.4 13.6 100.0 
=========================================================================================== 

1961 _ -- -- - -- - - - - - - - - -- - - -- -- -- -- - - - - - - -- -- - 47.3 5,3 ____________ 5, 3 ____________ 5.3 63. 2 I0.5 73.7 26.3 100.0 
1962 _____ -- -- -- - --------- - -- -- ---- -- -- ---- - 30.8 3.8 ------------------------------ ------ 30.8 65. 4 3.8 69.2 30.8 IOO.O 
1963_ - - - - - - - - . - - -- - - ---- -- - - -- -- ---- -- -- -- - 40.6 6. 3 I5.6 9.4 ------------ 3.1 75. 0 9.4 84. 4 15. 6 100. 0 1964 ______________________ _________ _____ __ _ 37.5 I2. 5 I2. 5 I2. 5 ------ -- ---- 8.3 83. 3 8.3 91.7 8. 3 IOO.O 1965 ______________________________________ _ 62. 5 I2.5 - ------ ---------------------- ------- 25.0 100. 0 ------ --- --- 100.0 ----------- - 100 0 

Average __ ____ _______ ________________ _ 40. 9 4. 5 9. I 4. 6 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 13. 6 72. 7 9. 1 81. 8 I8. 2 100. 0 

1966 _ -- -- -- -- - - - -- -- - - - - -- -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - 83. 3 ------------------------------------------------------------ 83. 3 ------------ 83. 3 16. 7 100. 0 

1 Beginning with 1963, roof falls from haulage equipment knocking out support are included 21ncludes strip mines, culm banks, dredges, and preparation plants. 
in the haulage category and roof falls from machinery knocking out support and pressure bump 
or bursts are included in the all other underground category. 

NUMBER OF INJURIES, PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION, AVERAGE SEVERITY, AND INJURY RATES AT COAL MINES IN THE UNITED STATES, BY STATES AND DEGREE OF INJURY, I952 

State Fatal 

Underground mines: 
Underground (including 

shaft and slope): 

Number of injuries 

Nonfatal 

Permanent Tern-
------ porary 

Total Partial total 

Total 
non
fatal 

All 
inju
ries 

Average severity 
Distri- --------
bution 

Time-loss rates 

Per thousand 
man-hours 

Per thousand 
tons of all 

inju
ries, 

Perma- Tem- All-----
nent porary 

percent partial total 
inju
nes 

Non- Non-
Fatal fatal Fatal fatal 

Frequency rates 

Per million 
man-hours 

Per million 
tons 

Non- Non· 
Fatal fatal Fatal fata I 

Alabama________ _____ 12 I I9 248 268 280 1.4 699.4 54.2 374.0 5.42 2.46 7.I7 3.26 0.90 20.I6 1.19 26.68 
Alaska _· ···· ···· --·· ·-····-· ·---- -- -- 1 55 56 56 . 3 75. 0 15. 0 I6. l --------- 2. 16 _________ 2. 46 ·-··-·-· I33. 83 ·------- 152. 44 Arizona ___ ····- _________ . ____ . __________ . ____________________________________ ._. _______ ___________ ___ ___________ ··-· __ .. ___ __________ ____ _____ _____________ _____________ _ 
Arkansas_____________ I-------- 4 lll 115 116 .6 I68.8 37.7 93. 6 4. 90 3.97 9.09 7.36 .82 93.93 1.52 I74.23 

g~:~~!ci~~--~ ~~=== === ==· ·-·· ·4 ·=== == ===-· ----3-- ---m .... ·225---- -229- ---Ti-- --592.-3- ---.K9. ---159_-6 ____ -s.-38 ... Y9C----us-. --n7-- --cos .. -59."Si ··--c24·- --s9.-9s 
Georgia ____ ·······----------------------····· 4 4 4 (') ------- - · 37. 3 37.3 _________ 2. 4I __ _______ 4.64 ·-·-··-· 64.83 ___ _____ 124.61 
Illinois_ ___ ______ __ ___ 26 ------ -- 27 1,365 1,392 1,418 6.9 780.6 30.9 154.6 8.40 3. 41 5. 21 2.11 1.40 74.93 .87 46.51 
Indiana______________ 9 1 3 468 472 481 2.4 4,000. 0 37.1 185.8 10.84 7.10 8.11 5.31 1.81 94.73 1.35 70.89 
Iowa___ ___ _______ __ _______ _____________ _____ _ 50 50 50 .2 --------- 27.0 27.0 -----··-· 1.67 --------- 3.19 __ ______ 62.03 -------- 118.38 
Kansas---------·-·· ·--·· -····-· --- --- -------- 3 3 3 (') ·-· -··--· 41. 3 41. 3 _________ . 93 --- - ----- 2. 57 ________ 22. 50 - ------- 62. 09 
Kentucky _____________ 65 3 91 2,611 2,705 2,770 13.6 800. 0 41.0 212.2 7.04 3.57 7.13 3.62 1.17 48.85 1.19 49.47 
Maryland .. _______ __ __ 1 -------- 1 37 38 39 .2 300.0 30.1 190.1 8.44 1.99 16.34 3.85 1.41 53.48 2.72 103.47 

~ii;~~g~rL·_·_-_·_·_-_-_-_·_-_-_·_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_·_·_-_-_-_-_-_-_- - - - --f5-. - - - ·f5- - . - .. -f 5· . . .. -: ·f-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_- .. :f1: Y ·- -· 41: "i ·_·_·_·_-_ ----~--- ---1:0<.f ·_·_ ·_-_ ~--·_-_ -_--· 2: 89-:: = :: ·-= ~ · -26: 21-= = = = = = = =- --69: 29 
Montana ____ _________________ 1 2 45 48 48 .2 225.0 33. 2 165.5 ·-------- 12.96 _________ 11.17 ·---·-·· 78.33 ________ 67.49 
New Mexico__ ________ 1 ------·· 2 32 34 35 .2 2,000.0 66.7 346.7 6.25 6.39 7.81 7.99 1.04 35.43 1.30 44. 27 
North Carolina_ ______ _ 1 - - ------- -------- -- -- ---··· -·· -- 1 (') ---···- - --------- 6, 000. 0 312. 50 ________ 3, 472. 22________ 52. 08 -------- 578. 70 ------· _ 
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NUMBER OF INJURIES, PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION, AVERAGE SEVERITY, AND INJURY RATES AT COAL MINES IN THE UNITED STATES, BY STATES AND DEGREE OF INJURY, 1952-

Continued 

Number of injuries Average severity Time-loss rates Frequency rates 
Distri-

Nonfatal bution Per thousand Per thousand Per million Per million 
of all man-hours tons man-hours tons 

Permanent Tern- Total All i~ju- Perm a- Tern- All 
porary non- inju- nes, nent porary in ju- Non- Non- Non- Non-

State Fatal Total Partial total fatal ries percent partial total ries Fatal fatal Fatal fatal Fatal fatal Fatal fatal 

Underground mines: 
Underground (including 

shaft and slope): 
North Dakota ___________________________ 1 10 11 11 0.1 3,000. 0 39. 5 308.6 --------- 24. 24 --------- 18.21 ---- ---- 78.52 __ ____ __ 59.00 
Ohio____ ___ _____ _______ 9 4 10 588 602 611 3.0 292.5 43.8 174.6 4.40 4.29 3.83 3.74 0.73 49.07 0.64 42.71 
Oklahoma________________ ____________ __ 2 127 129 129 .6 187.5 33.0 35.4 --------- 3.09 --------- 5. 15 -------- 87.29 -------- 145.34 
Oregon ____ _________ - __ -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - - -- -- -- - -- -- - --- --- - -- --- ---- - -- -- --- - - -- --- - -- -- -- -- --- - ---- -- ---- - - -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - --- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --- - __ -_ -- _ 
Pennsylvania (bitu-

minous) ______________ 62 6 83 3,063 3,152 3,214 15.7 685.5 42.9 185.5 4.36 2. 63 5.42 3.27 .73 36. 97 .90 45.93 South Dakota _________ ------- ________ ------ ________ ______ __ ___________ ____ __________________________________ _____________ ____ _____ ______ _______ ______________ _____ _________ _ 
Tennessee ______________ 7 1 9 288 298 305 1.5 295.9 45.0 208.6 6.21 3.20 8.49 4.37 1.04 44.09 1.41 60. 20 
Utah ____ ____ ___________ 4 -------- 5 297 302 306 1.5 1,440.0 36.0 136. 9 5.02 3.74 3.86 2.88 .84 63.15 .64 48.61 
Virginia ________________ 22 2 31 1,429 1,462 1,484 7.3 691.1 33.6 143.8 6.01 3. 70 6.88 4.24 1.00 66.56 1.15 76.20 
Washington_ ____________________________________ 190 190 190 .9 --------- 19.3 19.3 --------- 3.40 --------- 4.94 -------- 175.75 _ 255.22 
WestVirginia ___________ 161 10 228 8,173 8,411 8,572 42.0 594.7 37.3 171.1 7.33 3.80 7.33 3.80 1.22 63.85 T22- 63.86 
Wyoming_____ __________ 4 -------- 10 37 47 51 .3 1,120.7 58.9 733.0 7.13 3.97 5.82 3.24 1.19 13.96 .97 11.39 

Total bituminous______ 389 29 537 19,463 20,029 20,418 -------- 690.3 38.3 177.5 6.30 3.48 6.50 3.60 10.5 54.08 1.08 55.81 
Pennsylvania (anthra-

cite)____________ _____ 85 3 54 5,292 5,349 5,434 -------- 701.1 24.8 128.3 8.37 3.07 19.02 6.98 1.39 87.78 3.17 199.48 

Total underground 
(including shaft 
and slope)_____ __ ___ 474 32 591 24, 755 25, 378 25, 852 --- ----- 691. 3 35. 4 167. 2 6. 59 3. 43 7. 37 3. 83 1.10 58. 84 1. 23 65. 80 

====================================================================================== 
Surface: 

Alabama_______________ 2 ________ 8 25 33 35 1.5 922.5 35.4 579.0 3.98 2.74 ----------------- .66 10.94 ----------------
Alaska________________ ___ ______________________ 19 19 19 .8 ____ _____ 27. 4 27.4 --- ------ 3.29 -------- --- -------------- 120.16 ----------------Arizona _________ ------ ___ ___ __ _______________________________ ______________________________ __ ______________________________________________________ ________ _______________ _ 
Arkansas____________________ __ _________________ 3 3 3 . 1 __ __ _ _ __ _ 23. 3 23. 3 ___ ___ ___ . 33 __ __ ____ __________ __ ____ _ 14. 05 _______________ _ 
California _______________ _____ __ ________________ ____ __ __ __ ____ __ _______________ _____ ____ ________ ________________________________________________ ____ ___ _____________________ _ 
Color~do __________ ____ : 1 ________ 1 31 32 33 1.4 150.0 33.2 2.176 6.34 1.25 ----------------- 1.06 33.80 ----------------Georgia _________________ __________________________ ____ _____ ___ ___________________ _____ ___ __ ____________ ________ ______ ____ ______________________ __ ____ ___ ___ _______________ _ 
Illinois__________ _______ 2 ________ 7 191 198 200 8.5 1,253.6 26.4 129. 1 1.94 2.24 ----------------- .32 32.03 _______________ _ 
Indiana________________ 1 ________ 3 53 56 57 2. 4 250. 0 31. 0 147. 3 4. 77 1. 90 ----------------- . 79 44. 50 ----------------
Iowa______________________ _________________ ____ 3 3 3 .1 _________ 16. 0 16. 0 -- ------- . 42 ------------------------- 26. 13 _______________ _ 
Kansas ____________ _____ _____ __ __________________________________________ ------------ ____________________________________________________________ _______ --------------------
Kentucky_______________ 10 ______ __ 15 275 290 300 12. 7 225. 0 29. 7 238. 5 5. 23 1. 01 ----------------- . 87 25. 26 _______________ _ 
Maryland_______________________________________ 1 1 1 (5) _________ 28. 0 28. 0 --------- . 20 ---------------------- --- 6. 99 _______________ _ 

~ i~~~~~i_-_::= == == == == == == == == == = = == == == == == == = = =------1-------1-------1---- --<6>-= ========---ff o-----ff o-= = === === =----:1 ii-=============~===========- --'f so-================ 
Montana_____ _______________ ___ ________________ 5 5 5 . 2 --------- 16. 8 16. 8 --------- . 35 -- ------------------- - - -- 20. 95 ----------------
New Mexico____ ________ 1 ________ 1 7 8 9 . 4 150. 0 37. 1 712. 2 35. 98 2. 46 ----------------- 6. 00 47. 98 _______________ _ 

~~~~ g~k~~~~= =~=======------~ -================------5-------s- ~ ~
5

~ =========---i6T 
6
' org: ~ ~~~~~~~~-----:ff=================-~~~~~~---55:41-~=~============= 

Ohio_ __________________ 2 ________ 1 71 72 74 3. 1 300. 0 45. 0 209. 4 3. 37 . 98 ----------------- . 56 20. 23 ----------------
Oklahoma ____ _ --------- 1 _ --------------- 4 4 5 . 2 --------- 49. 0 1, 239. 2 23. 43 . 77 ----------------- 3. 90 15. 62 ----------------0 regon ___ ___________________ __ ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 
Pennsylvania (bitu-

minous)___ ___________ 2 1 17 304 322 324 13.8 591.2 37.0 121.3 .76 1.72 ----------------- .13 20.27 ----------------South Dakota ___________________________ - --- ______________ --- _ - -- -- -- -- -- -- __________ -_ -____ --- -- -_ -_ -- --- ___________________________ _____ _________________________________ _ 
Tennessee____ __________________________ 1 38 39 39 1. 7 300. 0 27. 3 34. 3 _________ . 94 ------------------------- 27. 29 _______________ _ 
Utah__________________ _ 1 -------- 1 54 55 56 2. 4 300. 0 20. 3 132. 0 3. 57 . 83 ----------------- . 59 32. 71 ----------------
Virginia_______ _________ 1 ________ 9 108 117 118 5. 0 516. 8 28. 9 116. 7 1. 69 2.19 ----------------- . 28 32. 91 ----------------
Washington__ _______________________ ____ ____ __ __ 33 33 33 1. 4 --------- 23. 9 23. 9 _________ 2. 30 ------------------------- 96.15 _______________ _ 
West Virginia_________ __ 9 1 43 973 1,017 1,026 43.6 683.7 29.4 115.0 2.09 2.48 ---------------- - . 35 39.34 _______________ _ 
Wyoming_ _______________ _______________ 2 5 7 7 . 3 375. 0 29. 8 128. 4 _________ 1. 07 ------------------------- 8. 35 ______________ ·-

Total bituminous ______ 34 109 2, 209 2, 320 2, 354 -------- 608. 5 30. 5 148. 6 2. 63 1. 88 ---------- ---- --- . 44 29. 91 --------------- -
Pennsylvania (anthra-cite) 6 ________________ 14 663 678 685 -------- 577. 7 24.1 105. 2 1. 72 1.23 ------- ---------- . 29 27. 78 ----------- -----

Total surface __________ 41 123 2,872 2, 998 3, 039 -------- 605. 0 29. 0 138. 8 2. 41 1. 72 ----------------- . 40 29. 40 ----------------

Total underground 
mines: 

Bituminous coaL ___ 423 31 646 21,672 22, 349 22, 772 --- -- --- 676. 5 37. 5 174. 5 5. 67 3. 21 ----------------- . 94 49. 89 ----------------
Anthracite e _________ 92 4 68 5, 955 6, 027 6, 119 -------- 675. 7 24.8 125. 7 6. 47 2. 55 ----------------- 1. 08 70. 62 ----------------

Total deep mines __ 515 35 714 27, 627 28, 376 28, 891 -------- 676. 4 34.8 164. 2 5. 79 3.10 - ---- --------- --- . 97 53. 21 ----------------

NUMBER OF INJURIES, BY PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION, AVERAGE SEVERITY, AND INJURY RATES AT COAL MINES IN THE UNITED STATES, BY STATES AND DEGREE OF INJURY, 1953 

Number of injuries 
Distri-

Nonfatal bution 
of all 

State 

Permanent Tempo- Total in ju-
rary non- All ries, 

Fatal Total Partial total fatal injuries percent 

Underground mines: 
Underground (including 

Average severity 

Perma- Tempo-
nent rary All 

partial total injuries 

Time-loss rates 

Per thousand Per thousand 
man-hours tons 

Non- Non-
Fatal fatal Fatal fatal 

Frequency rates 

Per million 
man-hours 

Non-

Per million 
tons 

fatal fatal Fatal 
Non
fata1 

shaft and slope): 
Alabama__________ _______ 12 ________ 26 191 217 229 1.3 380.2 55.2 403.6 5.57 1.58 6.49 1.84 0.93 16.80 1.08 19.57 
Alaska__________ _________ 2 ---------------- 115 115 117 .7 --------- 21.6 123.8 23.05 4.76 28.58 5.91 3.84 220.90 4.76 273.91 
Arizona _______________________________ -- ---- __ -- -- ---- -- ---- ______ -- -- -- ---- --- _ -- -- -- -- ---- ______ ---- __ -- ________________________________________________________________ _ 
Arkansas_ ________________________ 1 1 68 70 70 . 4 4, 575. 0 37. 3 187. 3 -------- 17. 04 _______ _ 32. 99 -------- 90. 97 ________ 176. 10 California ____ __________ -- ______________ -- -_ -_____ ---- -- ___________ _________ ______ __________ _________________________ ______________ ______________ ____ __ ____ ______ ____ __ _____ _ 
Colorado__________ _______ 3 -------- 1 200 201 204 1.2 1,800. 0 43.0 139.2 5.14 2.97 5.57 3.22 .86 57.41 .93 62.25 
Georgia_____ __ _________ ____________ ____________ __ 1 1 1 --- ________ --- -- _ 39. 0 39. 0 ___ _ _ __ _ 1. 45 _____ __ _ 2. 77 _ __ __ __ _ 37. 17 _ __ _ _ _ _ _ 70. 92 
Illinois__________ ________ _ 23 -------- 20 1,088 1,108 1,131 6.6 1,436.3 34.7 180.8 8.71 4.20 4.64 2.23 1.45 69.93 .77 37.24 
Indiana__________ ________ 7 -------- 5 388 393 400 2. 3 315.0 40.3 148.1 10.16 4.17 6.77 2.77 1.69 95.05 1.13 63.32 
Iowa____________ _________ 6 -------- 1 47 48 54 .3 3,600.0 24.4 754.6 51.27 6.76 86.02 11.34 8.54 68.35 14.34 114.69 
Kansas_________ ____________________ __________ ____ 4 4 4 ---- --- ---- ----- - 41.8 41.8 ---- ---- 2.28 ________ 5.38 ________ 54.66 -------- 128.75 
Kentucky _________________ 55 4 60 2,340 2,404 2,459 14.2 650.6 36.6 194.6 6.63 2.99 6.12 2.76 1.11 48.31 1.02 44.61 
Maryland_____________ ____ 2 -------- 1 27 28 30 .2 75.0 36.1 435.0 20.01 1.75 36.94 3.23 3.34 46. 70 6.16 86.20 
MissourL---- ---- ----- ------------- -------------- 7 7 7 ------ ---- ------ - 39.1 39. 1 -------- . 70 -------- 1. 78 ________ 17. 89 -------- 45.46 
Montana __ --------------- 1 ---------------- 25 25 26 . 2 --------- 28. 9 258. 6 15.15 1. 83 12. 66 1. 53 2. 52 63.12 2.11 52. 75 

Footnotes at end of table. 
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NUMBER OF INJURIES, BY PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION, AVERAGE SEVERITY, AND INJURY RATES AT COAL MINES IN THE UNITED STATES, BY STATES AND DEGREE OF INJURY, 1953-Con. 

State 

Underground mines: 
Underground (including shaft 

and slope): 

Fatal 

Number of injuries 

Nonfatal 

Permanent Tern-

Total Partial 
porary 

total 

Distri-
bution 
of all 

in-
Total juries, 
non- All in- per-
fatal juries centt 

Average severity Time-loss rates Frequency rates 

Per thousand Per thousand Per million Per million 
man-hours tons man-hours tons 

Perma- Tern-
nent porary All in- Non- Non- Non- Non-

partial total juries Fatal fatal Fatal fatal Fatal fatal Fatal fatal 

New Mexico______________ 2 ---------------- 26 26 28 0.2 --------- 39.4 465.2 18.29 1.56 23.44 2.00 3.05 39.63 3.91 50.78 
North Dakota _____________________________ I 9 IO 10 .I 300.0 32.2 59.0 -------- 7.71 -------- 11.87 ________ 130.64 -------- 201.11 
Ohio___ __ ________________ IO - ------- 14 505 519 529 3.1 535.7 41.7 167.4 5.72 2.72 4.67 2.22 .95 49.49 .78 40.38 
Oklahoma_______ _________ I ________ I 137 138 139 .8 150.0 35.6 79.4 4.55 3.82 6.89 5.78 .76 104.69 1.15 158.40 
Oregon ______ _____________ ___________ ______ ________________________________________________ ------ ____________________________________________________________________ ------_ 
Pennsylvania (bitumi-

nous)___ _______________ 63 I 70 2,778 2,849 2,912 16.9 760.2 40.2 188.5 4.52 2.04 5.17 2.34 .75 34.08 .86 38.97 
South Dakota ____ ________ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ______________________________________________________________________ -- _____ - ________________ --- ___ - - - - - - - - -- - - - - -- _ - _ - -- --- ____ _ 
Tennessee ______ __________ 7 I 11 299 311 318 1.8 668.2 33.0 205.l 6.84 3.78 8.51 4.71 1.14 50.63 1.42 63.00 
Utah_____ ________________ 9 -------- 5 329 334 343 2.0 588.8 36.9 201.4 10.47 2.92 8.25 2.30 1.74 64.74 1.38 51.04 
Virginia_____ _____________ 29 3 20 1,023 1,046 1,075 6.2 347.3 36.0 219.8 9.80 3.51 10.28 3.68 1.63 58.92 1.71 61.80 
Washington____ ___________ 2 --------- ------- 129 429 131 • 8 --------- 33. 0 124.1 14. 71 5. 22 20. 08 7.13 2. 45 158.15 3. 35 215. 83 
WestVirginia _____ _______ _ 113 7 197 6,685 6,889 7,002 40.6 713.0 36.0 157.3 6.21 3.87 5.51 3.44 1.03 63.07 .92 56.03 
Wyoming_______ __________ 2 ------- - 4 35 39 41 .2 1,893.8 83.5 548.7 4.16 3.64 3.39 2.96 .69 13.52 .56 11.00 

Total bituminous __ ______ 349 17 438 16,456 16, 911 17, 260 -------- 722. 0 37.2 181. 0 6. 39 3.14 5. 99 2. 95 1. 06 51. 59 1. 00 48. 41 
Pennsylvania (anthracite) __ 60 2 34 3, 331 3, 367 3, 427 -------- 589. 4 25. 8 139. 4 8. 69 2.84 17. 49 5. 73 1. 45 81. 24 2. 92 163. 60 

Total underground (in-
eluding shaft and 
slope)_-------------- 409 19 472 19, 787 20, 278 20,687 -------- 712. 5 35. 3 174. l 6. 65 3.11 6.64 3.10 1.11 54. 92 1.11 54. 82 

Surface: 
Alabama_ __________________________________ 5 24 29 29 1. 5 I, 600. 0 41.1 309. 9 -------- 3.15 ------------------------ 10.18 __________ ___ __ _ 
Alaska__ __ ________ ________ ________ ________ _________ 20 20 20 1.1 _________ 24. 4 24.4 ________ 3.06 ------------------------ 125.52 ----- --- --------
Arizona ________________________________________________________________________ __ ___________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 
Arkansas___________________________________________ 6 6 6 .3 ______ ___ 38.2 38.2 __ ___ ___ 1. 70 ------------------------ 44.61 - --- ----- -- -----
Californ ia _____________ ________________________ ________ ____________________________ -- ______ ---- - --------- ________ -- -- -- - - __ -- ---- -- -- -- ---- -- -- ------ - - -- --- - -- -- -- - --- -------
Colorado_ __________________________________________ 25 25 25 1. 3 _________ 17. 9 17. 9 ________ . 53 ---------------- ----- --- 29. 57 ----------------
Georgia ___________ ____________________________ _____ __________________ __ ____ ___ _____ ____ ______ ________ ______________ __________________ _______________ _____________ ___ __ ______ _ 
Illinois_____________________ 5 I 6 160 167 172 9.0 287. 5 26.8 244.3 5.81 2.33 --------------- - .97 32.34 ----------------
Indiana ____________________ I -------- -------- 40 40 41 2.2 --------- 21.0 166.9 4.69 .66 ---- - ----- --- --- .78 31.28 ----------------
Iowa __ ______ _______________________________________ 2 2 2 .I ____ ____ _ 9.0 9. 0 _____ ___ .18 ------------------------ 20.48 ----------------
Kansas ______ _____ _____________________ ____ ______ ______ _________________________________________________ ____________ __ _____ _____ __________________________ ______________ ____ _ _ 
Kentucky_____ __________ ____ 4 ________ 12 275 287 291 15.3 446.9 26.1 125.6 2.32 1.21 ___ ________ _____ .39 27.69 ----------------

~rs?'~~~i~:::::::::::::::::: :: : : : : : : : : : : : : :: :: :: :: : : : _____ _ ~ _______ ~ ______ - ~ __ ____ ~ ~ _: :: :: : : : : __ -= ~ ~ ~ ___ --=~ ~~ _::::: :: : ____ ~ ~~ _: :: :: : : :: : : :: :: : : : : : : : : : __ ~ ~ ~ ~~ :: : : : : :: :: :: : : :: : 
Montana___ ______________________________ __________ 5 5 5 .3 --------- 17.6 17.6 ________ .50 ---------------------- - - 28.61 ----------------
New Mexico________________________________________ 2 2 2 .I _________ 32.0 32.0 ________ .53 ------------------------ 16.52 _______________ _ 
North Dakota_______ ________________________________ 2 2 2 .1 _________ 28. 0 28. 0 ________ • 95 --------------------- --- 33. 92 ----------------
Ohio________ __________ _____ 3 -------- 2 72 74 77 4. 0 187. 5 30. 0 266. 7 5. 87 • 83 ---------------- • 98 24. 14 --- - --- ---------
Oklahoma___ ___________________________________ ____ 4 4 4 • 2 _________ 18. 5 18. 5 ________ • 29 ------------------------ 15. 82 ----------------
0 regon ______ ____ ______ ________ ___ ___________ ____ _____ ______ _________ ___ ___________ ________ ____________ __________________ _________________________________________________ ___ _ 
Pennsylvania (bituminous)___ 6 ________ 17 216 233 239 12. 6 639. 7 33, 2 226. 2 2. 33 1.17 ---------------- • 39 15. 07 ----------------South Da kola ____________________________ ______________________________________________ __________________ ______________ ________________________________________ ____ __________ _ 
Tennessee__________________________________ I 25 26 26 1. 4 600. 0 35. 0 56. 7 -------- I. 12 - -------------------- -- - 19. 69 ----------------
Utah_______________________ 1 -------- I 34 35 36 1. 9 150. 0 26. 9 196. 3 3. 56 . 63 ---------------- • 59 20. 75 ------------- - --
Virginia_------------------- 2 ____ ____ 9 82 91 93 4. 9 1, 325. 0 29. 2 283. 0 3. 68 4. 40 ______________ .__ • 61 27. 93 __ --------------
Washington __ _________________ --------------------- 17 17 17 . 9 __ _______ 17. 1 17. 1 ________ 1. 00 ____ -------------------- 58. 60 --------------- -
West Virginia________ _______ 5 ________ 22 782 804 809 42. 5 252. 3 30. 8 73. 7 I. 32 1. 30 ------- -- - - ----- . 22 35. 34 ----------------
Wyoming __ __________ _ ----------------------------- -. 5 5 5 . 3 ___ ___ ___ 24. 2 24. 2 __ ______ . 17 ----------------------- 7. 16 ----------------

Total bituminous _____ __ ___ 27 I 75 1,800 I, 876 1, 903 -------- 594. 2 29. 3 139. 5 2. 31 1. 47 --------------- - • 38 26. 70 ----------------
Pennsylvania (anthracite) ____ 4 ------- - 9 491 500 504 ----- --- 458. 3 24. 8 80. 0 1.22 . 83 ---------------- • 20 25. 41 ----------------

Total surface __________ ___ 31 84 2, 291 2, 376 2, 407 ------- - 579. 6 28. 4 127. 0 2. 07 1. 33 ---------------- .34 26. 42 ----------------

Total underground mines: 
Bituminous coal_ ________ 376 18 513 18, 256 18, 787 19, 163 -------- 703. 3 36. 4 176. 9 5. 67 2. 85 8. 46 3. 25 . 94 47. 20 I. 08 53. 79 
Anthracite ______________ 64 2 43 3, 822 3, 867 3, 931 ---- ---- 561. 9 25. 6 131. 8 6. 28 2. 20 18.66 6. 52 1. 05 63. 27 3.11 187. 89 

Total deep mines ________ 440 20 556 22, 078 22, 654 23, 094 ----- --- 692. 4 34.6 169.2 5. 75 2. 76 7. 14 3.45 • 96 49. 33 1.19 61. 25 

NUMBER OF INJURIES, BY PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION, AVERAGE SEVERITY, AND INJURY RATES AT COAL MINES -IN THE UNITED STATES, BY STATES AND 
DEGREE OF INJURY, 1954 

State 

Underground mines: 
Underground (including shaft 
and slope): 

Fatal 

Number of injuries 

Nonfatal 

Permanent Tern-
porary 

Total Partial total 

Distri-
bution 
of all 

in-
Total juries, 
non- All in- per-
fatal juries centt 

Average severity Time-loss rates Frequency rates 

Per thousand Per thousand Per million Per million 
man-hours tons man-hours tons 

Perm a- Tern-
nent porary All in- Non- Non- Non- Non-

partial total juries Fatal fatal Fatal fatal Fatal fatal Fatal fatal 

Alabama___ ______________ 10 I 25 139 165 175 1.4 726.5 54.9 524.5 5.66 3.00 6.64 3.52 0.94 15.58 1.11 18.27 
Alaska_________ _____________________________ _____ 35 35 35 . 3 --------- 18. 7 18. 7 -------- 1. 89 -------- 2. 30 ________ 101. 00 ________ 122. 91 
Arizona __________________________ ___ _______________ ______ ______________ ___________________________________________ ---- ____________ -- ____ -- ____ -- - - - - - - - - ---- - - -- -- -- - - -- ---
Arkansas__________ ___________________ ____ I 49 50 50 • 4 150. 0 34. 5 36. 8 -------- 3. 46 -------- 6. 51 ________ 93. 92 ________ 176. 98 
California _______________________________ __ ______________ _________ ________________________ ---- -- ____________________________________________________________________________ _ 
Colorado___________ ___ ___ 3 1 5 116 122 125 1.0 675.0 44.8 260.6 6.58 5.33 6.58 5.58 1.10 44.63 1.15 46.66 
Georgia________________ __________ _______ _______ __ 2 2 2 ----------------- 23. 0 23. 0 ________ 1. 24 -------- 2. 04 -------- 53. 76 ----- -- - 88. 89 
Illinois_________________ __ 18 ________ 17 869 886 904 7. 3 947.1 36. l 172. 0 8. 45 3. 71 4. 06 1.78 1. 41 69. 29 • 68 33. 33 
Indiana_______ __________ _ 7 ____ __ __ 1 252 253 260 2.1 300.0 31.5 193.3 14.23 2.79 8.62 1.69 2.37 85.70 1.44 51.92 
Iowa ____ _____ ___________________________ _________ 26 26 26 . 2 _________ 20. 2 20. 2 ________ 1. 05 -------- 1. 58 ________ 52.13 -------- 78. 35 
Kansas___________________________________________ 3 3 3 -------- --- ------ 32. 3 32. 3 -------- 1. 36 ________ 3. 89 ------ -- 42. 07 - - ---- -- 120. 32 
Kentucky_______ ____ ___ ___ 51 4 51 1, 956 2, 011 2, 062 16. 6 646. 8 34. 9 209.1 7. 78 3. 18 6. 44 2. 64 1. 30 51.12 1. 07 42. 35 
Maryland __________________ ----------------_______ 18 18 18 .1 ___ _ __ ___ 44. 9 44. 9 ___ _____ 1. 82 _ ------- 3. 52 ___ _____ 40. 60 ________ 78. 25 
Missouri____ _______________ _____ _____________ ___ __ 6 6 6 -------- - -------- 57. 5 57. 5 -------- • 88 -------- 2.14 ___ ____ _ 15. 39 ________ 37. 30 
Montana_______________ __ 1 -------- 1 29 30 31 .2 300.0 19.l 221.1 17.42 2.48 13.87 1.98 2.90 87. 12 2.31 69.35 
New Mexico____ _____________________________ _____ 6 6 6 -------- - - - ------ 39.2 39.2 __ __ ___ _ .98 -- --- --- 1.24 ________ 24.96 ________ 31.63 
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NUMBER OF INJURIES, BY PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION, AVERAGE SEVERITY, AND INJURY RATES AT COAL MINES IN THE UNITED STATES, BY STATES AND DEGREE OF INJURY, 

1954-Continued 

Number of injuries Distri-
bution 

Average severity Time-loss rates Frequency rates 

Nonfatal of all Per thousand Per thousand Per million Per million 
in- man-hours tons man-hours tons 

Permanent Tern- Total juries, Perma- Tern-
porary non- All in- per- nent porary All in- Non- Non- Non- Non-

State Fatal Total Partial total fatal juries centt partial total juries Fatal fatal Fatal fatal Fatal fatal Fatal fatal 

Underground mines: 
Underground (including shaft 

and slope): 
North Dakota_________________ ____ 1 3 3 -------- 150.0 13.0 2,054.3 -------- 208.92 -------- 264.06 -------- 101.69 -------- 128.54 
Ohio_____________________ 4 1 14 361 376 380 3.1 1,108.9 38.0 155.9 3.03 4.45 2.23 3.27 0. 51 47.52 0.37 34.90 
Oklahoma__________________ __________________ ____ 123 123 123 1. 0 --------- 28. 9 28. 9 -------- 2. 96 -------- 4. 51 -------- 102. 39 -------- 156. 05 
Oregon ___ ___ -------- ______ -- ---- -- ___ ___ ------ - - -- -- -- --- - ------ ---- - - -- ---- - --- -- - _ -- ---- ---- -- -- ---- -- ------ ---- -- -- - - -- ---- -- - - --- - - - - - - - -- -- -- ---- -- -- ---- ____ --- ___ -- -
Pennsylvania (bituminous)_ 42 2 47 1, 521 1, 570 1, 612 13. 0 805. 9 43. 5 228. 3 4. 54 2. 09 4. 66 2. 15 • 76 28. 28 • 78 29. 04 South Dakota. _____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 

Tennessee______________ __ 5 -------- 11 258 269 274 2.2 675.0 48.4 182.2 4.80 3.19 5.80 3.85 .80 43.06 .97 52.01 
Utah__________ ___________ 6 -------- 4 145 149 155 1.2 693.8 44.2 291.6 11.27 2.88 7.22 1.84 1.88 46.64 1.20 29.87 
Virginia__ ________________ 22 -------- 20 752 772 794 6.4 410.3 40.0 214.4 9.58 2.78 8.84 2.56 1.60 56. 03 1.47 51.72 
Washington_______________ 1 -------- 1 79 80 81 .7 75.0 36.6 110.7 9.59 4.74 10.50 5.19 1.60 127.87 1.75 140.06 
WestVirginia_______ ______ 121 1 140 4,986 5,127 5,248 42.3 616.3 34.9 189.1 8.95 3.28 6.90 2.53 1.49 63.19 1.15 48.71 
Wyoming____________ _____________________ 5 24 29 29 .2 1,050.0 30.3 206.1 -------- 6.01 -------- 4.27 -------- 29.14 -------- 20.74 

Total bituminous ________ 291 11 344 11, 756 12, lll 12,402 -------- 682. 9 37. 0 200. l 7. 22 3. 04 6. 01 2. 53 1. 20 50. 05 1. 00 41.69 
Pennsylvania (anthracite) __ 51 -------- 48 2,404 2, 452 2, 503 - - - -- - - - 906. 8 26. 7 165. 3 10. 60 3. 73 15. 94 5.62 1. 77 84. 92 2.66 127. 73 

Total underground in-
eluding shaft and 
slope) ____________ --- - 342 11 392 14, 160 14, 563 14, 905 -------- 710. 3 35. 3 194.3 7. 58 3.12 6.63 2. 73 1.26 53. 77 1.10 47.02 

Surface: 
Alabama____ _____________ 1 ---------------- 19 19 20 1. 4 --------- 35. 8 334.1 2. 44 • 28 ---- -- - --------- • 41 7. 73 ----------------
Alaska_______ ____________________________________ 17 17 17 1.1 ---- -- --- 14. 3 14. 3 -------- 1. 64 ------------------------ 114. 64 --- ------- ------Arizona ______ _______________________________________________ __ _____________________________________________ ______ __________ _____ ____ __ ___ ________ ____________ ___ , __________ _ 
Arkansas _____________________ -------------------_ 4 4 4 • 3 ___ __ _ ___ 22. 5 22. 5 ___ ----- • 84 ----- _________ ---------- 37. 28 _ ----------- --- -California ___ __________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ ___ ____________ __ _______________ _____________ _ 

Colorado_ _________ _______________________ 1 22 23 23 1.6 3, 000. 0 26. 0 155.3 -------- 5. 50 ----- ------------------- 35. 42 ----------------Georgia _______________________ __ __________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 
Illinois______ _____________ 1 - ------- 2 107 109 110 7. 4 300. 0 21. 0 80. 5 1. 47 • 70 ---------------- • 25 26. 74 ----------------
Indiana______ ____________________________________ 35 35 35 2.4 --------- 24.1 24. l -------- .83 ---- -- ---- -------------- 34.38 ----------------
Iowa ______ ____________________________ ,___________ 5 5 5 .3 --------- 31.4 31.4 -------- 2.24 ------------------------ 71.25 ----------------
Kansas ____________ -- - _ -- -- - _ - - -- -- -- - - -- - - - - - - - - -- -- - - - - - -- - -- - - -- -- - - -- - - -- -- - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - -- -- -- -- - - - - -- - - - - - - -- -- - - - - - - - --- - - - - -- -- -- - - - - - - - - -- ---- - - - - - -- -- -
Kentucky__ _______________ 5 ________ 5 193 198 203 13.7 225.0 28.9 180.8 3.45 .77 ---------------- .57 22.75 ------- ---------

~fs7~~~~===== =================== == ========== === = = ~ ~ ~ J ========= i8: ~ i8: ~ ======= = 
4

Jg === ===================== ~U~ ================ Montana_____ ____________________________________ 4 4 4 .3 --------- 26.5 26.5 -------- .76 ------------------------ 28.67 ----------------
New Mexico____ __________________________________ 2 .1 _________ 8.0 8.0 -------- .25 ---------- --- ----------- 31.65 ------- - ---- ----
North Dakota ____ ______________ _ - -- - - - - -- -- -- -- - - - - -- - - -- - - -- -- - - - - -- -- - - -- -- - - -- -- -- -- - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - -- -- - - - - - - - - - - -- -- -- -- -- -- - - -- ---- -- - - - - -- -- -- -- -- - - -- ----- --- - _____ _ 
Ohio __________ ________ ___ 1 -------- 2 44 46 47 3.2 1,650.0 34.5 230.2 2.44 1.96 ---------------- .41 18.72 --- ------- ------
Oklahoma _____ -------- __________ ---------------__ 7 7 7 • 5 ____ ___ __ 16. 7 16. 7 _ ------- . 54 _________________ ----- - - 32. 08 _____ -----------
Oregon ____ ___ __________________________ - - - -- ____ -- - - -- -- -- -- - - - - - - - - -- -- -- __ -- ________________________ -- _____________________________ _______ ______________________________ _ 
Pennsylvania (bituminous)_ 6 1 5 171 177 183 12.4 1,342.6 44.5 307.8 3.19 1.80 ---------------- .53 15.70 ----------------South Dakota ______ __________ -- -- _ - - - -- -- -- -- ____ - _ - - -- - - - - - - --- - - - -- - - -- - - ____________________________ ____ ______________ _____________________________________ ___ ________ __ _ 
Tennessee______ __________ 1 ________ 2 27 29 30 2.0 450.0 35.2 261.7 4.29 1.32 ---------------- .71 20.72 - ---------------
Utah_ ____________________ 1 -------- 1 28 29 30 2.0 1,800.0 26.8 285.0 5.03 2.14 - - ----- - -------- .84 24.34 ----------------
Virginia_____ _____________ 2 -------- 2 64 66 68 4.6 300.0 37.6 220.6 4.37 1.09 ---------------- .73 24.05 ----------------
Washington_____ __________________________________ 6 6 6 .4 --------- 31.7 31.7 ___ _____ .76 ------------------------ 23.89 ----------------
West Virginia___ __________ 9 ________ 28 641 669 678 45.8 367.0 27.0 120.3 2.99 1.53 ---------------- .50 37.07 - ---------------
Wyoming_________________________________________ 1 1 1 .1 --- - ----- 9. 0 9. 0 -------- • 03 ------------------------ 3.10 ----------------

Total bituminous________ 27 1 48 1,404 1,453 1,480 -------- 589.9 29.8 160.9 2.92 1.37 ---------------- .49 26.16 ----------------
Pennsylvania (anthracite)__ 5 -------- 16 344 360 365 -------- 691.4 24.6 135.7 1.96 1.28 ------ -- ---- ---- .33 23.55 ----------- ---- -

Total surface ___________ _ 32 64 1, 748 1,813 1,845 -------- 615. 3 28. 8 155. 9 2. 71 1. 35 ---------------- .45 25. 59 - -- -- - --- - - ---- -

Total underground 
mines: 

Bituminous coaL ___ 318 12 392 13, 160 13, 564 13, 882 --- ----- 671. 5 36.3 196. 0 6. 41 2. 73 6. 57 2.80 1. 07 45. 59 1. 09 46 
Anthracite __________ 56 -------- 64 2, 748 2,812 2, 868 - - - - - --- 852. 9 26. 5 161.6 7. 61 2. 88 17. 50 6.63 1. 27 63.38 2.92 146 

Total deep mines ________ 374 12 456 15,908 16, 376 16, 750 -------- 697. 0 34.6 190.1 6. 57 2. 75 7. 25 3. 03 1. 09 47.93 1. 21 52 

NUMBER OF INJURIES, BY PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION, AVERAGE SEVERITY, AND INJURY RATES AT COAL MINES IN THE UNITED STATES, BY STATES AND 

DEGREE OF INJURY, 1955 

Dis-
tri-
bu-

Number of injuries tion 
of 

Nonfatal all 
in-

Permanent ju-

State 

Tern- Total ries, 
Fa- To- Par- porary non- All in- per-
tal tal tial total fatal juries cent 

Underground mines: 
Underground (including shaft 

Average severity 

Tern-
Perm a- po- All 

nent t~~~ 
in-

partial juries 

Time-loss rates 

Per million 
man-hours 

Per million 
tons 

Frequency rates 

Per million 
man-hours 

Non-

Per million 
tons 

Fatal Nonfatal fatal Nonfatal Fatal fatal Fatal 
Non
fatal 

and slope): 
Alabama _________________ 11 1 16 151 168 179 1.3 301.9 45.2 467.4 5,725.63 1,531.95 5,954.64 1,593.23 0.95 14.57 0.99 15.16 
Alaska________ ______ ______ ___ ____________ _ 39 39 39 .3 --------- 10.4 10.4 ----------- 1,445.57 ----------- 1,294.73 ------- 138.86 ------ 124.37 Arizona ___ __ ______________________________________________ __________________ _____________________ _____________ __________________ __ _______________ ____ _____ ____________ _ 
Arkansas _________________ 1 ------------ 27 27 28 .2 --- --- --- 53.1 265.5 12,561.05 3,000.00 20,056.56 4,790.17 2.09 56.52 3.34 90.25 California _______________________________________________________________________________________________ ------------- _____________________________________________ ------
Colorado _________________ 5 ______ 2 110 112 117 .9 112.5 38.0 294.0 9,408.54 1,380.55 10,015.73 1,469.64 1.57 35.13 1.67 37.39 
Georgia ________ _________ ______ ___ ____ ____ _ 1 1 1 ---- ------ ----- 92.0 92.0 ----------- 3,052.02 ----------------------------- 33.17 -------------
Illinois ___________________ 16 2 12 772 786 802 5.9 287.5 34. 0 171.7 8,134.67 3,533.41 3,449.53 1,498.35 1.36 66.60 .57 28.24 
Indiana _______ __ _________ 2 ___ ___ 7 198 205 207 1.5 996.4 23.9 114.5 4,271.47 4,116.82 2,420.38 2,261.08 .71 72.97 .40 41.35 
Iowa______________ __ __ ______ ___ ___________ 26 26 26 .2 -------- - 34.8 34.8 - --- ------- 1,868.89 ----------- 3,005.58 --- --- - 53.75 ______ 86.44 
Kansas __________ ___________________ ___ -- ____________ -- -- ____ -- ____ - ___ -- __ - - -- -- - - - - - _ -- - - - - -- - _ - - - - - - -- -- - - - _ -_ - _ - - - - - - - _ - - - - - - __ - - -- -- - - ______ -- -- ________________ - __ 
Kentucky_________ __ ___ ___ 50 5 47 2, 035 2, 087 2, 137 15. 7 621. 3 36. 2 202. 5 7, 084. 43 3, 136. 30 5, 500. 57 2, 435. 12 1. 18 49. 28 . 92 38. 27 
Maryland________________ ______ ______ 1 18 19 19 .1 150.0 21.9 28.6 -------- --- 1,098.97 ----------- 1,806.26 ------- 38.38 ------ 63.09 
Missouri_____ _________________________ _____ 10 10 10 • 1 _ __ _ __ __ _ 32. 8 32. 8 _ __ _ _ ___ __ _ 1, 375. 27 _ __ _____ __ _ 2, 932. 94 _ ___ ___ 41. 93 _ __ __ _ 89. 42 



September 30, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 27647 
NUMBER OF INJURIES, BY PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION, AVERAGE SEVERITY AND INJURY RATES AT COAL MINES IN THE UNITED STATES BY STATES AND 

DEGREE OF INJURY, 1955-Continued 

Number of injuries 

Nonfatal 

Permanent 
Tern- Total 

Fa- To- Par- porary non- All in-
State tal tal tial total fatal juries 

Underground mines: 
Underground (including shaft 

Dis-
tri-
bu-
tion 

of 
all 
in-
ju-

ries, 
per-
cent 

Average severity 

Tern-
Perm a- po- All 

nent rary in-
partial total juries 

Time-loss rates 

Per million 
man-hours 

Per million 
tons 

Frequency rates 

Per million 
man-hours 

Per million 
tons 

Non- Non-
Fatal Nonfatal Fatal Nonfatal Fatal fatal Fatal fatal 

and slope): 
Montana__________________________________ 18 18 18 0.1 --------- 23. 7 23. 7 ----------- 1, 311.10 ----------- 949. 04 _______ 55. 27 ______ 39. 58 
NewMexico__________________________ 1 6 7 7 .1 300.0 50.5 86.1 ----------- 2,267.52 ----------------------------- 26.32 - -- ----------
North Dakota_______________________ _______ 2 2 2 ------------ - -- 130.5 130.5 ----- --- - -- 9,235.67 ----------- 11,667.41 _______ 70.77 ______ 89.41 
Ohio _____________________ 10 ------ 15 391 406 416 3.1 960.0 29.5 206.6 6,791.92 2,935.47 4,752.17 2,053.89 1.13 45.96 0.79 32.16 
Oklahoma___________________________ 1 87 88 88 • 6 150. 0 30. 2 31. 5 ----------- 2, 715. 02 ----------- 4, 003. 99 ------- 86.13 - - ---- 127. 02 
Oregon _______________________ --------- -- ---- ----- __ ----- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --- _ ---- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -____ ___ ----- ___________ ___ __ ______ ______________ _______________ _ 
Pennsylvania (bituminous)_ 43 ------ 58 1, 736 l, 794 1, 837 13. 5 561. 2 44. 3 200.1 4, 307. 78 1, 828. 34 3, 977. 39 1, 688. 11 • 72 29. 95 • 66 27. 66 
South Dakota ___ ------------ - -- --- _ -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -------- -- ---- -- - --- -- -------- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- --- - --- --- -- -- - - -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- - -- --- ---- -- -- --- - -- -- -- -- -- -- - --- -
Tennessee ________________ 6 1 5 228 234 240 1.8 360.0 34.0 214.8 6,063.89 2,620.44 7,200.00 3,lll.40 1.01 39.42 1.20 46.80 
Utah_____________________ 6 ------ 2 160 162 168 1.2 112.5 42.9 256.5 9,845.10 1,937.57 5,774.53 1,136.46 1.64 44.30 .96 25.99 
Virginia __________________ 29 ______ 17 733 750 779 5.7 292.3 32.7 260.6 9,984.18 1,662.48 8,640.04 1,438.67 1.66 43.04 1.44 37.24 
Washington_______________ 4 ------------ 103 103 107 .8 -- ------- 32.2 255.3 37,880.94 5,237.04 41,700.40 5,765.08 6.31 162.57 6.95 178.96 
WestVirginia _____________ 116 5 159 6,044 6,208 6,324 46.5 616.9 31.7 160.6 7,371.16 3,383.87 5,402.23 2,480.00 1.23 65.75 .90 48.19 
Wyoming _________________ 4 1 4 30 35 39 .3 1,575.0 53.1 971.6 27,504.26 15,921.53 17,366.53 10,053.05 4.58 40.11 2.89 25.33 

Total bituminous ________ 303 15 347 12, 925 13,287 13,590 ------ 586.8 34.5 188. 2 6, 807. 45 2, 770. 24 5, 288. 39 2, 152. 07 1.13 49. 75 . 88 38.65 
Pennsylvania (anthracite) __ 49 ------ 33 2,298 2, 331 2,380 ------ 814.8 22. 3 156.4 10, 907. 92 2, 899. 50 14, 968. 99 3,979. 00 1. 82 86.48 2.49 118. 68 

Total underground (in-
eluding shaft and slope) ________________ 352 15 380 15, 223 15,618 15, 970 ------ 606.6 32. 7 183. 5 7, 183. 35 2, 782. 09 5, 811. 58 2, 250. 81 1. 20 53.12 .97 42.98 

Surf~\~bama _ ______________________ _ ____ 2 16 18 18 1.1 375. 0 38.8 76.2 - ---------- 557. 97 - -- ------- --- -- -- ----- - ---- --- 7.33 -------------
Alaska_____ ___ ____________________________ 21 21 21 1.2 --------- 12.2 12.2 ----------- 1,552.15 ---- --- - --- -- -- ---- -- ---- - --- 127.33 -------------Arizona _________________________________________ ________ __ ________ ______ ___ ___ ____ _______ _______________ ___ ___ __ ___________________ ___ ______________ __ ________________ _ 
Arkansas . ____ __________________ ------_____ 3 3 3 . 2 _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ 22. 3 22. 3 - --- -- _ _ _ _ _ 837. 89 _ ___ __ __ __ __ __ ___ _ _ _____ __ _ _ _ 37. 52 ____________ _ 
California. _____________________ -- ---- -- _ - -- -- -- - --- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- - - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --- --- - - -- ---- ---- -- ------ -- -- -- ---- --- - ---- - _ -_____________ _ 
Colorado__________________ __________ 3 21 24 24 1. 4 3, 600. O 16. 3 464. 3 --- - -- ----- 14, 452. 86 --------- - ------------------- 31.13 -------------
Georgia ____ _____ ----- ___ ---- ---- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- ------ - - -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- ---- --- -- - ---- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- --- - -- - ---- - -- -- - -- - -- --- - ------ -- -- ---- -- - --- __ -_____ _ 
Illinois ___________________ 1 ______ 2 84 86 87 5.1 225.0 23.5 96.8 1,680.87 679.35 -------- --- ----------- .28 24.09 -------------
Indiana __ ________________ 1 ______ 1 26 27 28 1. 6 600. 0 26. 8 260. 6 6, 125. 78 1, 324.19 --- - ------------------ 1. 02 27. 57 -------------
Iowa ______________________________________ 1 1 1 --------------- 25. 0 25. 0 ------ ---- - 301. 56 -------------- - -------------- 12. 06 -------------Kansas _________________________________________________________________________ __ ____ ___ ____________ ____ __ ____________________________________ __ ___ _________ __________ _ 
Kentucky___ ______________ 7 1 14 229 244 251 14.7 942.9 32.9 273.8 4,615.07 2,936.61 ------------------ -- -- .77 26.81 -------------

~fs?'~~~~~====== == === == == == == = = = === = ==== ===- --- --~ --- -- --~- -- -- --~ -= ==== ==== === == =- -~~~ ~ ---~~·-~ -= ======= == =-- --~~~~ ~~ -= ======== = = = === === = == ==== == = =-- -~~ ~~ -= == = = = == == = = = Montana_______________ ___________________ 4 2 2 .1 --------- 34. 0 34. 0 --------- -- 547. 61 --------- - ---- - ----------- -- - 16.11 - ------------
New Mexico______________________________ 3 3 3 . 2 --------- 59. 3 59. 3 ----------- 2, 305. 79 ---------------------- 38. 86 -------------
North Dakota __ -------------------- -- -- -- -- -- - - -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- . - -- -- -- -- --- - -- -- ---- -- -- - --- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- - --- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - -- --- -
Ohio_____________________ 1 ------ 4 53 57 58 3. 4 150. 0 28. 8 140. 1 2, 285. 96 810. 37 ---------------------- • 38 21. 72 -------------
Oklahoma_________________________________ 5 5 5 . 3 --------- 37. 6 37. 6 ----------- 1, 030. 88 ----------------------------- 27. 42 -------------
0 re go n ____________ --------------------- - -------- -- ------------------ -------- -- -- -- ---- - - ------ ---- --- - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -------- -- - -- --- -------------- - -- - - --- -- ------- - -
Pennsylvania (bituminous)_ 3 ______ 9 174 183 186 10. 9 741. 7 31. 6 162. 2 1, 493. 07 1, 009. 98 ---------------------- . 25 15.18 -------------
South Dakota_----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- -----------------
Tennessee___________________________ 1 24 25 25 1. 5 300. 0 29. 0 39. 8 ----------- 752. 86 ------------- ---------------- 18. 90 -------------
Utah_____________________ 1 -- - --- 2 41 43 44 2. 6 2, 287. 5 31. 8 270. 0 4, 447. 17 4, 356. 75 ---------------------- . 74 31. 87 ----------- __ 
Virginia_----------------- 6 ______ 2 134 136 142 8. 3 225. 0 30. 7 285. 6 7, 404. 79 937. 94 ---------------------- 1. 23 27. 97 ____________ _ 
Washington _____ --------------------------- 15 15 15 . 9 --------- 4. 6 4. 6 ----------- 267. 86 ---------- ----------- - ______ 58. 23 -------------
West Virginia_____________ 12 ------ 32 750 782 794 46. 4 661. 7 25. 8 141. 7 3, 393. 81 1, 910. 76 ---------------------- . 57 36. 86 -------------
Wyoming__________________________________ 3 3 3 . 2 _________ 21. 7 21. 7 ----------- 228. 08 ----------------------------- 10. 53 -------------

Total bituminous ________ 32 1 72 1,606 1,679 1, 711 ------ 827. 4 27. 8 176.6 3, 109. 45 1, 784. 28 ---------------------- • 52 27. 19 -------------
Pennsylvania (anthracite) __ 8 ------ 7 409 416 424 ------ 932. 1 20.1 148. 0 3, 734. 37 1, 147. 77 ---------------------- . 62 32. 36 -------- -----

Total surface ____________ 40 79 2, 015 2, 095 2, 135 ------ 836. 7 26.2 170. 9 3, 217. 12 1, 674. 61 ----- -- -- -------- -- --- • 54 28. 08 ---- -- -------

Total underground mines: 
14, 531 14, 966 15, 301 ------ 628.1 33. 8 186. 9 6, 113. 00 2, 585. 08 5,846. 90 1. 02 Bituminous coal__ ___ __ 335 16 419 2,472. 56 45. 52 • 97 43. 53 

Anthracite_------ ----- 57 ----- - 40 2, 707 2, 747 2, 804 ------ 835. 3 22. 0 155.1 8, 591. 56 2, 333. 87 17, 412. 90 4, 730.15 1. 43 69. 01 2. 90 139.86 

Total deep mines ________ 392 16 459 17, 238 17, 713 18, 105 ------ 646.2 31. 9 182. 0 6,380. 66 2, 557. 95 6, 471. 99 2, 594. 57 1. 06 48. 05 1. 08 48. 74 

NUMBER OF INJURIES, BY PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION, AVERAGE SEVERITY, ANO INJURY RATES AT COAL MINES IN THE UNITED STATES, BY STATES ANO DEGREE OF INJURY, 1956 

Number of injuries 

Nonfatal 

Permanent 
Tern- Total 

Fa- To- Par- porary non- All in-
State tal tal tial total fatal juries 

Underground mines: 
Underground (including shaft 

Dis-
tri-
bu-
tion 

of 
all 
in-

.iu-
nes, 
per-
cent 

Average severity 

Tern-
Perm a- po- All 

nent rary in-
partial total juries 

Time-loss rates 

Per million 
man-hours 

Per million 
tons 

Frequency rates 

Per million Per million 
man-hours tons 

Non- Non-
Fatal Nonfatal Fatal Nonfatal Fatal fatal Fatal fata I 

and slope): 
Alabama _________________ 12 2 11 142 155 167 1.2 576.8 45.8 579.9 6,954.75 2,399.58 6,880.30 2,373.90 1.16 14.97 1.15 14.81 
Alaska____________________________________ 24 24 24 .2 --------- 22.9 22.9 ----------- 2,371.70 ----------- 2,072.44 ------- 103.68 ------ 90.60 
Arizona ____ -------- __________________ ------ ______ ------ -- ____ -- _______ --- ----- -- -- -- _ -- ---- ---- _ -- -- --- -- ---- _ - --- ------- ---- __ --------- -- --------------- -- ___________ _ 
Arkansas---------------------------------- 36 36 36 .3 --------- 25.5 25.5 ----------- 1,643.85 ----------- 2,989.83 ------- 64.39 ------ 117.12 California ____________________________________ ---------- __________________________________________________________________ ------ ________________________________________ _ 
Colorado _________________ 2 ------ 5 135 140 142 1.0 1,200.0 39.7 164.5 3,834.76 3,630.88 4,093.37 3,875.74 .64 44.74 .68 47.76 Georgia __________________ ____ --------- __________________________________________ ________________________ _______________________________________________ _______ ___ _____ _ 
Illinois ___________________ 19 ______ 13 795 808 827 5.9 767.3 32.0 180.7 9,753.55 3,033.18 3,921.08 1,219.39 l.63 69.13 .65 27.79 
Indiana_____________________________ 4 265 269 269 1.9 1,593.8 34.8 58.0 ----------- 5,515.22 ----------- 3,017.96 ------- 95. IO------ 52.04 
Iowa______________________________________ 21 21 21 .2 --------- 29.7 29.7 ----------- 1,410.58 ----------- 2,317.76 ------- 47.55 --- --- 78.13 
Kansas . ______ ----- --- --- --- -- -- --- -- - - -- - -- -- -- -- ------ - -- -- -- --- -- -- - -- - - --- - - -- -- --- --- -- - - -- --- - ------ - -- --- -- - - -- ---- - -- -- -- --- - - -- -- ---- - - - -- -- - - -- -- -- -- --- - ----
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NUMBER OF INJURIES, BY PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION, AVERAGE SEVERITY, AND INJURY RATES AT COAL MINES IN THE UNITED STATES, BY STATES AND DEGREE OF INJURY, 1956-Con. 

Dis-
tri-
bu-

Number of injuries tion 
of 

Nonfatal all 
in-

Permanent ju-
Tern- Total ries, 

Fa- To- Par- porary non- All in- per-
State tal tal ti al total fatal juries cent 

Underground mines: 
Underground (including shaft 

Average severity 

Tern-
Perm a- po- All 

nent rary in-
partial total juries 

Time-loss rates 

Per million 
man-hours 

Per million 
tons 

Frequency rates 

Per million 
man-hours 

Per million 
tons 

Non- Non-
Fatal Nonfatal fatal Nonfatal Fatal fatal Fatal fatal 

and~!~~~~kY------ - ---------- 72 3 56 2,139 2,198 2,270 16.2 613.6 31.2 242.8 9,983.76 2,751.45 7,619. 05 2,099. 75 1.66 50.80 1.27 38.77 
Maryland _________ __ ____________ _____ 1 15 16 16 .1 150.0 32.9 40.3 ----------- 1, 234.00 --- ----- --- 1,895.18 _______ 30.66 ______ 47.09 
Missouri__ _______ _________ ____________ _____ 1 1 1 ------ - -------- 256. 0 256. 0 ----------- 763.17 ----- ------ 1, 752. 84 _______ 2. 98 ______ 6. 85 
Montana ________________________ ___ ____ ___ 18 18 18 .1 --------- 25. 8 25. 8 ----------- 1, 554. 28 ----------- l, 180. 78 ______ _ 60.17 ______ 45. 71 
New Mexico ______ _______ _________ _________ 8 8 8 .1 --------- 29. 9 29. 9 ----------- 1, 129. 34 ---------------- ----- -------- 37. 80 --- --- -------
North Dakota______________ ______ __ ________ 1 1 1 --------------- 35.0 35.0 ----------- 1,666.67 ----------- 3,203.07 _______ 47.62 ______ 91. 52 
Ohio ________ __ ___________ 6 1 11 349 361 367 2.6 811.4 33.5 170.6 4,104.35 3,034.60 2,680.00 1,981.49 .68 41.16 .45 26.87 
Oklahoma ________________ !______ 3 112 115 116 .8 1,050.0 23.8 101.9 7,471.25 7,240.89 12,470.62 12,086.11 1.25 143.20 2.08 239.02 
Oregon ____________ - _ -- - - -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- - - ---- -- --- - -- -- -- -- -- - - - - -·····- - - -- - - -- -- - - -- -- - - - - -- -- -- --- - -- -- -- -- __________ _______________________ ________ ________ ________ _ 
Pennsylvania(bituminous)_ 50 ------ 62 1,772 1,834 1,884 13.5 695.4 39.4 219.2 5,073.07 1,908.93 4,512.22 1,697.89 .85 31.01 .75 27.58 South Dakota ____ ------ -- --- _ -- __ __ ----- - _______ ----- __________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 
Tennessee________________ 10 1 3 262 266 276 2. 0 250. 0 29. 1 269. 5 9, 214. 96 2, 207. 29 9, 520. 13 2, 280. 39 1. 54 40. 85 1. 59 42. 21 
Utah____ _________________ 3 ______ 6 151 157 160 1. 1 1, 475. 0 37. 4 203. 1 4, 677. 49 3, 768. 49 2, 745. 46 2, 211. 92 . 78 40. 80 • 46 23. 95 
Virginia_-- ---- -------- --- 32 1 14 565 580 612 4. 4 1, 157. 1 33. 1 380. 5 11, 812. 87 2, 516.14 9, 457. 59 2, 014. 47 1. 97 35. 68 1. 58 28. 57 
Washington ___ ·-------------- - ------- 1 80 81 81 • 6 1, 800. 0 31. 4 53. 2 ----------- 8, 476. 82 --------------------- -------- 159. 20 -------------
West Virginia ____ _________ 133 2 145 6,391 6,538 6,671 47.7 501.5 29.3 160.4 7,907.51 2,697.60 5,677.15 1,936.75 1.32 64.79 .95 46.51 
Wyoming ___ ______________ 2 ______ 5 13 18 20 .1 1,245.0 38.0 936.0 17,033.12 9,537.13 11,686.40 6,543. 41 2.84 25.55 1.95 17.53 

Total bituminous _____ ___ 342 10 340 13, 295 13, 645 13, 987 ______ 661. 6 31. 9 197. 4 7, 560. 46 2, 610. 04 5, 671. 01 1, 957. 76 1. 26 50. 27 • 95 37. 71 
Pennsylvania (anthracite)__ 48 2 37 2, 572 2, 611 2, 659 ------ 1, 050. 0 25. 3 151. 9 10, 407. 25 4, 192. 68 13, 490. 95 5, 434. 98 1. 73 94. 35 2. 25 122. 31 

Total underground (in-
cluding shaft and slope) ____ 390 12 377 15, 867 16, 256 16, 646 ______ 699. 7 30. 8 190. 1 7, 823. 86 2, 756. 47 6, 106. 67 2, 151. 48 1. 30 54. 35 1. 02 42. 42 

Surf~:h~~~--====================---~-========--~- ~~ ~~ ~~ 1: ~ ----~~~~- U: ~ 9
fj: ~ --~~~~~~~~- 2, m: 8l ======================---~ ~~- 15~: ~~ ====== ======= 

:~~z~~:.i-s:::: === ==: ======== ====: == == == ==== == == =- -----4------ -4-------4----:2-= = ==== == =--19~ 3--- 19~ 3-=== ======= =--1 ;012:61-: = ====== == ==== ======= == == ::: =--5f 60-= == == == :: = == = 
g~:~~:d'~~---=== = ============ == == = == == == == == ==== =-----16------15---- --15--To-=========- -19~ r--if 1-= == == == == = =--- -439~86-======= === == == == == === = ==== ===--ff 34-= ==== == = == == = 

f ~~?~t= =================== == === == ==== =~~~ ~~ ~--- --ff-----~~ ---- --~~ ---r ~ -~ ~~~~~~ ~ ~--~r~ -- -ff~-===========--- -~~r ~~ -= ==== ===== == ========= =~ = ==== =- -~~: ~~ -= ==== =·= == ==== Iowa________________________ __________________ 2 2 2 • 1 --------- 9. 0 9. 0 ----------- 263. 73 ----------------------------- 29. 30 -------------
Kansas ____ _ ---------- ___ --- ---_---------------- ___________ ____ ________________ __ _______________ ______ ____ ____________________________ ___ __________________________________ _ 
Kentucky___ __________ ____ ____ 4 ------ 6 261 267 271 16.1 712. 50 28. 9 132.1 2, 543. 79 1, 251. 86 ---------------------- • 42 28. 30 ____________ _ 

~rs~~~~i~===== ====== ======= ===== ==== ==== == == == =- ____ - ~ ______ - ~ _______ ~ ____ ·_ ~ -= == ===== =- - ~ ~--~ ___ ~ ~~ ~ -= == == == = == =- __ -~ ~~~ ~~ -= = = = = = = = == == == = = = == == == = == == =- -~~~ ~~ -= ==== = = == = = = = 
~~:t~:xico=================================== 1 1 1 : ~ ========= r~: ~ r~: ~ =========== l, m: ~~ ============================= rt~~ ========== === North Dakota ________________ ____ -- ___ ____ -- __________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ ___ __ _ 

8~l~iiiima============== ================== === == sg sg 
5

~ 
3

:r ========= ~~:6 ~~:6 =========== ~u~ ============: ===== ===:======= rn:~ ==== ==:::==== Oregon ___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _____ __________________________ __ _ 

Pennsylvania (bituminous)_____ 1 ------ 10 194 204 205 12. 2 217. 5 33. 0 71.1 495. 07 707. 86 ---------------- ----- - • 08 16. 83 ------ --- ----

!~~;~e-~~~~~~= ======= ======== ::::::====i===== ~=-- -- -~c---~r----~rTr= i:i~.=ri=- -ff r ;~r f === ===== ==--~: ~~nr == = = == == === = = === = = = = ===== =: =--~nr ==== == == =: =: Virginia ______________________ 3 ------ 6 78 84 87 5.2 375.0 27.2 257.2 4,969. 68 1,207.63 -- - -- - -------- --- - - --- .83 23.19 -------------
Washington______ __ __________ _______ _____ 1 11 12 12 • 7 150. 0 31. 7 41. 6 ----------- 2, 518. 99 ---------- ------- ------------ 60. 58 _________ ___ _ 
West Virginia _________________ 13 ------ 19 814 833 846 50.3 446.6 23.2 124.5 3,320.60 1,164.55 ---------------------- .55 35.46 --- ----------
Wyoming____________________ ______ ____________ 2 2 2 .1 --------- 2. 5 2. 5 ----------- 19. 76 ----------------------------- 7. 91 -------------

Total bituminous _____ ______ _ 23 1 46 1,613 1,660 1,683 ------ 491.5 25.4 123.4 2,206.46 1,113.21 ---------- - ---------- - .37 26.54 ---- ---------
Pennsylvania(anthracite) ______ 5 ------ § 479 484 489 ------ 900.0 25.5 95.5 1,983,33 1,104.78 ------ -------------- -- .33 32.00 -------------

Total surface ________________ 28 51 2, 092 2, 144 2, 172 ------ 531. 6 25. 4 117. 1 2, 163. 01 l, 111. 57 ---------------------- .36 27. 60 -------------

Total underground mines: 
11 386 14, 908 15, 305 15,670 ------ 641.3 31. 2 189. 4 6, 557. 76 2, 329. 71 6, 052. 40 2, 150. 18 1. 09 Bituminous coal__ _________ 365 45. 83 1. 01 42. 30 

Anthracite ____________ ---- 53 2 42 3, 051 3, 095 3,148 ------ 1,032.2 25. 4 143. 2 7, 430. 07 3, 101.35 14, 896. 26 6, 217. 78 1. 24 72. 31 2.48 144. 98 

Total deep mines ________ 418 13 428 17, 959 18, 400 18,818 ------ 679. 7 30. 2 181. 7 6, 656. 85 2,417. 37 6, 545. 09 2, 376. 79 1.11 48.84 1. 09 48. 02 

NUMBER OF INJURIES, BY PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION, AVERAGE SEVERITY, AND INJURY RATES AT COAL MINES IN THE UNITED STATES, BY STATES AND DEGREE OF INJURY, 1957 

Number of injuries 

Nonfatal 

Permanent 
Tern- Total 

Fa- To- Par- porary non- All in-
State tal tal tial total fatal juries 

Underground mines: 
Underground (including shaft 

Dis-
tri-
bu-
tion 

of 
all Average severity 
in-
ju- Tern-

ries, Perm a- po- All 
per- nent rary in-
cent partial total juries 

Time-loss rates 

Per million 
man-hours 

Per million 
tons 

Frequency rates 

Per million 
man-hours 

Per million 
tons 

Non- Non-
Fatal Nonfatal fatal Nonfatal Fatal fatal Fatal fata 

and slope): 
Alabama__ _______________ 5 ___ ___ 22 155 177 182 1.4 549 37 263 2,847 1,691 2,678 1,591 0.47 16.80 0.45 15.80 
Alaska__ _________________ 6 ------- -- --- 42 42 48 .4 --------- 31 778 189,962 6,970 120,909 4,437 31.66 221.62 20.15 141.06 Arizona ____________ __________ _________ -- ___________ ________________ _______ ________________________________ ______________________ ___________________________________ ___ _ 

Arkansas_ ________________ 5 ------ 1 22 23 28 .2 2,400 48 1, 195 64,441 7,426 ---------------------- 10.74 49.40 -------------California __________________ __ ___________________ _______________ _____________ __________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 
Colorado___ ___________________ 1 4 124 129 129 1. O 838 28 99 ----------- 4, 124 ------ --- -- 4, 315 ___ ____ 41. 66 ______ 43. 59 Georgia ______________ ______ ___ ___________________________ __ _________________________________________________________________________________________ ------ ____________ _ 
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NUMBER OF INJURIES, BY PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION, AVERAGE SEVERITY, AND INJURY RATES AT COAL MINES IN THE UNITED STATES, BY STATES AND DEGREE OF INJURY, 1957- Con. 

State 

Underground mines: 
Underground (including shaft 

and slope) : 

Fa
tal 

Number of injuries 

Nonfatal 

Permanent 

To- Par
tal tial 

Total 
non
fatal 

Dis
t ri
bu
tion 

of 
all Average severity Time-loss rates 
in- --------
ju- Tem-

ries, Perma- po- All 
Per million 
man-hou rs 

All in- per- nent rary in- -------
juries cent partial total juries Fatal Non fata l 

Per million 
to ns 

Fatal Nonfatal 

Frequency rates 

Per million Per mil lion 
man-hours tons 

Non- Non-
fatal fatal Fata l fa ta I 

Illinois____ __ ___ _____ ____ _____ 18 1 11 595 607 625 4. 6 517 33 223 10, 138 2, 943 4, 016 1, 166 1. 69 56. 98 0. 67 22. 57 
Indiana ________ ____ __________ 2 ______ 1 232 233 235 1.7 200 29 81 ~855 2, 669 2, 429 1, 414 .76 89.02 .40 47.16 
Iowa______________ _______ ____ 4 ----------- - 11 11 15 .1 ________ _ 29 1, 622 5 , 403 788 89, 431 1, 07 7. 73 26. 77 14. 90 40. 99 
Kansas _____ ___ _____ ____________ - - ___ --- _____ - ___ -- -- -- -- -- -- - - -- -- - - -- - - -- -- --- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- - - -- -- - - - - - ---- - - - - - - - - - -- -- - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - -- - - - - - - - -- -
Kentucky ____ ________________ _ 55 6 56 1, 979 2, 041 2, 096 15. 6 638 33 223 8, 734 3, 630 6, 245 2, 596 1. 46 54.02 1.04 38.63 

~is?'~~~i~====================================== 3p 3p 3p ---~ ~-========= r~ r~ =========== 2, og: ==========: 3, ~~: ======= 5u~ ====== 9~: ~~ 
Montana ____ ___ ______________ 1 ____________ 11 11 12 . 1 ________ _ 53 548 30, 974 3, 010 -------- -- ------- -- -- - 5.16 56. 78 ------------ -
New Mexico_ ________________ ________________ __ 10 10 10 . 1 _____ __ __ 63 63 _______ --- - 2, 493 _ __ __ _ ___ _ _ _ ___ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ ____ 39. 76 ___________ _ 
North Dakota ___ _____________ ______________________ - - - __ --- -- -- ---- ---- -- - - - - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - - -- -- - - -- -- -- -- - - -- -- - - -- - - - - - - -- - - - - -- - - - -- - - - - - - - --- - - - - - - - - - -- --- - - - - - - - -- -
Ohio ________ ____ _____________ 4 ------ 10 272 282 286 2. 1 581 42 144 3, 255 2, 331 1, 982 1, 419 . 54 38. 24 . 33 23. 29 
Oklahoma___________ _________ 1 -- - ----- - --- 130 130 131 1.0 - --- - ---- 18 64 7,562 2, 923 13,488 5, 213 1.26 163. 84 2.25 292.24 Oregon ______ ________ __ _____________ ______________________ _______________ ____ ___________ ________ __ __ __ _________ ______________ _______ __________________________ _____ _______ _ _ 
Pennsylvania (b ituminous)_____ 47 2 50 1, 541 1, 593 1, 640 12. 2 425 42 231 5, 227 1, 802 4, 415 1, 523 • 87 29. 53 • 74 24. 94 
South Dakota _____ __ ________________ ______________ - _ - -- - -- - - - - - ---- - - - - -- - - - --- -- - - - - - - --- - - - - - - - - - ----- - - - - - - --- - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - -- -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - -
Tennessee____________________ 7 ____ __ 5 179 184 191 1.4 715 37 274 9, 877 2, 417 9,682 2, 370 1.65 43.27 1. 61 42.42 Texas _______________________________________ _______________ _____ ________ ___ __ ______________________ --- ______ _____________ __________ ____________ ___________________ _______ _ _ 
Utah _____________ ____ _______ _ 17 ------ 5 183 188 205 1. 5 1, 022 40 558 25, 373 3, 072 14, 816 1, 794 4. 23 46. 76 2. 47 27. 31 
Virginia __ _____ __ __________ ___ 34 __ ____ 19 867 886 920 6. 8 533 32 263 10, 466 1, 965 8, 323 1,562 1.74 45.46 1. 39 36. 15 
Washington____ _____________ ______ __ __ ___ 1 46 47 47 .3 52 49 49 ----------- 5, 942 -- - -------------------------- 121.43 --- --- --- - ---
West Virginia __ _____ __ ________ 168 1 122 6, 327 6,450 6, 618 49. 1 496 30 191 10, 189 2, 566 6, 989 1, 760 1.70 65.20 1.16 44.72 
Wyoming_____ ________________ 1 ______ 1 16 17 18 • 1 700 42 409 13, 831 3, 158 9, 206 2, 102 2. 31 39. 19 I. 53 26. 08 

Total bituminous __ __________ 375 11 308 12, 773 13,092 13,467 ____ __ 541 32 215 8, 765 2, 527 6, 287 1, 813 1. 46 51.00 1.05 36.58 
Pennsylvania(anthracite) _____ _ 49 3 22 2, 159 2, 184 2, 233 ----- - 592 26 171 12, 293 3, 665 22, 976 6, 849 2.05 91.32 3. 83 170.68 

Total underground (includ-
ing shaft and slope) ____ ___ 424 14 330 14, 932 15, 276 15, 700 _____ _ 544 32 209 9, 066 2, 624 6, 863 1, 986 1. 51 54. 44 1. 14 41. 21 

Surface: 
Alabama_ ____________ ______ _______________ ___ _ 16 16 16 1.0 - - ------- 32 32 ------ - ---- 221 ------------- - - - --- - --------- 6. 79 ------------ -
Alaska ______________ ___________ __________ ___ __ 15 15 15 .9 _________ 6 6 ----------- 527 - -- ------- - --------------- - -- 80.67 ____________ _ 
Arizona __ _________ ____ -- - -- _____ ____ ___________________ ____ ___ ________ ---- - _ -- - - -- - - -- -- -- - - -- -- - - - - - - -- -- --- - - - - - - - - - ---- - - -- - - - - - - - - -- -- -- - - - - -- -- - - - - - - - _ -- ______ __ - _ - __ 
Arkansas ___________ ______ ____ __ ___ ____ ____ - - ------ ______ ______ __ --- _ -- _ - -- -- - - - --- -- -- -- - - - - -- - - --- --- -- - - -- - --- - - - - -- -- -- -- -- - - - - - - -- - - - - -- -- - - - - -- ---- - - -- - _________ - - - _ -
California ___ _________ ____ _____ __ _____ __ _______________________ _____ - -- _ - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - - -- -- - ----- -- -- -- - - - - - - - - ---- - - - - - - - - -- - - -- -- - - - --- -- -- -- -- - - - ______ -- _ - - - _ -
Colorado ____ __ _____ ____ ____ __ ___ ___________ ___ 18 18 18 1.1 _________ 16 16 - - --------- 436 - --- -------------- - --------- - 26. 37 -------------
Georgia __ __ ____ _________ ______ ___ ___ __________________ ____ __ -- -- __ -- __ -- - _ -- __ -- -- - - -- - - - - - - -- - - - - --- - -- - - -- -- -- -- - - -- - - - - - - --- - - - ---- -- -- __ -- -- -- -- _ - -- - ___ - _____________ _ 

/~~~~~~-~==== ======================---- ~- f iI ~g ~g t~ 3,Ja5 ~~ f~i =========== NiJ ============================= ~~: :i ============= 
Iowa __ ______ ____ --- -- - -- __ --- --- - - ---- -- - --- - - - --- -- -- -- -- - ----- - -- - -- --- - - - ---- - --- -- - - -- - - -- - - - ---- - -- - - -- -- ---- - - ---- - - - - - - -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - -
Kansas ____ - ---- - ___ _____ __ ______ - - -- -- __ __ -- ____ - -- --- -- - - - - -- - - -- -- ---- - - - - -- ---- - - -- -- - - -- - - - - -- -- -- - - - - -- -- -- -- - - -- - - -- -- - --- -- -- -- - - - -- - ---- -- - - - - -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Kentucky ______ ______ ________ _ 4 _ __ __ _ 16 201 226 230 13. 8 521 31 169 2, 812 1, 740 _ __ ____ _ _ __ _ _ __ __ __ __ _ • 47 26. 48 ____ ________ _ 

~i:~~~i~==== = = ============ == == === == ==== == =====- -- - --~-- - - - - -~ - - ---- -~ -- - -·-~ -=== === == =- -- - ~~ - - - -- ~~ -= == ========- - -- -- -~~~-=== == = === == == == == ==== == == == ==- -~~~ ~~ -= === = == = = = = == 
Montana __ ___ ______ __ __________ ____ ____ _______ 1 1 1 .1 ___ __ ____ 34 34 -- - ------ -- 419 --- - --------- - ----- ----- --- -- 12.32 ------- - -- - --
New Mexico____ ___________________ ______ ______ _ 3 3 3 . 2 -- - -- - -- - 44 44 -- - - - ---- -- 1.866 - - ----------- --- - - --- - ------- 42. 40 -------- - -- --
North Dakota ___ __ _____ ____ ______ ___________ _____ -- ---- -- -- - - ---- -- -- ----- - -- - - -- - - -- - - -- -- - -- - - - -- --- -- - - - -- - - --- - -- -- - - -- - - -- -- -- -- -- - -- - -- - - -- - - - - - - -- _ - - - -- - - - - - - - - - -- --
Oh io__________ ______________________ ____ 1 41 42 42 2. 5 240 41 46 ----------- 854 ----------------------------- 18. 72 ------ - ------
Oklahoma ________ ____ ___ _______ ____ __________ _ 1 1 1 .1 - -- - ----- 5 5 __________ _ 37 ----------------------------- 7. 41 _____ ___ ____ _ 
0 re go n ___________ ___ _____ ______________________ ______________ _____ - _____________________________ ___ ____________ _________________ _______ ______ ________ _______________ ___ ___ _ 
Pennsylvania(bituminous) _____ 3 ______ 7 168 175 178 10. 7 1,053 32 173 1, 546 1,102 ---------------------- .26 15. 03 -------------South Dakota ______ _____ -- -- - ___________________ ______________________ __________________________________________ ________ __ ___________ _____________________________ ________ _ _ 
Tennessee _____ _______ __ _____ ____ _____________ _ 24 24 24 1. 4 --------- 34 34 -------- - -- 816 -- - -------------------------- 24. 10 ____________ _ 
Texas ________ -- __ - - - - - - - -- -- - --- -- - - - - - - - - - --- -- -- -- - - -- -- - - -- -- - - -- - - -- -- --- - -- - - - - - - -- -- ---- - - - - - - - - -- -- -- -- - - -- - - - - -- -- -- - - - - -- - - -- - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - -- - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Utah ______ ___ _____________ ___ 1 --- - -- 3 28 31 32 1.9 617 52 290 4, 841 2, 661 ---------------------- .81 25. 01 ------------ -
Virginia _______ ______ _________ 3 ____ __ 7 129 136 139 8. 3 357 26 171 4, 004 1, 296 ----------------- -- --- • 67 30. 25 -------------
Washington ____ __ _______ _____ _____________ _____ 8 8 8 • 5 ------- - - 15 15 ----------- 789 ------------------ - ----- -- -- - 52. 63 ----------- - -
West Virginia __ __ __________ __ _ 16 ___ ___ 26 824 850 866 51. 9 678 29 159 4, 317 1, 863 -- - ------------------- • 72 38. 22 -------------
Wyoming___________ __ __ __ __ __ __________ _ 1 · 4 5 5 .3 200 67 94 ----------- 2, 730 ---------- - ------------------ 29.10 ----------- --

Total bituminous ___ ___ ___ ___ 27 1 64 1, 575 1, 640 1, 667 _____ _ 656 30 154 2, 723 1, 595 -- - --------------- - -- - . 45 27. 57 ----------- --
Pennsylvania (anthracite)__ ____ 2 - - - - -- 11 450 461 436 ______ 207 24 54 876 940 ---------------- - ----- . 14 33. 65 --------- -- - -

Total surface ____ ______ ______ 29 75 2, 025 2, 101 2, 130 ------ 590 28 132 2, 378 1, 472 ------------------ - - - - .40 28. 71 - ------- - --- -

Total underground mines: 
Bituminous coaL ___ ____ 402 12 372 14, 348 14, 732 15, 134 - - -- -- 561 32 208 7, 628 2, 352 6, 740 2, 078 1. 27 46. 59 1.12 41.16 
Anthracite _______ ---- -- _ 51 3 33 2,609 2, 645 2, 696 - --- -- 464 26 151 8, 135 2,672 17, 008 5, 587 1.36 70. 32 2. 83 147. 01 

Total deep mines __ ___ __ __ ___ 453 15 405 16, 957 17, 377 17, 830 - - - - -- 553 31 200 7, 682 2, 386 7, 231 2,246 1.28 49.12 1.20 46.23 



27650 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 30, 1969 
NUMBER OF INJURIES, BY PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION, AVERAGE SEVERITY, AND INJURY RATES AT COAL MINES IN THE UNITED STATES, BY STATES AND DEGREE OF INJURY, 1958 

Dis-
tri-
bu-

Number of injuries tion 
of 

Nonfatal all 
in-

Permanent ju-
Tern- Total ries, 

Fa- To- Par- porary non- All in- per-
State tal tal tial total fatal juries cent 

Underground mines: 
Underground (including shaft 

Average severity 

Tern-
Perm a- po- All 

nent rary in-
partial total juries 

Time-loss rates 

Per million 
man-hours 

Per million 
tons 

Frequency rates 

Per million Per million 
man-hours tons 

Non- Non-
Fatal Nonfatal Fatal Nonfatal Fatal fatal Fatal fatal 

and slope): 
Alabama _________________ 7 1 21 100 122 129 1.3 335 59 472 5.470 2.460 4, 879 2,194 0.91 15.89 0. 81 14.17 
Alaska__ __________________________________ 29 29 29 .3 --- ------ 21 21 ----------- 3,698 ----- ------ 3,088 ------- 172.41 ______ 143.96 
Arizona_______ ____________________________ 1 1 1 --------------- 10 10 543 54.35 -------------
Arkansas_____ _____________________________ 8 8 8 .1 --------- 46 46 ----------- 2. 024 ----------------------------- 44.12 ________ ____ _ California ________ ______ __ ________________________ -------- ____________ ______ ________ _______________ _________ _____ _______ _________ _________ __ __ ________________ _______ ___ _ 
Colorado_____ ____________ 2 1 4 135 140 142 1.4 925 37 188 4,984 6,131 4,702 5,784 .83 58.15 .78 54.85 Georgia ___________ ------ ______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 
Illinois_____ ______________ 7 ______ 12 507 519 526 5.2 917 44 143 4,550 3,604 1,776 1,407 . 76 56. 23 .30 21.95 
Indiana______ ____________ 2 ------ 5 192 197 199 2.0 912 40 122 4,820 4,924 2,558 2,613 .80 79.13 .43 41.99 
Iowa _____________________ 1 ------ 1 20 21 22 .2 300 38 321 16,266 2,871 23,714 4,186 2.71 56.93 3.95 83.00 
Kansas_ _______ ____________________________ 1 1 1 --------------- 202 202 ----------- 8,137 ---------- - 20,922 _______ 40.28 ______ 103.57 
Kentucky __ _______ ________ 43 6 37 1,650 1, 693 1,736 17.2 440 39 216 8,136 3,703 5,542 2,523 1.36 53.39 .92 36.36 
Maryland____________________________ 1 30 31 31 . 3 50 28 29 ----------- 1,557 ----------- 2,490 _______ 53.44 ______ 85.48 
MissourL----- ---------------------------- - 2 2 2 --- ---- ----- -- - 57 57 ---------- - 488 ----------- 938 _____ __ 8.56 ______ 16.45 

~~~:trJ:~~~~====== ==========~============= 1i ii i~ ---~~-========= ?! 
2

•
0

i~ ===~~~=~~~= ltm ===============i~;ii~==~~=~~= 2iUg =======ifii:i~ Ohio_ _____ ____ ___________ 5 ------ 3 181 184 189 1.9 153 39 199 5,328 1,341 3,234 814 .89 32.68 .54 19.84 
Oklahoma___________ _____ 2 ______ 4 93 97 99 1.0 2,013 31 232 16,606 15,120 31,476 28,659 2.77 134.24 5.25 254.43 
Oregon ____ ---- -- -- -- ---- -- -- ---- - -- - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- - ----- -- -- -- - - -- -- -- -- -- - --- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --- - -- -- ------ -- -- ---- - --- --- -- - -
Pennsylvania (bituminous)_ 28 2 24 1, 020 1, 046 1, 074 10. 7 798 48 231 4, 367 2, 085 3, 515 1, 078 . 73 27.19 . 59 21. 89 South Dakota ____ -- -- _______ _ -_________________ ___________________ _________________ ___________ ______________________________ _______ ______________________ ______________ _ 
Tennessee ____________ ____ 15 2 3 171 176 191 1.9 280 39 574 21,397 4,655 21,489 4,675 3.57 41.84 3.58 42.02 
Texas _______ ------_ - -- -- -- --- -- ---- - --- -- -- -- - -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- --- --- -- ---- -- - -- - ------ -- ---- -- - -- --- ---- -- -- -- -- -- ---- --- --------- --- --- -- -- --- - -- - -- -- ---- - - ---
Utah _____________________ 5 ------ 3 158 161 166 1.6 1,113 39 238 9,341 2,957 5,483 1,736 1.56 50.13 .91 29.43 
Virginia __________________ 30 1 16 818 835 865 8.6 969 38 269 9,949 2,909 8,025 2,347 1.66 46.15 1.34 37.23 
Washington___________ _____________________ 16 16 16 .2 --------- 88 88 ------- ---- 5, 141 -------------- --- - --- -- ------ 58.46 -------------
WestVirginia ______________ 138 6 95 4,381 4,482 4,620 45.8 695 44 243 11,989 4,267 7,575 2,696 2.00 61.90 1.26 41.00 
Wyoming___________ ______________ ___ 1 7 8 8 .1 225 37 60 - ---------- 2, 170 ----------- 1,299 ------- 36.10 ______ 21. 61 

Total bituminous ________ 289 19 230 9, 541 9, 790 10, 079 ------ 680 43 239 8,872 3, 470 6, 044 2,364 1.48 50. 09 1. 01 34.12 
Pennsylvania (anthracite) ___ 26 ------ 14 1, 544 1, 558 1,584 ------ 942 31 137 8, 796 3,465 14, 954 5,890 1. 47 87. 85 2.49 149. 35 

Total underground (in-
eluding shaft and slope) ________________ 315 19 244 11, 085 11, 348 11,663 ------ 695 41 225 8,866 3, 470 6,357 2,488 1.48 53. 23 1. 06 38.17 

Surface: 

~::~~~~~=========== =====---~-======----~-
1
l 

1
l 

1
l 

1
: ~ ---~·-~~~- 1~ 

5

1~ -----~·-~~~-
1
• ~~~ ======================--~·-~~- 6U~ ============= Arizona _______________ ------ ____ ______ _________________ _______ _______ --------- _________ ------- __________________________ -------- ______________________________________ _ 

Arkansas ____________ ------ _____ ____ ____________________________________________________________ _______________ _______________ _____ __________ __________________________ _ 
California ________________________________________________ _______ _________________________________________________________ -------- ____ __ _________ _____________ __________ _ 
Colorado______ ________________ ____ __ 3 19 22 22 1. 7 433 20 76 ___________ 2, 772 ----------------------------- 36. 36 -------------

~fi~~~a-------~ ==========~==~~~~~~~--~~ ~~-- --1- -- ---35------37--- ---37- --2:9- ---- -300-- ---37- ----44-~ ~~:~~===~=-- -----589 -~~ =~=~== == ======= ============- -ii-45-=========== = = 
Indiana___ ____ _____ _________________ 1 23 24 24 1. 9 1, 800 32 106 ----------- 3, 266 ----------------------------- 30. 85 ----------· __ Iowa _______ ________ _________________________________________________________ _______ ___________________________________________________ _______________________ _________ . 

Kansas ____________ _________ -- - -- ---- -- -- --- --- -- -- -- -- ---- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- --- --- -- -- -- ---- ---- -- -- -- - --- -- -- ---- -- --- - -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- ---- -- ---- - ---- ·· 
Kentucky__________ _______ 5 ______ 10 188 198 203 16. l 308 29 190 4, 155 l, 180 ---------------------- . 69 27. 42 -------------

~f;f~~~i~==== ==== == == = === == ============ ====- -----~ ---- ---~ ----- --~ -- --·-~-==== ==== =- -- -~~- -- --~~ -~ ~~~~~~~~~=- --- -- -~~~ -~~~~~~= ~~~~==~=== =========== =--~~·-~~-========== === Montana________ __________________________ 1 1 1 .1 --------- 12 12 ----------- 165 ----------------------------- 13. 75 -------------
New Mexico____ ___________________________ 7 7 7 . 6 -- -- ----- 17 17 ----------- 1, 637 ----------------------------- 97.10 -------------
North Dakota ________ ---- _______ - -- -- -- -- --- - ---- - --- -- -- -- ---- -- -- ---- -- -- - --- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- _______________________ ________________ . ________ ______ _ 
Ohio_ ____________________ 1 ______ 1 23 24 25 2.0 200 25 271 3,302 424 ---------------------- .55 13.21 -------------
Oklahoma_________ _______ 1 ------------ 1 1 2 .2 -- --- ---- 54 3,027 57,232 515 ---------------------- 9.54 9.54 -------------
Oregon__ __ ___ _____________________________ 1 1 1 .1 --------- 40 40 ----------- 42,373 _______ ______________ ____ ___ l,059.32 -------------
Pennsylvania (bituminous)_ 2 ______ 4 114 118 120 9. 5 61 38 138 1, 354 516 ---------------------- . 23 13. 31 -------------South Dakota ___ ___ ______________ -- -- -- -- __ -- __ -- -_ -- - ___ - --- ____ -_ -- -_________________________________________________________________________________ ___ _____________ _ 
Tennessee______ ____________ ______ ____ _____ 20 20 20 1.6 --------- 39 39 ----------- 885 ----------------------------- 22.84 -------------Texas _____________________ ------ __ ---- -- __ -_ -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ------ -- _____________________________________________________________________________________ ______ _________ _ 
Utah______ ________________________________ 23 23 23 1. 8 --------- 37 37 - --- ------- 844 ------------------------- --- - 22. 52 -------------
Virginia__________ ________ 1 ______ 4 135 139 140 11.1 171 39 86 1,421 1,423 ------ ----------- ----- .24 32. 92 -------------
Washington _______________ 1 ---------- -- 6 6 7 .6 ------ --- 58 906 58,783 3, 380 ---------------------- 9.80 58.78 ---- ---------
West Virginia_------ ------ 6 ------ 19 579 598 604 48. 0 427 32 104 2, 200 1, 642 ---------------------- . 37 36. 54 -------------
Wyoming_____________________ __ _____ 1 -------- 1 1 .1 3, 000 ------- 3, 000 ----------- 20, 658 ----------------------------- 6. 89 -------------

Total bituminous ________ 18 ------ 46 l, 195 1, 241 1, 259 ------ 450 33 134 2,291 1, 280 -- ---------------- ---- . 38 26. 32 -------------
Pennsylvania (anthracite) __ 3 . 1 5 357 363 366 ------ 372 20 90 1, 544 1,278 ---------------------- . 26 31.13 -------------

Total surface ____________ 21 51 1, 552 1, 604 l, 625 ------ 443 30 124 2, 142 1, 280 - - - --- - --------- - - - - -- .36 27.27 -------------

Total underground 
mines: 

Bituminous coaL ___ 307 19 276 10, 736 11, 031 11, 338 ------ 642 42 228 7, 593 3, 045 6, 420 2,574 1. 27 45. 47 1. 07 38.45 
Anthracite ____ -- ---_ 29 1 19 1, 901 1, 921 1, 950 ------ 792 29 128 5, 919 2, 597 12, 310 5,402 .99 65.35 2. 05 135. 90 

Total deep mines __ 336 20 295 12, 637 12, 952 13, 288 ------ 652 40 213 7, 412 2,996 6, 697 2, 707 1.24 47.62 1.12 43. 02 



September 30, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 27651 
NUMBER OF INJURIES, BY PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION, AVERAGE SEVERITY, AND INJURY RATES AT COAL MINES IN THE UNITED STATES, BY STATES 

AND DEGREE OF INJURY, 1959 

Number of injuries 
Distri-

Average severity Severity rates Frequency rates 

Nonfatal bution Per million Per million Per million Per million 
of all man-hours tons man-hours tons 

Permanent Tempo- Total in ju- Perma- Tempo-
rary non- All ries, nent rary All Non- Non- Non- Non-

State Fatal Total Partial total fatal injuries percent partial total injuries Fatal fatal Fatal fatal Fatal fatal Fatal fatal 

Underground mines: Under
ground (including shaft and 
slope): 

Alabama_____________________ 7 -------- 14 98 112 119 1.4 630 49 468 5,253 1,708 4,564 1,484 0.88 14.01 0.76 12.17 

~l~f f.~~:~~~~~~~~~~:~~~~~:~~:~~~~~: :::~::~~~~:~::~:~ ___ _J_ ___ _J_ ___ _J__ __ _ i!1~~~~~~~~----J_ ____ ~-~~:~~:~~--1:~-:~:~:~~: __ 
1

J1~:::~~:jJL~~::~_Jl1 
Colorado_____________________ 2 -------- 2 94 96 98 1.1 500 40 171 5, 246 2, 081 4, 346 1, 724 • 87 41. 97 . 72 34. 77 Georgia __ • _____ ---------_______ . ____________________________________ ________________________________________________________________________ ------------____________________ _ 
Illinois_______________________ 6 -------- 6 490 496 502 5.8 1,813 38 130 4,031 3,303 1,530 1,254 .67 55.53 .25 21.08 
Indiana______________________ 3 -------- 5 175 180 183 2.1 1,188 38 168 6,990 4,916 3,892 2,737 1.17 69.90 .65 38.92 
Iowa_________________________ 2 ---------------- 19 19 21 .2 -------- 49 616 37,148 2,879 51,960 4,027 6.19 58.82 8.66 82.27 Kansas. ___________________________________ • __________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 
Kentucky_____________________ 37 2 43 1,259 1,304 1,341 15.4 567 32 223 7,954 2,750 5,293 1,830 1.33 46.72 .88 31.09 
Maryland.-------------------- 1 ---------------- 11 11 12 .1 -------- 51 547 11, 963 l, 119 19, 524 1, 825 1. 99 21. 93 3. 25 35. 79 
Missouri______________________________________________ 3 3 3 (l)________ 33 33 -------- 406 -------- 898 -------- 12. 31 -------- 27. 22 
Montana.------------------------------------ 1 3 4 4 .1 150 18 51 _____ _.__ l, 481 -------- (2)________ 29.18 -------- (2) 
New Miixico__________________________________________ 13 13 13 .1 -------- 30 30 -------- 1,496 -------- (2) ________ 49.48 -------- (2) 
North Dakota •• ______________________ -------- __ -------------- ____________________________ ..•. _____________ . __ .. ________ .... _____ . __________ .. -------- ____ .... ________ --------_ 
Ohio ....•. ------------------- 2 -------- 6 213 219 221 2.5 1,465 27 120 2,199 2,664 1,258 1,524 .37 40.13 .21 22.96 
Oklahoma____________________________________________ 132 132 132 1. 5 -------- 20 20 -------- 3, 584 -------- 7, 705 -------- 176. 78 -------- 380. 09 
Oregon .. _______ . __________ • ________ .. ___________ .... ____ .. -- .. __ ... _ -- .. _. _ ... _ ... _ .. _ ............ _ ....... _ .. __ ..... _ .. ___ . ______ . _. ______________ ... ___________________ .... . 
Pennsylvania (bituminous)_____ 27 -------- 35 860 895 922 10. 6 960 48 257 4, 850 2, 247 3, 611 1, 673 • 81 26. 80 • 60 19. 95 South Dakota. ______________________ . ______________ .. ___ . ______________ . ___ ._. ___ ._ .. __ . ___ ... ______ .. __________ ._ ... __ .... _________ . ___ . __________ .. ___________________ ._._._ 
Tennessee____________________ 18 1 5 104 110 128 1.5 205 37 928 27,413 2,751 26,994 2,709 4.57 27.92 4.50 27.49 Texas .• ____ ._. ____________ . _____ . __ .. ___ . _____ . ____ . __ ._ .• __ . ___ . __ . ___ . __ ...• __ .. ___ .• _. __ . _ .. _ ........ ..... _ ....... __ . _ .. __ . ______________________ . _________ . _________ .. __ _ 
Utah_________________________ 3 -------- 3 120 123 126 1. 5 383 58 207 6, 760 3, 057 3, 944 1, 784 1. 13 46.19 • 66 26. 95 
Virginia______________________ 22 1 21 852 874 896 10. 3 754 36 206 7, 450 2, 958 5, 183 2, 058 1. 24 49. 33 • 86 34. 32 
Washington___________________________________________ 23 23 23 . 3 ____ ____ 16 16 ________ 1, 115 ________ (2)________ 71, 22 -------- (2) 
West Virginia_________________ 80 5 87 3, 750 3, 842 3, 922 45. 2 539 42 182 7, 662 3, 714 4, 311 2, 090 1. 28 61. 33 • 72 34. 51 
Wyoming__________________ ___________________ 1 1 2 2 (1) 3, 000 39 1, 520 ________ 16, 781 -------- 9, 090 ________ 11. 04 -------- 5. 98 

Total bituminous____________ 210 9 229 8, 237 8, 475 8, 685 -------- 705 39 207 7, 052 3, 021 4, 437 1, 900 1. 18 47. 43 . 74 29. 84 
Pennsylvania (anthracite)._____ 41 -------- 10 1, 187 1, 197 1, 238 -------- 802 29 233 17, 623 3, 067 26, 430 4, 600 2. 94 85. 75 4. 40 128. 60 

Total underground (including 
shaft and slope)___________ 251 9 239 9, 424 9, 672 9, 923 -------- 709 38 210 7, 818 3, 024 5, 135 1, 986 1. 30 50.21 . 86 32. 98 

===================================================================================== 
Surface: 

Alabama_____________________ 1 -------- 1 6 7 8 • 7 240 37 507 3, 142 240 ---------------- • 52 3. 67 ----------------Alaska .• __________ . ___ ._. _______________________________________________________ . ____________________ . _________________ . ____________________________________________________ _ 
Arizona. _____________________________________________________________________________ . _________________________________________ ______________________________ . ______________ _ 
Arkansas .. ____________ . ______________________________________________________________________________________ .. ___________ . ________ .... ________ . ___ . ________________________ _ 
California.------- __ • ___ .... -- . ___ . _ .. -- -- .. ------ __ -- .. -- -- .. -- -- -- ---- • _ -- _ --- -- . -- --_ .. --- . -. -- -----• -- -. -- -.. --- -. -- __ ... _ -- _. -- __ -- __ . ________________ ... ________________ _ 
Colorado_____________________________________ 3 12 15 15 1.4 323 15 76 -------- 1,966 ------------------------ 25.26 ----------------
Georgia. _________ . ____ ._ .•. -- -- • -- _ ... _. -- _ ----- -- .. _. -- -- .. -- -- ---- -- -- -- -. -- -- -- ---- ------. -. ----... ---- ------ ----- --... -- -- .. __ -- _ ... -- __ • ______ . _______ ... _. ____________ _ 
Illinois_______________________ 1 -------- 2 44 46 47 4.3 385 32 174 2,307 843 ---------------- .38 17.69 ----------------

l~~~-~~~~~~============:::::::::=:::==::::::: ______ ~- 2
1 

2~ 2~ ~ ~ ----~~~- ~~ ~8 ======== l, m ======================== ~n~ ================ 
Kansas.---- .. _ ........ ------ ---- ---- ---- -- ---- -- -- ------ ---- -- ---- ---- ---- -- ------ ------ · · -· -· ---- -- ---- -- -- -- -- ------· --· -· -- ---- -- ---- --· --- ---- ---- -- ------ -- -- ---- -- -----
Kentucky_____________________ 6 -------- 6 118 124 130 11. 9 690 36 341 5,868 1,365 ---------------- • 98 20. 21 ----------------

~rs~~~~i~:::::: :: : ::: :: :: :: : : :::::: :: :: :: :: : ::::::::: :: :: :: : : :: :: :: :: : ::: : : :::: :: :::: :: :: :: : : ::: : : : ::: : :: :: :: :: :::: :::::: :: :: :: : : :: :: :::: :: : ::::: :: ::: : :: : : : : : : :: :: :: :: :: : : ::: 
Montana·-------------------------------------------- 1 1 1 .1 -------- 4 4 -------- 68 ------------------------ 16. 94 ----------------
New Mexico .•• --------------------------------------- 3 3 3 • 3 -------- 2 2 -------- 103 ------------------------ 61. 80 ----------------

~~f~~-~~~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::·----T 2~ 2~ 2~ 2:~ ----300· ~~ l~ ======== 
16·~~r =======================~·o:ur ================ 

Oklahoma •• ------------------------------------------ 4 4 4 • 4 -------- 5 5 -------- 220 ------------------------ 41. 96 ----------------
Oregon_______________________________________________ 1 1 1 .1 -------- 11 11 -------- 16, 129 -----------------------1,466.28 ----------------
Pennsylvania (bituminous)______ 3 -------- 2 120 122 125 11.5 1,288 46 209 2,135 960 ---------------- .36 14.47 ----------------South Dakota. _________________ .. _______ • ______ .. _____ • ___ . -- _. _. __ .. -- •. _ ..... _. _ ... -- _. ___ . _. __ • _ -- . ___ • _ ....•. _ .•.. _ .• _ ... ___________________________ .... __ . ____________ . __ 
Tennessee ••.• --------------------------·-··---------- 11 11 11 1. 0 -------- 25 25 -------- 376 ------------------------ 14. 86 ----------------Texas ..... __ .. __ . --- _____ . _________ . _______ . ___ . __ -- -- __ .• -- -- __ -- ---- -- -- -- . ----- --- _. --- -•• -• -• ------- __ . -_ --. _ ... ___ ... _ ... ______ ---- __________ .. ____ . _ .. ________________ _ 
Utah.·----------------------- 1 ---------------- 12 12 13 1. 2 -------- 30 489 6, 845 406 ---------------- 1.14 13. 69 ----------------

~~~~~agtoii::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ______ ~- 13~ 13~ 13~ 12j ----~~~- ~} ~~ :::::::: l,m :::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~: rn :::::::::::::::: 
West Virginia_________________ 5 2 22 508 532 537 49. 4 560 31 130 1, 836 2, 446 ---------------- • 31 32. 56 ----------------
Wyoming •...... _____ .. _ •• _._._ ..•. -- _. _. _. _ ... -- _. -- -- _ --- -- .••.• --.. __ -• -. -• _ -• -_ .. _. -- -. _ -_ -•• __ --• __ • -. -..•.. __ .. _ .. ___ .... -- _______________ ... _. __ . ___ .. _. ______________ _ 

Total bituminous____________ 17 2 41 1,028 1,071 1,088 -------- 543 33 156 2,275 1,518 ---------------- .38 23.89 ----------------
Pennsylvania (anthracite)!______ 5 -------- 6 319 325 330 -------- 595 22 123 2, 977 1, 060 ---------------- . 50 32. 25 ----------------

Total surface ________________ 22 47 1, 347 1,396 1, 418 -------- 550 30 149 2,404 1, 434 ···------------- .40 25. 42 ----------------

Total underground mines: 
9,265 9 546 9, 773 -------- 680 202 6,094 Bituminous coaL ___________ 227 11 270 39 2, 719 4, 796 2, 140 1. 02 42. 71 .80 33.61 Anthracite .• ________ . ___ .. __ 46 -------- 16 1, 506 1:522 1, 568 -------- 724 28 210 11, 482 2,226 20, 521 3, 978 1. 91 63.32 3.42 113.16 

Total deep mines __________ 273 11 286 10, 771 11,068 11, 341 -------- 683 37 203 6,617 2,671 5,507 2,223 1.10 44. 71 .92 37.21 

CXV--1742-Part 20 



27652 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE September 30, 1969 
NUMBER OF INJURIES, BY PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION, AVERAGE SEVERITY, AND INJURY RATES AT COAL MINES IN THE UNITED STATES, BY STATES 

AND DEGREE OF INJURY, 1960 

Number of injuries 
Distri-

Average severity Severity rates Frequency rates 

Nonfatal bution Per million Per million Per million Per million 
of all man-hours tons man-hours tons 

Permanent Tempo- Total in ju- Perma- Tempo-
non- All ries, nent rary All Non- Non- Non- Non-

State Fatal Total Partial 
rary 

total fatal injuries percent partial total injuries Fatal fatal Fatal fatal Fatal fatal Fatal fatal 

Underground mines: 
Underground (including shaft 

Al=~~~~o::~~------------- -- 9 21 98 121 130 1.5 875 60 694 6,240 4,191 5,186 3,484 1.04 13.98 0. 86 11.62 
Alaska______________________ ______ __ _______ 1 13 14 14 .2 11 9 9 -------- 3, 496 -------- 1,821 -------- 401.19 ----- - -- 209.01 

~~~~~;a-s==== == ========== ====== == ====== == ==== == == = = =- -----5-- ---- -5-- --- --s-- -- --:i-= =======- -- --74-- -- --74-= == == == =- -2;ois-= == == == = = ==== == == == === = =- -21: i2-= = = == = = = = == ===== California _________ -- ------------------------- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- ______ ---- ________ ___ __ _______ ____ __________________________ __________________________________ _____ ___ _ 
Colorado___________________ 2 -------- 1 121 122 124 1.4 120 31 128 5,170 1,688 4,lll 1,342 .86 52.56 .69 4i.80 

ft~~~a---===================------4-========------s-----354-----359---- - 353- -- - - 4TT935------45-----137---z;945---3;i39--To30--T098- ----:49- -- 44:01 -----:i1----g:41 
Indiana________ ____________ 3 -------- 2 i94 i96 i99 2. 3 i, 550 31 i37 6, 9i9 3, 535 3, 8i2 i, 947 l. i5 75. 35 . 64 41. 51 
Iowa________ _______________________________________ i3 13 13 .2 -------- 25 25 -------- i , 084 ________ i,611 ------- - 43.22 ________ 64.23 

~!~~~~i«v=== ===== = === == == == =- -- --52-- ---- -3---- --11--· 1.-.w-- T 457- --c 519- ---in---- -599 -- ----35 ---- -253 -·1cMo--2-. -853 --Y.-oli-- -c813 -- --csc ·5c91----c 11--- -32.-99 
Maryland____ _______________ 3 ---------------- 21 21 24 . 3 -- - ----- 39 784 45, 706 2, 098 66, 635 3, 054 7. 63 53. 39 11. 11 77. 74 

~~ga;~~:-~ii_=~====================================== ii 1i ii -----T~~~=~=~~ ~i ~i ~~~~==== u~g ==========~~;~~========= !n~ ===========~~=~~ 
~~~-~~~~~a---==============- ---- ·2- --- -- -2-- -- -- -3---- · w----·197 --- -· 199-- ---2~ 3---- -388-- ---- 32-- -- · m--- 2~ 3'if-- 4~ 188---1;292---z;211 · ----: 4o-- · 39: 02 · ----: ff- --2i.-2i 
Oklahoma_______ ___________ 1 ---------------- 112 112 113 1.3 -------- 27 80 10,536 5, 256 23,511 11,728 l.76 i96.67 3. 92 438.87 Oregon ___ _______ ______________ -- -- -- -- -- __ -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- __ -- -_______________ ___ __________ _____ ________________________ ___________ _____________ _____________ _____________ _ 
Pennsylvania (bituminous) ___ 25 -------- 34 825 859 884 10. 3 889 45 246 4, 866 2, 192 3, 377 1, 521 . 8i 27. 87 . 56 i9. 34 

f~~~he~s~~~~~--=::: ==: == :: :: =- ----·9-------1---- -- -1- ----154-- --· 155-- -- ·175 ·---To---- --75 ·- --··33 · --- -374 ·w.-090 ---3:009 ·-13,-574---2.-920 -- -T35- --43.-31 -- -T 23-- --42.-03 
~~:~~========= ==== == ==== == =- ---- -3-= == == == =------i-- ---1 oo -- ---10f-----104-- ---c2-- -- -soo ------43 -----220 -- ·s-:sfa --"f.-805 -- -3, sif ·---9-8y -- -r ra- -3i.-i4-- --~s_o ____ 20.-32 
Virginia_____________ _______ 22 i 11 737 749 771 9.0 643 36 222 7,897 2,353 5,384 1,604 1.32 44.8i .90 30.55 
Washington_________________ 1 -------- i i9 20 21 .2 50 38 322 30, 868 3,946 ----------- --- -- 5.i4 102. 89 ----------------
WestVirginia_________ _____ _ 109 4 71 3,717 3,792 3,90i 45.4 634 38 221 11,030 3,534 5,923 1,898 1.84 63.95 .99 34.34 
Wyoming______________ ____ _ 1 ---------------- 8 8 9 . i -------- 45 707 35, 348 2, 121 19, 144 i, i49 5. 89 47.13 3.19 25. 53 

Total bituminous_ _________ 246 i3 i74 8, 157 8, 344 8, 590 -------- 743 
Pennsylvania (anthracite)____ 28 -------- 11 936 947 975 -------- 354 

Total underground (including 
shaft and slope)___________ 274 13 185 9, 093 9, 291 9, 565 -------- 720 

38 
28 

37 

232 8, 639 3, 020 5, 174 i, 809 1. 44 48. 84 . 86 29. 25 
204 15, 475 2, 813 21, 686 3, 942 2. 58 87. 23 3. 61 122. 24 

229 9, 047 3, 008 5, 610 i, 865 1. 51 51. 13 . 94 31. 71 
===================================================================================== 

Surface: 
Alabama____ ___________ ____________________________ 8 8 8 . 7 -------- 29 29 -------- 123 ------------------------ 4. 22 ---- --- ------ ---
Alaska_______ ______________________________ ________ 3 3 3 .3 -------- 3 3 -------- 167 ------- ----------------- 55.59 ----------- -----
Arizona _________ -- --- ___ -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ------- - -- -- -- -- -- -- - - -- -- -- --- -- ____ - -- -__________ _______ ______ _________________ _____ _______________ _____ ________________ ____ ____ _ 
Arkansas ______ -- ____ -- ---- - --- -- -- -- -- ---- - -- - -- -- -- --- -- --- -- -- - --- - --- - --- ---- - --- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - -- - -- ______ -- __________________________________________________________ _ 

8~l~~:d1~~---=== = == == == == ==== == == = = == == == == == =- -----1-- ----13------19 · --- -_-19- --- -i:s-----400------29-- ----43 · = ====== =- -i;553 · = ==== == == == = = == ==== == == =- · 3.i: 35 · = == = = = = = = == ===== 

:~~?~~~~=== == == == == =======~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~===== == == = = = = ===-- ---1r · ---1r----~r -· -r r = = == == =- ----~r-- - 1~r ~~~~~~ ~- ---~gr===============~~~~~~~ ~ --~nr ==== = = == == == === 
Iowa _____ _ --- --- -- -- ---- -- - ----- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- ---- - -- - ---- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - - -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- - ------ -- ---- --- - -- --- --- -- -- --- -- -- - ----- ----- - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - - -- -- ---
Kansas ___ -- -- -- -- ------ ---- --- - --- --- ---- -- -- -- - - - -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- ---- - - -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- ---- -- -- -- -- - --- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- ---- - --- -
Kentucky:_---------- ------ 7 -------- 5 166 171 178 15.3 855 33 290 6,840 1,581 ---------------- 1.14 27.85 --- -------------

~r;l~~~i~========== ====== ========== == == ==== == == == ===- ____ -~-- _____ ~ ______ -~ _____ - ~~ -= = = == == =- ____ -~ _______ ~ -===== ===- ____ ~~ -= ==== == == == == = = = == === == =- _ ~~~ ~~ -= == = = == ====== === 
~~~ttr:xicii= == == == == ======== == ========== == == ==== ===- -----4-------4-- -- -- -4-- -- --T=== =====-----ff-- --- 12-========- -- -so4-= == == == ======== == == ==== =--51: 02 ·= == ======= = = = === 

8~~~:~;~~~================ =============== ========---- - 1r---- 1r--- - 1r--- 1:r======== - ----~r-----ff ========--;~m-========================--~nr================ Oregon ______ -------- -- -- -- ---- --- ----- - --- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -_ -- -- -- -- -_ ---- __________ __ ------ ___ ___ _______ __ ________ ___ _________ _________ ___ _______ _________ ___ _ 
Pennsylvania (bituminous>--------------------------- 136 136 136 11. 7 -------- 33 33 -------- 568 ------------------------ 17.12 ----------------South Daktoa ____ -- -- -- -- ---- ------ -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- ---- -_________________ -------- _________________________ ___________ __________ ______________ ____ _ 
Tennessee____________ ______ 1 - ------- 1 14 15 16 1.4 120 22 402 8,788 633 - --- ----- -- ----- 1.46 21.97 ------------- ---
Texas _________ -- -- -- -- -- ---- ---- - -- --- -- -- -- ------ -- ---- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --- --- -_ -- _______ __________________ _______________ _________________ _______________ ___ __________ _ _ 
Utah_________ ______________ 2 -------- 1 21 22 24 2.1 50 21 521 12,908 532 ----------- ----- 2.15 23.66 ----------------
Virginia____________________ 2 -------- 6 117 123 125 10. 7 948 27 167 3, 145 2,323 -- ----------- --- . 52 32. 24 ----------------
Washington_____________ _____________ _____ _____ _____ 2 2 2 . 2 - -- ----- 99 99 -------- 2, 536 --- --- - ------- ------ -- -- 25. 62 ----------------
West Virginia_____ ______ ____ 8 1 17 529 547 555 47. 6 550 30 142 3, 103 2, 005 ----- ----------- . 52 35. 36 ----------------
Wyoming __ _____ _________________ ___ ____ ____________ 2 2 2 .2 -------- 32 32 -------- 417 ----- ---------- --------- 13. 03 -------- --------

Total bituminous_ ___ ______ 21 1 31 1, 112 1, 144 1, 165 ------ -- 641 30 159 2,943 1,388 ---------- ------ .49 26. 72 ------ ----------
Pennsylvania (anthracite)____ 3 -------- 6 265 271 274 -------- 638 27 106 2,039 1,238 ---------------- .34 30. 70 ----------------

Total surface_______ _______ 24 1 37 1,377 i,415 1,439 -------- 641 30 149 2, 789 1,362 ---------------- .46 27.40 ----------------

Total underground mines: 
Bituminous coat_ ______ _ 
Anthracite ___________ ---

267 14 
31 --------

205 9,269 9,488 9, 755 -------- 728 
17 1, 201 1, 2i8 1, 249 -------- 454 

Total deep mines _____ _ 298 14 222 10,470 10,706 11,004 -------- 707 

37 
28 

36 

223 7, 498 2, 693 5, 615 2, 017 
182 9, 449 2, 107 15, 772 3, 516 

2i9 7, 662 2, 644 6, 019 2, 077 

1.25 44.41 
1. 57 61. 88 
1. 28 45. 88 

. 94 33. 26 
z. 63 103. 28 

1. 00 36. 04 



September 30, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 27653 
NUMBER OF INJURIES, BY PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION, AVERAGE SEVERITY AND INJURY RATES AT COAL MINES IN THE UNITED STATES, BY STATES 

AND DEGREE OF INJURY, 1961 

State 

UNDERGROUND MINES 

Underground (including shaft and 

Number of injuries 

Nonfatal 

Permanent Tempo-
------ rary 

Fatal Total Partial total 

Average severity 
Distri- -------
bution 
of all 

Total inju-
non- All ries, 
fatal injuries percent 

Perma- Tempo-
nent rary All 

partial total injuries 

Severity rates 

Per million 
man-hours 

Per million 
tons 

Non- Non-
Fatal fatal Fatal fatal 

Frequency rates 

Per million 
man-hours 

Per million 
tons 

Non- Non-
Fatal fatal Fatal fatal 

slope): 
Alabama_____________________ 7 6 18 93 117 124 1.5 233 61 709 5,426 5,925 4,136 4,516 0.90 15.12 0.69 11.52 
Alaska_ ______________________ 1 ---------------- 9 9 10 . 1 -------- 45 640 134, 602 8, 996 54, 898 3, 669 22. 43 201. 90 9.15 82. 35 

~lhio~fn~~--~== == = = = = == = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = == = = = = = = == == = == ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ = == = = = = = = = = = = = = =~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~ ~= == == == =~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ = = = = = = = = = = = = = = ===== == == =~ ~~ ~·~ ~~ ~= == = = = == = = = = = = = = Colorado_____________________ 5 -------- 2 110 112 117 1. 4 80 27 283 15, 125 1, 572 9, 483 986 2. 52 56. 47 1. 58 35. 40 
Georgia _______________________ -------- ______________________ --- _ ---- --- --------- -- -- ------ ------ ------ -- -- -- -- -- ---------- ----- --- _ --- ---- --- -- --- __ ------ __________________ _ 
Illinois_______________________ 5 -- ------ 5 318 323 328 4. 0 743 55 156 4, 244 3, 005 1, 339 948 . 71 45. 70 . 22 14. 42 
Indiana_______ _______________ 26 -------- 4 210 214 240 3.0 792 41 699 65,513 4,940 33,872 2,554 10.92 89.87 5.65 46.47 

~a~~as=============~=================================-----~: __ ____ ~: ______ ~: ______ ·-~-========----~~~-----~~~-========--~·-~~~-========--~·-~:~-========--~~~~~-========---~~·-~: 
Kentucky_____________________ 58 4 26 1,286 1,316 1,374 16.9 519 37 315 13,042 3,201 8,534 2,095 2.17 49.32 1.42 32.27 
Maryland_____________________ 1 ---------------- 12 12 13 .2 -------- 34 493 15,066 1,017 19,342 1,306 2.51 30.13 3.22 38.68 
Missouri______________________________________________ 2 2 2 ---------------- 52 52 -------- 677 -------- 1, 555 -------- 13.14 -------- 30. 19 
Montana __ ------------------- 1 -------- 2 6 8 9 .1 300 72 781 66, 800 11, 478 ---------------- 11.13 89. 07 ----------------
New Mexico_----------------- I ---------------- 14 14 15 . 2 -------- 88 482 21, 262 4, 364 ---------------- 3. 54 49. 59 ----------------
North Dakota _______________________________ -. __ . _ --------------------------- -------------------------------------------------- -- ---------- ---------- -------- -- ---------------
Ohio_________________________ 6 2 9 174 185 191 2. 4 234 39 298 8, 258 4, 811 4, 242 2, 471 1. 38 42. 44 . 71 21. 80 

g~~~~~~~============================================ 41 41 41 -----·-~-======== ~~ ~~ ======== ~:~gg ========--~·-~~~-======== m:n ========--:~~·-~: 
Pennsylvania (bituminous)_____ 20 1 23 792 816 836 10. 3 675 48 215 4, 638 2, 316 2, 871 1, 434 . 77 31. 54 . 48 19. 53 
South Dakota _________________________________________ -___ ---_ ------------- --------------------------------------------------• ---------_ -_ ---. - -- --_____ -_ -__ . ___ . ___________ _ 
Tennessee____________________ 6 -------- I 143 144 150 1. 8 3, 000 32 291 10, 498 2, 229 10, 222 2, 171 1. 75 41. 99 1. 70 40 89 
Texas _________________________ -------- ____________ -- _. _ -_ .. -. -. -- --- -- -- ---- -- -- --- --- -- ------- --- ---- ------. ---- -. --- . ----- --- -- ----- -- ---- -----. -- ---- -- -- -- __ -- ___ ---- -- __ 
Utah_________________________ 4 -------- 1 97 98 102 1. 3 75 48 282 9, 231 1, 817 4, 638 913 1. 54 37. 69 . 77 18. 94 
Virginia ______________________ 28 I 14 852 867 895 11.0 536 39 239 10,072 2,777 6,465 1,782 1.68 51.99 1.08 33.36 
Washington___________________________________________ 20 20 20 . 2 -------- 40 40 __ ______ 4, 188 ------------------------ 105. 90 ----------------
West Virginia_________________ 72 3 71 3, 481 3, 555 3, 627 44. 7 662 41 176 8, 164 3, 905 4, 125 1, 973 1. 36 67.18 . 69 33. 95 
Wyoming___ __ __ _____ ___ ______ 1 ----- ----------- 5 5 6 .1 -- ------ 36 1,030 36,838 1,105 19,627 589 6.14 30.70 3.27 16.36 

Pe~~~~l~~:i~ec:~rtir~~~~~n_o~~== 21~ I~ 17~ 7·~~~ 7·~~~ 8'~l~ ======== m ~~ m ~:~ i:m &m km UI ~u~ 2:~ i~U~ 
Total or average1 underground 

(including shart and slope)__ 256 40 234 9, 417 3, 430 5, 494 2, 001 1. 57 53. 38 184 8, 503 8, 706 8, 962 - -- -- -- - 581 . 92 31.14 
===================================================================================== 

Surface: 
Alabama_________ __ ________ __ 2 _____ ___ 2 .8 575 43 1,485 7,295 829 ---- - ----- - -- - -- 1.22 4.26 - - - - ------ - -----
Alaska ___ ___ ------ ______________ __ ----- -------------- 3 3 3 . 3 - ------- 4 4 -------- I, 542 --------------- _________ 385. 41 ________ ___ ___ _ _ Arizona _____________________ ------ _______ ___ ____________ ____________ _____ _____________ _____________________________ ___ _____ ___ ______ ___ ___ ______________ ____ ______ _____ _____ _ 
Arkansas ___________________________ . -- __ ---- -- -·- -- ---- -- ---- -- ------ -- -- ------ -- -- ------ -- --- --- -- -- -- -- ---- ---- -- -- -- -- ---- -------- ---. -- -- -- -- -- -- -----. -- -... -. . -. . ----. __ 
California _______ ______________ . . . --- -.. ----- ---- . ----- --------- --------- -------- ---- -- ---- ---- ------------ ------ -- -- -------- ---- -- -------- -.. ----- --.. --------. . -.. -. . -.. - ---
Colorado_____________________________________________ 13 13 13 1.2 - ---- - -- 32 32 -------- 796 ------ ---------------- - - 24.71 - ------- -- -- - ---Georgia _______________________________ ______ . ___ -- ________ ___ _____ . __ ___ . ___ . ______ _____________ ____ ______________________ _________ _________________ ____ ___ __ ___ _____ ____ __ _ _ 
Illinois___________________________ ____________________ 37 37 37 3. 3 --- ----- 25 25 -------- 461 ------------------------ 18.12 ------- -- -------

11~~:~~= =----_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-______ 2_3 _______ 2_3 _____ _ !_3 ______ 2~ _o _ _-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-____ --~4- _____ ~-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-___ 1: _5_4_~ _-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_=--=---____ -~~--~~ -=--= == = = = = = = = = = = = 
Kansas ____________ --- __ . -------- -------- ---- -- -- -------- ---- ------ -- ---- ------ -- -- ---- ---- ---- -- -- ---- -- -- -- ---- -- ---- -- -- ---- -- ---- -- -------- ---- --- ------- -- -- ---- -- -- -----
Kentucky_____________________ 3 -------- 2 177 179 182 16.2 105 32 131 3,247 1,045 ---------------- .54 32.29 ----------- --- - -

~r;;~~~i~========== == ======== = ===== == == == == ===--- ___ ~ ______ -~ ____ __ -~----- _ -~ ______ ·_ ~ ___ _ -~~~-- ____ ~~ _____ :~~ -========-~:~ ~~~ -= == == == == === = == ====== == =- -~~~ ~~ -= == ====== == === = = 
Montana__________________________________ ___________ I 1 1 .1 ________ 10 IO-------- 223 ------------------------ 22.33 ----------------
New Mexico__________________________________ 1 2 3 3 .3 900 34 323 -------- 13,370 ------------------------ 41.44 ----------------
North Dakota _________________ --- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -. ---- -- -------- -- -- ---- -- ------ ---- ------ -------- ---- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- ---- --- --- ---- ------ -- -- -- -- .. -- _. -- ___ . _ 

g~l~iioma:===================================------~- l~ 2~ 2~ 1: ~ --~~:~~- 6~ 28~ ======== 3, 2r~ ======================== U: ~~ ================ 
0 re go n. _____________________ . ___ -___ . ___ . --- -- -------------- ------------------------ -- ------ -------- ---------- -------------------- ------------ --. ------_ ---- -_ ---. -_. _ ..... __ 
Pennsylvania(bituminous)_____________________ 3 115 118 118 10.5 1,697 36 78 -------- 1,323 ------------------------ 16.92 ----------------South Dakota ________________________ -------- ____ -- ____________ -- __________ ------ ____ ------ ____________ ------ _________________ _______________________________________ ________ _ 
Tennessee.---------------------------------- --------- 18 18 18 1.6 -------- 56 56 -------- 1,906 ------------------------ 33. 79 ----------------Texas _________________________ ------ ___ _____________________ ______________________________________________________________ __ ___________________________ __ ______________ _____ _ 
Utah·---------------------------------------- 1 20 21 21 1. 9 3, 000 50 190 ________ 4, 529 ------------------------ 23. 84 ----------------
Virginia______________________ 1 ________ 4 115 119 120 10.1 148 33 87 1,540 1,135 ---------------- .26 30.55 ----------------
Washington________________________ __ _________________ 3 3 3 . 3 ------ - - 9 9 -------- 428 - - - - -------------------- 45. 88 ----------------
West Virginia_________________ 12 -------- 22 511 533 545 48.5 490 34 184 5,236 2,041 ---------------- .87 38. 76 ----------------
Wyoming_____________________________________________ 2 2 2 . 2 -------- 34 34 ________ 454 --- -- ------------------- 13. 37 ----------------

Total or average, bituminous __ 18 - -- ---- - 37 1, 068 1, 105 1, 123 -------- 734 35 153 2, 783 1, 650 ------- -- ------- . 46 28. 47 --- ---- ---- -----
Pennsylvania (anthracite) ______ 2 ---- ---- 3 277 280 282 ----- --- 1, 067 26 80 I, 418 1, 242 -- -- - - - ---- ----- . 24 33. 08 ----- -----------

Total or average, surface __ ___ 20 -- - -- - -- 40 1, 345 1, 385 1, 405 -------- 759 33 138 2, 539 1, 577 - - -------------- . 42 29. 30 --- - - -----------

Total or average, underground 
mines: 

Bituminous coal.. _________ 260 17 213 8, 750 8,980 9,240 -------- 600 40 232 8, 098 3, 030 5, 720 2, 140 1. 35 46. 61 . 95 32. 92 
Anthracite ________________ 16 2 11 I, 098 I, 111 I, 127 _______ _ 861 26 130 5,414 2,834 9, 366 4, 902 . 90 62. 66 1. 56 108. 39 

Total or average, deep mines __ 276 19 224 9,848 10, 091 10, 367 - - - - - - - - 612 39 221 7, 872 3,013 5, 852 2,240 1. 31 47. 97 . 98 35. 66 



27654 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE September 30, 1969 
NUMBER OF INJURIES, BY PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION, AVERAGE SEVERITY, AND INJURY RATES AT COAL MINES IN THE UNITED STATES, BY STATES AND DEGREE OF INJURY, 

1962 

Number of injuries Average severity 
---------------- Distri- --------

Nonfatal bution 
of all 

State 

Total inju- Perma- Tempo-
non- All ries, nent rary All 
fatal injuries percent partial total injuries 

Permanent Tempo-
----- rary 

Fatal Total Partial total 

UNDERGROUND MINES 

Underground (including shaft 

Severity rates 

Per million 
man-hours 

Per million 
tons 

Non- Non-
fatal fatal Fatal fatal 

Frequency rates 

Per million 
man-hours 

Per million 
tons 

Non- Non-
fatal fatal Fatal fatal 

~~=~~~~;:e~~::::::::::::::::=------~--------------~~- 7~ 91 9j ----~:~-----~~~- 51 66~ --~~~~:- 4,~~ __ :~~~~- 2,~~~ 0.85 l~l~8---~~~~- 2U~ 
~~~~;:a·s::::: :: : : : :::: :: :: : : : : :: : : : : :: :: : : : : : : :: : : : : : • - - - - ·4 · -----· 4 · -----· 4 ·::::::::: :: :: : : : · ---· 57 · ----· 57 ·:::::::: · · c 854-::::::: :· -· · ·c25 ·::::::: :· · 3f 53 ·::: :: : : : : : : :: : : : 
g~11~tr~~~~=::::: ::: :: :: : : : :: : :- - - - - ·3 ·::::: :: :- ---- -i---- · ioo · ---· ioi----· 104 ·---· c 3 · ---· 195 · ----· 42 · ---· 215 · -· g; 9iio- -· 2: 44ii--· 5; 374 · -· 1: m · -·· 1: 55 · -· 55: 55 · --· r os · --· 35: 76 
~fi~~~----_-_:::::::::::::::::::·--·-11·------2·------5·--·-m-----325·----343··---f 3-----m·--·-·41···--373··1f 1i5·-·3;594··-4;2ss·-·coas··--2.-35··-K11·--·-.-11·---ff63 
Indiana______________________ 6 1 4 192 197 20~ 2.5 360 41 253 15,713 6,697 8,221 3,504 2.62 85.99 1.37 44.99 
Iowa .• • ••• ---------------------------- - -------------- 7 7 . 1 -------- 36 36 -------- 1, 226 -------- I, 507 -------- 34. 20 -------- 42. 04 Kansas _________ : . ____ - _ - _ -_ - - - _ -_ - _ - - -_ - _ -_ - - - _ -_ - _ -_ - _ - _ - _ - _ - ___ - _ - _______________ _________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 
KentuckY--------------------- 37 2 22 1, 512 1, 536 1, 573 19. 6 584 33 189 8, 692 2, 952 5, 101 1, 732 I. 45 60.14 • 85 35. 30 
Maryland·------------------------------------ 2 19 2~ 2~ . 3 250 2~ 49 -------- 2, 834 -------- 2, 833 -------- 57. 61 -------- 57. 59 

~~~fau:~:-_·::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ 3 3 :::::::::::::::: Is ft :::::::: t6~ :::::::: ____ ~:~_:::::::: ~~: ~~ :::::::=---~~·-~~ 
New Mexico__________________ 2 ---------------- 6 6 8 .1 -------- 68 1,551 55,702 1,880 42,540 1,436 9.28 27.85 7.09 21.27 

~~r~~ -~~~~~a_::::::::::::::::: ------5-------3------ · 1---- ·158----· 158----· 174 · --- -D----· 185- ----· 38----· 375 · -· 1: m-- -6; 491 · -· 3: 867--· 3: w----r 32 · --36." 98- ---·: 64----i8." o5 
Oklahoma____________________ 1 -------- 1 46 47 48 .6 100 26 152 18,482 3,983 37,189 8,014 3.08 144.77 6.20 291.31 

~!~~~~lvaiifa-(iiftiiriiirious)_-: :: =- ---· 53 ·::: :: :: =----· 19 · ----616---- -635- ----683---·-a.-6- --- · 552 · --- --45 · ---· 518-· 12: 800 · -·1: 534 · -· 1: 435 · ----891 · ---f 13 · -· 25: 55 ·- --1.-24 · --· 14:95 
South Dakota._---------- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- - ----- ------ -- -- - --- ________ __________ --------. _____________ ___ ___________________________ ---------- __________________ ____________ _ 
Tennessee____________________ 5 -------- 2 118 120 125 1.6 320 35 279 10,006 1,607 8,821 1,417 1.67 40.02 1.47 35.29 

i~:~~::: :::: :: :: :: :::::::: :::· ----·1-::::: :: :- --- ·-r-·---72"- -- --ff ·--·-74 ·- -- --.-9 ·----4ciii-- -- -· 29 ·- -·-114 ·- · 3;040-- ·u42--T397 ·· -- ·57r· -·-: 51 ·- -36."98-- ---.-ff- --16." 99 
Virginia ______________________ 22 1 9 757 767 789 9.8 1,094 36 222 7,959 2,578 4,969 1,610 1.33 46.25 .83 28.87 
Washington .• --------------------------------- 1 68 69 69 . 9 110 20 21 - ------- 5, 554 ------------------------ 258. 57 ----------------
West Virginia ___ -------------- 67 9 75 3, 533 3, 617 3, 684 45. 9 606 37 172 7, 712 4, 430 3, 705 2, 129 1. 29 69. 39 • 62 33. 34 
Wyoming.-------------------------------------------- 13 13 13 . 2 -------- 76 76 -------- 7, 329 -------- 4, 279 -------- 96. 53 -------- 56. 36 

Total or average, bituminous •• 226 21 163 7,624 7, 808 8, 034 - -- - - --- 585 37 232 9, 109 3, 393 4,821 l, 796 1. 52 52. 45 .80 27.76 
Pennsylvania (anthracite). --- _ - 18 -------- 6 753 759 777 -------- 900 27 172 12, 763 3, 036 16, 025 3, 811 2.13 89. 70 2. 67 112. 62 

Total or average, under-
ground (including shaft 

244 21 169 8,377 8, 567 8, 811 --- - ---- 597 36 226 9, 305 3,373 5,083 1,843 1. 55 54. 45 . 85 29. 75 and slope) ________________ 

Suf::~~~~--=::::::::::::::::::: ______ ~_::::::==------~- ~ r : r ----~~~--- ~: 8t: __ :~:::_ l, ~~ ================----~~~- 10t ~~ :::::::::::::::: Arizona. _________ --- - - -- - - --- • - - - - -- - - - - - - - - -- -- - - -- -- -- - - - - - - -- - - - - - - -- - - -- __ -- ____________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 
Arkansas. _______ --- - - - -- -- -- -- -- - - -- - - -- - - -- -- - - - - - - -- -- -- -- - - - - -- -- -- - - -- - - - - - - -- - - -- -- - - -- -- - - - - - - - - -- - - • _. _. _. _ •• -- __ -- -- ________________________________________________ _ 

g~:~~;~~~---====:: :: :: :: :::::::::::::: :: : : :: :: =-----· 2------i2-- -- --i4---- --i4---- ·c3 · -·2: 355 ·---·· 32 · -- -· 354 ·: = = =::: :· 1c411 ·:: = :: ==:: :: :: : : : : :: :: :: :-· 3c 39 ·: :: : : :: : : : : : : :: : 

f~~!~~:==========================================i=-----~c---~c---~c-·n====ii>b=-----~r----~r=======--~]~r=======================--~nr================ Iowa _____ • __ - - - • -- -- -- - - -- - - - - -- - - - - - - - - -- -- -- -- - - -- - --- -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- - - - - - - - - -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- -- -- - -- - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - -- -- -- -- -- - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- -
Kansas. __ ---- -- _. __ - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- -- - - - - --- - -- - - - - •• - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- -- - - - - - • - - -- - ____________________ ____________________________________ • ________ _ 
KentuckY--------------------- 6 -------- 3 155 158 164 15.5 1,667 32 280 6,751 1,868 ---------------- 1.13 29.63 ----------------

~f s~~~~~:::::: :: ::: :: :: ::::: :: :: :: :: :: : : :: :: :: :: :: : : : _ ---- -~ -------~ -------~ ---- --~ ~ -= :: :: : : : _ ----~~ ------~~ -=:: :: : : :_ -~·-~:~ -=:: :: :: :::::::: :: : : :: :: : _ -~:~ ~~ -=::::::::::::: :: 
Montana ••• ------------------------------------------ 2 2 2 .2 -------- 31 31 -------- 1, 798 ------------------------ 58. 00 ----------------New Mexico ______________ --- -_ - - - - - - - - - - ---- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - • -- - - - - • - -- -- -- - __ - - - _ - -- -_____ -- __ • _ -- _______________________ __________________ • __ • _______________________ _ 
North Dakota. ________ ___ -- • - -_ -_ -- • - -- - - -- - - - - - - - - • - •• - - -- -- • - • - -- - - - - - - -- - - -- - - • - - - -- -- - - - - __ -- -- _ •• _ -- _____________ • _. __________________________ __________________________ _ 
Ohio. ------------------------ 3 ---- - --- 3 15 18 21 2.0 838 48 1,011 10,450 1,879 ---------------- 1.74 10.45 ----------------
Oklahoma____________________________________________ 2 2 2 • 2 ---- - --- 30 30 -------- 797 ------------------------ 26. 57 ----------------
Oregon _______ - ___ -_ -- - - - - - - - -- -- - - - • - - -- -- - • -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - • - - - - - • - - - -- -- - - - - - • - - -- - - - - - - - - - - -- - • -- -- - - -- ________________________________________________________ • _______ _ 
Pennsylvania (bituminous)_____ 2 -------- 6 102 108 110 10. 4 733 33 180 1,789 1, 161 ----- ----------- . 30 16.10 ----------------

~~~~~~~~~~:::::::::::::::: ::: ::: :::::::::::::::::::·---·i3·---·-13··--·-13·- - ·-1:2·::::::::·--·-34··--·-34·::::::::··-·935·::::::::::::::::::::::::··27:14·:::::::::::::::: 

~f :~;~j.;~~ ~ ~~~~::~~: ::~ ~ ~ =~~; ;;;; :i;: ~=~: =~~: :::: :; :·· --; 1! ----·;!! -----; !! --· -;r f ::: :i~: ----· i; -----'l! -; ;~; i•~:-i~i -~ ~~~~~:::~:~~~~~:;;~:~: -:!!: tt -: ~~~~ :~ ~~~:~: ~~~ 
West Virginia_________________ 6 1 15 503 519 525 49.5 573 29 124 2,601 2,112 -------------- - - .43 37.50 ----------------
Wyoming______________________________ _____ __________ 1 1 1 .1 -------- 26 26 -------- 275 ------------------------ 10. 59 ----------------

Total or average, bituminous. 19 1 34 1,007 1,042 1,061 ------ - - 783 30 167 3,015 1,673 ---------------- .50 27.56 ----------------
Pennsylvania (anthracite)______ 5 -------- 3 244 247 252 -------- 150 34 153 3, 857 1, 116 ---------------- . 64 31. 76 ----------------

Total or average, surface _____ 24 37 1, 251 1, 289 l, 313 -------- 731 31 164 3, 159 l, 578 ---------------- . 53 28. 27 ----------------

All underground mines: 
245 22 197 8,631 8,850 9, 095 -------- 619 224 Bituminous coal.. _________ 36 7, 874 3,044 5, 227 2, 021 1.31 47. 41 . 87 31.47 

Anthracite coaL __________ 23 -------- 9 997 1,006 1, 029 -------- 650 29 168 8,498 2, 116 13, 444 3,348 1. 42 61.95 2.24 98.00 

Tota.I or average, deep 
268 22 206 9,628 9,856 10, 124 -------- 621 36 218 7,924 2,970 5, 516 2,067 1. 32 48. 57 • 92 33. 81 mines _______________ ---



September 30, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 27655 
NUMBER OF INJURIES, BY PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION, AVERAGE SEVERITY, AND INJURY RATES AT COAL MINES IN THE UNITED STATES, BY STATE AND DEGREE OF INJURY, 1963 

Number of injuries Distri-
bution 

Average severity Severity rates Frequency rates 

Nonfatal of all Per million Per million Per million Per million 
in- man-hours tons man-hours tons 

Permanent Tern- Total juries, Perma- Tern-
porary non- All in- per- nent porary All in- Non- Non- Non- Non-

State Fatal Total Partial total fatal juries cent partial total juries Fatal fatal Fatal fatal Fatal fatal Fatal fatal 

Underground mines: 
Underground (including shaft 

and slope): 
Alabama__________ _________ 6 -------- 18 109 127 133 1. 7 919 47 434 5, 439 3, 280 3, 789 2, 285 0. 91 19.19 0. 63 13. 37 Alaska __________ ___________ _______ ____________________________________________________________ ______ ____ ____________ ______ _________ _______________ ______________ __________ _ 
Arizona. ______________ -------- ___________________________________________ ___ _____________________ ___ _______________ _______ _____________________ _________ _____ _________ ____ _ 

~~~~~:;i~~~=========================================------~-------~-------~------~~-========-----~: ______ ~:-== ======--~~~ ~~-====== =========== === === =--~~~~~-== =========== === Color~do ___ ---------------- 1 -------- 2 92 94 95 1. 2 88 30 94 3, 547 1, 746 2, 108 1, 037 • 59 55. 57 • 35 33. 02 
Georgia •••• _------ ______________ ---- ______________ -- -- -- ------ _ ------- -- __ -- -- ---- --- ----- --- --- - • --- - - - -- ---- -- ---- -- - • -- -- -- -- -- __ -- ____ --·--- --- ---- __ ----. __ - - - __ -- ____ -
Illinois_____________________ 12 -------- 4 394 398 410 5.1 1, 185 40 226 9, 839 2, 814 2, 937 840 1. 64 54. 39 • 49 16. 23 
Indiana__________________ __ 2 1 1 151 153 155 1. 9 300 39 156 6, 162 6, 255 2, 894 2, 938 1. 03 78. 57 • 48 36. 90 

~a~~iis====== == = = == == == == ====== == == == == = = == == == == ===- ____ ~~ ______ ~~ -- ---- ~~ -- -- --~ ~ -= == == == =- -- --~~ -- -- --~~-= == == == =--~~~~~-= == === = =-- ~~~~~ -= === = == =- -:~~ ~: -= = == = == =- --~~~~~ Kentucky___________________ 33 4 15 1,575 1,594 1,627 20.4 502 31 171 7,516 3,027 4,183 1, 685 1.25 60.51 .70 33.67 

~f:l~~~~---============== ========== == == == == == =======- -- -- ~~ ---- -- ~~ -- -- --~~-- -- -_·_ ~ -=== == == =- ----~~ -- -- --~~ -= ===== ==- -~~ ~~~-= == = = == =- -~~ :~~ -= == == == =- _ :~~ ~~ -= == == == =---~~~ ~~ 
Montana·----------------- ------------------------- 1 1 1 -------- ------- - 34 34 -------- 661 ------------------------ 19. 45 ----------------
New Mexico_____________________________ ____ _____ __ 1 1 1 ---------------- 180 180 -------- 972 -------- 570 ________ 5. 40 -------- 3.17 North Dakota ••• ____________ ----------------- ____________________ ____ ____ _____ ___________________ _____________ ___________ _____________ ___ _________ _____ _____ _________ __ ____ _ 
Ohio_______________________ 3 -------- 4 134 138 141 1.8 350 36 172 3,759 1,313 1,720 601 .63 28.82 .29 13.19 

g~~~~~~~= ====== == ===== ======================= = = == =- -- --~~---- --~~ ---- --~~---- --·-~ -= == = = == =- -- --~~ -- ----~~ -= ==== == =- -~·-~~: -=== == == =--~·-~~~-=== == == =-~~~~~~ -= = = == == =- -~~~~~~ Pennsylvania (bituminous)___ 17 1 25 609 635 652 8. 2 951 39 238 4, 091 2, 137 2, 209 1, 154 • 68 25. 47 • 37 13. 75 South Dakota_. __________________________________________________ _______ ___________________________ _________ _____ _______ __ _____ __________________________________ ___ _______ _ 
Tennessee__________________ 1 -------- 4 67 71 72 • 9 74 31 117 2, 262 904 1, 829 731 • 38 26. 77 • 30 21. 64 Texas ___ -------- ___________ __________ ----- ________________________________________ ------ _______ __ _______________________________________________________________ ------- ___ _ 
Utah_______________________ 9 --- -- --- 1 86 87 96 1.2 206 30 591 31,067 1,585 12,359 631 5.18 50.05 2.06 19.91 
Virginia____________________ 22 -------- 10 711 721 743 9. 3 620 30 215 8, 410 1, 775 4, 859 1, 025 1. 40 45. 94 • 81 26. 54 
Washington·---------------- --- --------------------- 50 50 50 .6 -------- 16 16 -------- 3, 512 ------------------------ 218.95 ---- -------- --- -
West Virginia_______________ 112 -------- 76 3,542 3,618 3,730 46.8 815 35 230 12,071 3,340 5,566 1,540 2.0 64.99 .93 29.97 
Wyoming________________________________ ___________ 5 5 5 .1 -------- 39 39 -------- 2,322 -------- 1,637 -------- 59.24 -------- 41.76 

Total or average, bi-
tuminous __________ ------ 218 6 160 7, 584 7, 750 7, 968 -------- 769 34 217 8, 673 2, 775 4,332 1, 386 1. 45 51. 39 • 72 25. 67 

Pennsylvania (anthracite) __ •• 27 3 7 816 826 853 -------- 1, 967 26 252 19, 227 6, 273 23, 888 7, 794 3. 20 98. 03 3. 98 121.80 

Total or average, under-
ground (including shaft 

245 167 8,400 8, 576 8, 821 -------- 819 33 and slope) ______________ 220 9, 231 2,960 4, 762 1, 527 1. 54 53.86 • 79 27. 78 

Surface: 
Alabama__________ _______ __ ________ __ ______ 3 8 11 11 1.0 500 66 184 -------- 1,461 - --------- ----------- --- 7.93 --------------- -Alaska. ___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 
Arizona ___________________________________________________________________________________________ ____ ____________________________________________________________________ _ 
Arkansas. __________ ------- ____________________________________________________________________ _____________ ___________ ____ __________________ _____ ___ ______ ______ ____ ______ _ 
California ___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ __ _____ _ 

Colorado___________________________________________ 8 8 8 • 7 -------- 31 31 ------------- -- ------------------------- 19. 25 ---- -- --------- -Georgia.------ _________ ------ _____ ___________________ __ _____________________ ___ _____ ___ __ __________ _________ ____________ ___ _______________________ ___ ________ ___ ___________ _ 

Illinois_____________________ 1 -------- 1 47 48 49 4. 5 300 28 155 3, 029 806 -------- -------- • 50 24. 23 ----------------
Indiana____________________________________ 1 18 19 19 1. 7 500 24 49 -------- 1, 533 ------------------------ 31.18 ----------------
Iowa __________ -- ----- - - - ------ -- - --- -- - --- - - -------- -- - - -- -- - - -- -- -- - - ---- -- - - -- -- - - - - -- ---- - - - - -- - - - - -- --- - - - - --- - - - - -- ---- -- -- - - -- - - -- -- - - - - -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - -- - - -- -Kansas _____________________________________________________________________________________________ ____ _____________ __ ____________________________________________________ _ 

Kentucky___________________ 3 1 1 174 176 179 16. 3 600 30 167 3, 169 2, 087 ---------------- • 53 30. 98 ----------------

~f;l~~~i~============================ == ========== == =- -- -- - ~ -- -- ---~ ----- --~ ---- -- ~ ~ -= == ==== =- -----~- --- ---~ -= = === == =--- --~~ -= == == == ====== == = = = === = = =- -~~~ ~~ -= ==== ====== === == Montana. _______ ---------------- __ ------ _________ ----- ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 
New Mexico ___________________________ -- -- --------- 1 1 1 .1 -------- 7 7 -------- 126 ------------------------ 17. 96 ----------------
North Dakota •• __ -------- __ • ___ ------- _____ ------ ________________________________________ -------- ____________ ------------- ___ ------ _________ _______ -------------- __________ _ 
Ohio •. -------------------------?·---------- 1 23 24 24 2.2 1,800 45 118 -------- 1,604 ------------- ------ ----- 13.60 ----------------Oklahoma __________________________ ----------------- ________________________ ------ _____________________ ___ ___________ _____ _______________ ______________________________ ___ _ 
Oregon_____________________________________________ 1 1 1 .1 -------- 13 13 _______ _ 114, 035 -------------------- -- - -8,771.93 -- --- -----------
Pennsylvania (bituminous)___________________ 3 105 108 108 9. 9 353 26 35 -------- 571 ------------------------ 16.15 ----------------South Dakota. ________ ___ ________________________ ------ __ ------ ____________________ ---------- __________________ ------ ________________ ------ ___ ____ ____ __ ___________________ _ 
Tennessee·----------------------------------------- 7 7 7 .6 -------- 22 22 -------- 374 ------------------------ 17.34 ----- ---- -------
Texas _____________ ------ --- _________ -- -- ____ ---- ------- - - - - - -- -- -- ---- --- - -- ------ -- ---- - ----- -- -- - - ---- - ----- -- -- -- ---- ------ -- - - -- -- -- -- -- -- - -- - --- - ----- - - - - - -- -- - - - --- -
Utah_______________________ 1 -------- 2 12 14 15 1.4 393 22 470 9,036 1,583 ------------ --- - 1.51 21.08 -------- -!------
Virginia__________________ __ 2 -------- 4 90 94 96 8. 8 335 25 162 3, 567 1, 060 ---------------- • 59 27. 94 ----------------
Washington_____________ ____ ______________ ____ ______ 4 4 4 • 4 -------- 14 14 -------- 860 ----------------- ------- 62. 56 -- ---------- ----
West Virginia_______________ 5 -------- 22 541 563 568 51. 8 1, 051 30 122 2, 044 2, 680 ---------------- • 34 38. 36 ----------------
Wyoming________________________ __ _________________ 5 5 5 .5 ---- --- - 8 8 -------- 850 ------- --------- --- ----- 111.84 ----------------

Total or average, 
bituminous. ____________ 12 1 38 1,045 1, 084 1, 096 -------- 816 29 127 1,893 1, 776 ---------------- .32 28. 51 - - - ---- -- -- - - ---

Pennsylvania (anthracite) ____ 2 -------- 5 286 291 293 -------- 382 28 75 1, 538 1, 266 ---------------- .26 37. 31 ----------- -----

Total or average, surface. __ 14 43 1, 331 1,375 l, 389 -------- 765 29 116 l, 833 1, 689 - -- --- - - - ----- - - .31 30. 00 ----------------

All underground mines: 
198 8,629 8, 834 778 7,308 46. 78 Bituminous coaL _______ 230 9, 064 ----- --- 34 206 2, 574 4, 571 l, 610 1. 22 • 76 29.22 

Anthracite coal. _________ 29 12 1, 102 1, 117 1, 146 -------- l, 307 26 207 10, 724 3,866 16, 001 5, 769 1. 79 68.84 2. 67 102.76 

Tota.I or average, deep 
259 10 210 9, 731 9,951 10, 210 -------- 808 33 206 7,578 2, 676 4,968 1, 754 1. 26 48. 53 .83 31. 81 mines_----- __ ______ 



27656 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 30, 1969 
NUMBER OF INJURIES, BY PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION, AVERAGE SEVERITY, AND INJURY RATES AT COAL MINES IN THE UNITED STATES, BY STATE 

AND DEGREE OF INJURY, 1964 

Number of injuries 
Distri-

Average severity Severity rates Frequency rates 

Nonfatal bution Per million Per million Per million Per million 
of all man-hours tons man-hours tons 

Permanent Tempo- Total in ju- Perma- Tempo-
rary non- All ries, nent rary All Non- Non- Non- Non-

State Fatal Total Partial total fatal injuries percent partial total injuries Fatal fatal Fatal fatal Fatal fatal Fatal fatal 

Underground mines: 
Underground (including shaft 

and slope): 
Alabama_______ ____________ 6 -------- 7 94 101 107 1.4 961 78 468 5,293 2,062 3,461 1,349 0.88 14.85 0.58 9.71 Alaska. _________________ -- -- ______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 
Arizona _______________ -- ________________________________________________________________________________________________ ___ _______________________________________________ _ 
Arkansas---------------------- ---------- ----------- 2 2 2 ------------ ---- 5 5 -------- 107 ------------------------ 21.34 ----------------California ________________ ----_----- __ ------ -- ___ ----------- -- -- -- -- ------ -- -- ____________________ -- -- __ --- ______________________ ____ _______________________________________ _ 
Colorado___________________ 3 1 -------- 86 87 90 1.1 -------- 40 305 9,788 5,119 5,326 2,785 1.63 47.31 .89 25.74 Georgia ___ .----- __ -------------- -- __ __ -- -- -- ___ ----- __ --- --- __________________________ ___ ______ ____ _____ ___________________________ _____ _____ _________________ ___ ____ _____ _ 
Illinois_____________________ 7 -------- 8 429 437 444 5.6 1,097 34 148 5,648 3,161 1,676 938 .94 58.77 .28 17.44 
Indiana •• -------------- ---------------------------- 84 84 84 1.1 -------- 37 37 -------- 2, 108 -------- 906 -------- 56.63 -------- 24.34 
Iowa_____________________ __ 1 -------- 1 12 13 14 .2 2,400 30 626 38,324 17,623 36,193 16,643 6.39 83.04 6.03 78.42 
Kansas ________ -------------------------------- -------- ---- ---------------- ---------------------- ---- ---------------- -------------------------------------------------- -- ---
Kentucky___________________ 42 12 15 1,471 1,498 1,540 19.5 1,087 39 258 20,045 5,810 4,996 2,890 1.67 59.71 .83 29.70 
M?rylan~----------------- -- 1 --- ---- --------- 12 12 13 .2 -------- 30 489 17,066 1,027 15,217 916 2.84 34.13 2.54 30.43 
Missouri_ ____ ---- -- ------ ----- --- -------- ---- ------ -- -- -- ---- ---- ----- --- -- -- -- ---- -- ---- -- -- ---- ---- -- -------- -- -- --- -- ------- ---- ---- -- -- ---- ---- -- ------ -- --- --- ---- --- --
Montana ___ ---------------- 1 ---------------- 4 4 5 . 1 -------- 11 1, 209 5, 942 720 ---------------- 15. 99 63. 96 ----------------
New Mexico_____________________________ ___ 1 11 12 12 . 2 50 14 17 -------- 1, 044 ________ 518 -------- 60. 20 ________ 29. 28 
North Dakota ______ ________________ -------------- ____ ------_ ----_ --------__________________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 
Ohio_______________________ 5 -------- 8 165 173 178 2. 3 386 44 226 6, 306 2, 158 2, 829 968 1. 05 36. 37 . 47 16. 32 

8~!~~~~~==========================================------! _______ ! _______ !_================----- ~: ______ ~:-========--:~~~~-========--=~~~=-========- -~~~~~-========---~=~~: Pennsylvania(bituminous) ___ 15 1 26 604 631 646 8.2 l,lll 48 238 3,343 2,367 1,716 1,215 .56 23. 44 .25 12.03 South Dakota ____________________ _____________ ___________ ------_____________________________________________________________________ ----------- ____________________________ _ 
Tennessee__________________ 3 -------- 4 82 86 • 89 1. 1 175 35 243 7, 067 1, 410 5, 121 1, 021 1. 18 33. 77 . 89 24. 47 
Texas _________ -------------------------------------- -- ----------------------------------------------------------------------- ---------- --- -- --------- --------- ------- -- ----
Utah____________ __ ______ ___ 3 -------- 3 65 68 71 . 9 1, 950 37 369 9, 595 4, 387 3, 813 1, 743 1. 60 36. 25 . 64 14. 41 
Virginia ____________________ 21 1 14 840 855 876 11. 1 440 39 195 8,231 2,944 4,466 1,597 1.37 55.85 .74 30.30 

~!~Ni~~~~ra====== =========---·-ao· -----r-- ·-59 - 3, 57j 3, 64: 3, d 4i ~ ----694- 1~ l~~ ·-g;345- 3, m --n2s--Tss3·- --u9- ~~J~ ----.-52---·2a: 31 
Wyoming_____________ ______________________________ 5 5 5 .1 ________ 15 15 -------- 856 ________ 609 -------- 55. 59 -------- 39. 55 

Total or average, 
188 17 156 7,544 7, 717 7, 905 ------- - 813 40 210 bituminous _____________ 7,385 3,470 3, 500 1, 645 1. 23 50. 52 . 58 23. 95 

Pennsylvania (anthracite) _____ 22 1 9 907 917 939 -------- 756 22 176 15, 919 3,960 21 , 783 5,419 2. 65 110. 59 3. 63 151. 33 

Total or average under-
ground (including shaft and slope) ___ ___________ 210 18 165 8,451 8,634 8, 844 --- ----- 810 38 206 7,824 3,496 3, 838 1, 715 1.30 53. 61 . 64 26. 30 

Surface: 
Alabama______ ______________ __ _______________________ 4 4 4 0.4 -------- 63 63 ----- --- 175 ----- ------- ------------ 2.80 -- -------- ---- --
Alaska ________ ---- __ -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- ------ -- -- ---- ------- --- -- -- -- ---- -- -- ------------ --- ------- ---- -- -------- ------ --- --- ---- -- -------- ------ ---- ---- ------- ----- -- ---- -- -Arizona _____ -- -- ______ -- __ -- ---- __ -- ------ ------ --- ------- ---- ---- __ -_ -- _ --_ -- __________ -· ·-____________________________________ ___ ______________________________________ ___ _ 
Arkansas _____ --- ---- ---- ----- --- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- ---- -- -- ------ -------- ---- ---- -------- -- ----- ----- -- ------ ---- ---- -- ---------- ------ -- ---- -- ---- ---- -- ------ -- -- ------ ---California __________________ -- ---- ________ -- -- -- ________ -- -- ------ ___________ ________ __ ------ ------- ____ __ ____________________________________________________________________ _ 
Colorado__________________ ___ 1 ---------------- 15 15 16 1.6 -------- 35 407 11,281 974 ---------------- 1.88 28.20 ----------------

~fi~r~~a _____ ~= = ==== ==== ====== == =--- ---i-===== == === = =====- -- -· 35-- ---- 35- --- -· 35-- --T 6-= ==== = ==- -- --25-----i9i-- · 3; iii3-- -- · 444-= == == = = == == === = =- -- ·:so-- -i; :57-= ==== ====== === == 
Indiana________ __ _____________ _________ __________ ____ 5 5 5 . 5 -------- 112 112 -------- 1, 116 ------------------------ 9. 96 --- ------ -------
Iowa __ ______ ____ -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- ----- -- ----- -- -- -- -- -- -- --- --- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- ------ ---- ---- ---- -- --- ---- -- ----- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- ----- ------- ---- ----- --
Kansas _______ _____ __ --- _ -- __ -- -- -- ---- ---- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -------- -- ---- -- ---- -- -- -- ---- -- ------ -- -- ---- -- ---- -- ---- ----- --_ -------- _____________ __________ ___ _ 
Kentucky___ _____ ___ _____ _____ 2 1 1 136 138 140 13. 9 240 34 163 2, 303 2, 075 - ---- ---- ------- . 38 26. 49 ----------------

~fs~~~~~====:: =: =: ==:: ==:::: = =: =:: == = =: = == = =: = == == = = = = == = = == = = == == = = == == = = = = =::: =: = = = = =: =: == = = = = == = = = = = = = = = = ==: = ==: = == == = = = = = = = = = = = = =: == = = = = == =: =: =:::: : = =:: =:::: = = = =: ==::::: 
Montana ____________ ___________ ____ _______________ ___ 1 1 1 .1 -------- 31 31 -------- 2, 513 ------------------------ 81. 08 ----------------New Mexico ___ ________ --- _____ ---- -___ -- -- -- -------- -- ------ ------ __ -------- ______ _____________________ ___ ___ _____ ____ ____ _______ ___________ __________ __________ ____________ _ 
North Dakota __ ______ --- __ --------- ---- -- -- ---- ----- _ ------ ---- __________________________ _____ _____________________________ ___ ___________ ,... ____ ______ ___________ ___ ____ ______ _ 
Ohio.- -- ---- ------------ --------------------- 1 13 14 14 1. 4 60 49 50 -------- 417 ------------------------ 8. 36 ----------------Oklahoma __ _ -- ------ ---- -- ---- -- ---- -- -- -- -- ---- -- ---- -- -- -- -- ---- ------------ -- -- __ ---- -- _ -__________________________________________________________ ___ ___________________ _ 
0 re go n ______________________ - - ____ - - - _ - - - - - - - - - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - ___ __ - - - _____ - - - _____________ ___ _____________________________ _____ _______________________ _____ _________________ _ 
Pennsylvania (bituminous)_____ 1 -------- 1 85 86 87 8.6 185 50 120 895 656 ---------------- .15 12.82 ----------------South Dakota _________ ----_ -- __ --- _ -- -_ -- ---- ---- -- -- ---- -- -- ---- __ -- -- -- -_ ---- ______________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 
Tennessee___________ _________________________________ 8 8 8 . 8 -------- 42 42 -------- 862 ------------------------ 20. 53 ----------------Texas _____________ ------- _______ __ _________________________________ ____ ___________________________________________________________ --- ---- ______________ ________ _____________ _ 
Utah ________ __________ _______ 3 ---------------- 10 10 13 1.3 -------- 26 1,405 25,562 368 ---------------- 4.26 14.20 --------- --- --- -Virginia______________________ 2 _ __ _ _ ___ 3 134 137 139 13. 8 233 33 123 3, 905 1, 647 _ _ _ __ _ _ ___ _ __ ___ . 65 44. 58 ______________ _ _ 
Washington ________________________ ------- --- --- ___ -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- ------ -- -- -- ------ ------ -- ---- -- -- ---- -___ -___________ -- ______________________________________________ _ 
West Virginia______________ ___ 4 -------- 15 527 · 542 546 54.1 490 28 85 1, 715 1,584 ---------------- .29 38.72 ----------------
Wyoming_________________ ____________________________ 1 1 1 .1 -------- 6 6 -------- 141 ------------------------ 23. 43 ----------------

Total or average, bituminous __ 14 1 21 974 996 1, 010 -------- 406 32 129 2, 301 1, 260 - -- - - -- -- -- - - - - - . 38 27. 29 ----------------
Pennsylvania (anthracite) ______ 2 -------- 6 252 258 260 --- ----- 1, 193 31 104 1, 644 1, 044 ---------------- . 27 35.34 ----------- -----

Total or average, surface _____ 16 27 1,226 1,254 1, 270 -------- 581 32 124 2,436 1, 545 ---------------- • 41 31. 82 ----------------
All underground mines: 

202 18 177 8, 518 8, 713 8, 915 -------- 765 39 201 6, 404 3, 761 1, 788 Bituminous coal_ __________ 3,044 1. 07 46. 04 .63 27. 04 
Anthracite coaL __________ 24 l 15 1, 159 1, 175 1, 199 -------- 930 24 160 9, 236 3, 063 14, 017 4,649 1. 54 75. 36 2. 34 114. 38 

TotaJ or average, deep 
226 19 192 9,677 9,888 10, 114 -------- 778 37 196 6, 764 3, 112 4, 130 1,900 1.13 49.33 .69 30.12 mines _____ ------ _____ 



September 30, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 27657 
NUMBER OF INJURIES BY PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION AVERAGE SEVERITY AND INJURY RATES AT COAL MINES IN THE UNITED STATES BY STATE AND DEGREE OF INJURY, 1965 

Number of injuries Distri- Average severity Severity rates Frequency rates 
bution 

Nonfatal of all Per million Per million Per million Per million 
in- man-hours tons man-hours tons 

Permanent Tern- Total juries, Perm a- Tern-
porary non- All in- per- nent porary All in- Non- Non- Non- Non-

State Fatal Total Partial total fatal juries cent partial total juries Fatal fatal Fatal fatal Fatal fatal Fatal fatal 

Underground mines : 
Underground (including shaft 

and slope): 
Alabama______________ _____ 6 ________ 7 84 91 97 1.2 126 70 441 5,385 1,007 3,630 679 0.90 13.61 0.61 9.18 Alaska _____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ --------------- ________________________________ _ 
Arizona __________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 

Arkansas______________ ____________________________ _ 7 7 7 .1 -------- 19 19 -------- 1,568 ------------------------ 81.94 ----------------
California ______ ---- ______ -- -- ---- -- - - - ___ -- -- -- -- - - -- -- -- - - - - ---- -- - - -- - - - - - - --- -- - - - --- - -- ---- -- -- - - --- - -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- - ----- -- -- ---- - - ---- -- -- -- • __ ------- ____________ _ 
Colorado_____ ___ ___________ 11 ________ 1 94 95 106 1.3 120 29 649 33,833 1,448 18,73{) 801 5.64 48.70 3.12 26.96 Georgia ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ ------ ____________________________________ _ 
Illinois____________ ___ ___ ___ 7 ________ 10 462 472 479 5. 9 1,208 38 150 5,495 3,900 1,631 1, 158 .92 61.75 .27 18.33 
Indiana_________ ___ _________ _______________ 1 44 45 45 .6 4,500 42 141 -------- 6,508 -------- 2,775 -------- 46.24 -------- 19.72 
Iowa________ _______ _____ ___ ________________ 1 8 9 9 .1 60 24 28 -------- 1,950 -------- 1, 276 -------- 69.65 -------- 45.58 
Kansas ____________ - --- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- - - -- -- -- -- - - -- -- -- -- - - -- ---- - - -- -- -- -- - - - -- -- -- -- -- --- - -- -- -- -- - - -- -- - - -- --- - ------ -- -- ---- ------ - - - - - - ---- -- - - - ----- -- --- - - - -- ---- -
Kentucky__ _________________ 35 2 26 1,239 1,267 1,302 15.9 701 33 216 8,448 2,878 4,141 1,411 1.41 50.97 .69 24.98 

~i:l~~~i~=== ========================------~-========------~----- --~---- --- ~------~~-======== -----~~--- --~~~-========-~~:~~~ -====== ==-~~:~~~-========--~~~~~-===== ===- --~~~~~ Montana______ ___ ____ ______ ___ ___________ _____ __ ___ 7 7 7 .1 -------- 25 25 -------- 2,169 ------------------------ 87.26 ----------------
New Mexico________ _____________ _____ __________ ____ 11 11 11 .1 -------- 41 41 -------- 2, 520 -------- 1, 083 -------- 60. 93 -- ------ 26.19 
North Dakota ______ ------ __ -------- _____ ________ ______ ______________________ -- _____ -- ___ _____ ------- ---- - -- -- --- - -- ---- -- -- __ -- - -- --- ______________________________________ _ 
Ohio__________ ___ __________ 4 -------- 3 201 204 208 2.5 1,578 39 175 5,101 2,654 2,158 1,123 .85 43.36 .36 18.34 
Oklahoma _________________________ ________________ -- -- ---- -- ---- --- - - --- - -- - ---- - - -- ----- - - - -- ----- - - - - - - - ------ -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- - ------ -- -- -- - - --- -- - - --- - --- - - --- - -- -- - --
Oregon ___________________________________________ - - - -- -- - - ---- -- -- --- -- - -- --- - -- -- - - -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ------ - - ------- - ---------- --- - -- -- - - - - - - -- ---- -- -- -- -----
Pennsylvania (bituminous) ___ 30 1 28 680 709 739 9.0 406 55 318 6,517 1,985 3,225 982 1.09 25.67 .54 12.70 
South Dakota _____________________________________________________________ --- ---- __________________ --- -_ -- -------- --------- __ ---- ________ -------- ______________ ~- __________ _ 
Tennessee_________ _________ 11 -------- 1 93 94 105 1. 3 135 29 655 26, 250 l, 115 19, 331 821 4. 38 37. 39 3. 22 27. 53 
Texas _______________ -- -- -- -- - ----- -- - - ---- -- -- -- -- - ------- -- ----- --- - --- -- - - -- - - - - -- ---- -- - - -- --- - -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -------- - ----- -- -- - --- -- - --- - - - - ----- - - - - --- -- - - --- - -- ---
Utah_____ _____ _________ ____ 2 1 3 75 79 81 1. 0 173 28 255 6, 554 4, 705 2, 395 1, 720 1. 09 43.15 . 40 15. 77 
Virginia_ ______ _____________ 24 1 18 833 852 876 10.7 782 38 224 9,711 3,501 4,898 1,766 1.62 57.45 .82 28.98 
Washington_________________________________ __ ______ 10 10 10 • 1 _ _ __ __ __ 40 40 _ ____ ___ 3, 536 _ ____ ___ _ _ _________ _ _ __ _ 88. 83 _______________ _ 
WestVirginia_______________ 85 8 100 3,870 3,978 4,063 49.8 763 38 192 8,742 4,621 3,798 2,007 1.46 68.19 .63 29. 62 
Wyoming_______ __________ ____________ _____ _________ 12 12 12 .1 -------- 48 48 ----- --- 6, 711 -------- 4, 589 -------- 140. 80 -------- 96. 27 

Total or average, bitumi-
8, 166 ------ -- 39 222 8, 430 3, 878 nous _________ __________ 215 14 199 7, 738 7, 951 719 3, 437 1, 581 1. 41 51. 96 .65 23. 90 

Pennsylvania (anthracite) ____ 8 -------- 8 692 700 708 - ------- 211 29 98 7,449 3, 373 9, 046 4, 096 1. 24 108. 63 1. 51 131. 92 

Total or average, under-
ground (including shaft 

223 and slope) ______________ 14 207 8, 430 8, 651 8, 874 -------- 699 38 212 8, 391 3, 434 3, 959 1, 620 1. 40 54. 25 .66 25.60 

Surface: 
Alabama_ _________ ____________ ____ _____ ___________ _ 14 14 14 1. 4 -------- 31 31 -------- 323 ------------------------ 10. 47 --- ------------ -
Alaska ______________ ___ ___________________________ _________ ______________ --- -- __ - - - ___ - - _____ - _ - -- __ -- -- -- -- __ - - __ -- -- ---- ______ -- __ -- __ _________ __ ________________ _______ _ 
Arizona ______________________________________ __ ___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 
Arkansas ___________________ ___ ___________________________________ - -- __ -- __ - - - - ______ - - -- - - - - -- -- - - __ - - - - - - ---- -- __ -- ____ -- -- __ -- -- __ ---- __________________________________ _ 
California _________________________________________________________________________________________ ___ _______________________________ __ _____________________________________ _ 
Colorado____ ____ ___ _______________ __________ ____ ___ 8 8 8 • 8 -------- 13 13 -------- 232 ------ ------- ----------- 17. 48 ----------------

~fi~~~~-----=: = == == = = := == == :: :- -----i-::: ==== == = === == =- ---·34- -----34---- --35- ---T 4-= == == == =- -- --35- ---·206--T 933- --- ·597-= = === ==:: == == == =- -- -: 49- --is: 52 ·= == == == == = = = = == = 
Indiana______ ___ __________________________________ _ 13 13 13 1.3 -------- 54 54 ------- - 1,457 ------------------------ 27.09 ----- - ----------
Iowa________ ___ ___ _________________________________ 1 1 1 .1 -------- 53 53 -------- 2, 179 ------------------------ 41.12 ----------------
Kansas ________________________________________________ __ ____________ -- ______ -- -- _ - -- __ -- -- - - -- -- - - - - -- _ - - - - ___ - - - - __________ -- -- -- ___ ___ __ ---- _____ _________ _______ ______ _ _ 
Kentucky_ ___________ ___ ____ 4 ________ 1 144 145 149 14. 5 300 26 188 4, 450 757 ---------------- • 74 26. 88 ----------------

~is7~~~i~==== == = = == ====== = = == == = = == == == == == = = == =====------~ ______ -~ ______ -~ _____ - ·-~ -= == == = = =- ____ ~~ ______ ~~ -=== :: :: : ___ -~~~ _: ==== == ==== == ==== :: :: :: =- -~~~ ~~ -= = = == == :: ===== =: 
~~~t~:xico~~== ===== =============== ================ ~ ~ ~ j ======== 

1

i 
1

i ======== l, m ======================== ~u~ ================ North Dakota _______________________________________________________ ____ _______ ___________________________ ___ ___ ____________________________ _____ ___ _______________ ________ _ 

Ohio_ _________ _____________ 1 ---------------- 29 29 30 2. 9 -------- 29 228 3, 514 491 ---------------- • 59 16. 98 ----------------Oklahoma _________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 
Oregon _____________________________ _____ ___ _____ -------- __________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 

Pennsylvania (bituminous)__ _ 1 1 6 86 93 94 9. 2 323 51 195 895 1, 832 ---------------- .15 13. 87 ----------------South Dakota ______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 

Tennessee____________ ______ ________________ 1 5 6 6 . 6 740 13 134 -------- 1, 727 ------------------------ 12. 87 ---- --------- ---Texas ____ _____ ____________ ___________________________________ ___ ____________ ________ -- ____________ ---- ____________________________________________________________________ _ 

Utah--------------------- ----------------------- --- 13 13 13 1. 3 -------- 42 42 -------- 782 ------------------------ 18. 76 ------ --------- -
Virginia__________________ __ 1 ________ 3 79 82 83 8.1 800 28 128 2, 647 2, 045 ----- ----------- . 44 36.17 ----------------
Washington__________________ __ ______ ____ __ __ __ _____ 2 2 2 . 2 -------- 16 16 ___ ___ __ 1, 021 -------- ---------------- 63. 84 ----------------
West Virginia_______________ 9 ________ 14 545 559 568 55.4 1,261 32 157 3,885 2,523 --- --- -------- -- .65 40.22 ----------------
Wyoming_ _______ ______________ ______ ___ ____________ 2 2 2 . 2 -------- 2 2 ________ 93 ----------- -- ----------- 61. 67 ----------------

Total or average, 
bituminous______ _______ 17 1 

Pennsylvania (anthracite) ____ _______________ _ 
25 

3 
983 1,009 1,026 -------- 922 
218 221 221 -------- 207 

Totaloraverage,surface__ _ 17 28 1,201 1,230 1,247 -------- 845 

All underground mines: 
Bituminous coaL_______ 232 15 224 8, 721 8, 960 9, 192 ________ 741 
Anthracite coal__________ 8 -------- 11 910 921 929 ________ 210 

Total or average, deep 
mines__________________ 240 15 235 9,631 9,881 10, 121 -------- 716 

32 159 2, 855 
32 34 --------

32 137 2,426 

38 215 7, 375 
30 83 3, 765 

37 203 7, 146 

1, 704 ---------------- . 48 28. 24 ----------------
1, 200 ------------------------ 35. 04 ----------------

1, 628 - -- -- -- ---- - - - - - .40 29. 26 ----- ---- -- ----· 

3, 109 4, 184 1, 764 1. 23 47. 47 . 70 26. 93 
2, 298 5, 367 3, 276 . 63 72. 23 .89 102. 98 

3, 057 4,215 1, 803 1.19 49. 04 • 70 28. 92 
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NUMBER OF INJURIES, BY PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION, INJURY RATES, AND AVERAGE SEVERITY AT COAL MINES IN THE UNITED STATES, BY STATE AND DEGREE OF INJURY, 1966 

Number of injuries Distri-
bution 

Frequency rates Severity rates Average severity 

Nonfatal of all Per million Per million Per million Per million 
in- man-hours tons man-hours tons Per-

Permanent Tern- Total juries, ma- Tern-
porary non- All in- per- Non- Non- Non- Non- nent porary All in-

State Fatal Total Partial total fatal juries cent Fatal fatal Fatal fatal Fatal fatal Fatal fatal partial total juries 

Underground mines: 
Underground (including shaft 

and slope): 
Alabama_------------------ 4 -------- 4 87 91 95 1. 2 0. 68 15. 36 0. 45 10.19 4, 051 1, 056 2, 687 700 138 66 318 
Alaska.--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------A rizo na ___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 

Arkansas·---------------------------------- 1 3 4 4 • 1 -------- 53. 05 ------------------------ 7, 056 ---------------- 400 44 133 California __________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 

Colorado___________________ 5 -------- 1 100 101 106 1.4 2. 56 51.70 1.39 28.02 15,357 1,356 8,321 735 100 25 308 
Illinois_____________________ 5 -------- 10 445 455 460 6. O • 63 57. 63 . 18 16. 59 3, 800 2, 925 1, 094 842 485 41 115 
Indiana ______ -------------- 1 ---------------- 51 51 52 • 7 1. 41 71. 73 • 54 27. 53 8, 439 1, 992 3, 239 764 -------- 28 143 
Iowa_______________________ 1 ---------------- 7 7 8 . 1 8. 92 62. 47 3. 79 26. 56 53, 545 1, 151 22, 765 489 -------- 18 766 
Kansas---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Kentucky___________________ 36 1 24 1, 218 1, 243 1, 279 16. 7 1. 44 49. 74 • 65 22. 38 8, 644 3, 208 3, 889 1, 443 1, 306 35 232 

~~?'~~~i~:::.:-.:-.:-::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ______ ~------~--------~------~~-=::::::: __ :~~~~-========--=~~~~-========----~~~-========----~:~-========-----~~-------~= 
Montana___________________ 1 ---------------- 6 6 7 .1 10. 71 64. 27 ---------------- 64, 269 1, 757 ------------------------ 27 881 
New Mexico.--------------------------------------- 17 17 17 . 2 -------- 108. 63 -------- 45. 32 -------- 1, 975 -------- 824 -------- 18 18 
North Dakota ____________ ------------ ______ ---- ___________ ------- ____ -- --- _____ --- _ -- ---- _ - -- __ -- _ - ------ ------------ -------- -- -- ------ -- ------ ---- ---- __ -- ------ -------- - __ 
Ohio_______________________ 6 -------- 9 242 251 257 3.4 1.17 49.10 .46 19.30 7,042 2,367 2,769 931 498 31 187 
Oklahoma. ______ -- ___ - -- -_ ---- -- - - - ___ -- - __ - ---- - __ - - - -- -- -- -- -- - - -- - - -- - - - - -- -- - - -- - - -- - - -- -- -- - - -- - - -- - --- -- - - -- - - - - --- - -- - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- - _ -_ -_ - _ - - - - -_ - _ -_ -- -- - _ -Oregon ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 

Pennsylvania(bituminous)___ 25 -------- 23 678 701 726 9.5 .92 25.81 .45 12.56 5,523 1,447 2,687 704 512 41 261 South Dakota ____________________________________________________________ ___ _______________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 
Tennessee__________________ 6 -------- 1 87 88 94 1.2 2. 96 43.43 1.65 24.14 17, 765 1,496 9,874 832 200 33 415 
Texas _____________ -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - • - -- •• -- - - - - -- -- - - - - - • - - -- - - • - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -
Utah_______________________ 5 -------- 3 74 77 82 1.1 3.03 46.69 1.07 16.55 18,190 1,660 6,447 588 200 29 399 
Virginia____________________ 25 -------- 16 733 749 774 10.1 1.70 50.90 .84 25.29 10,194 1,993 5,065 990 171 36 232 
Washington·---------------------------------------- 4 4 4 .1 -------- 36. 24 ------------------------ 806 ------------------------ 22 22 
WestVirginia_______________ 69 1 62 3,550 3,613 3,682 48.1 1.22 64.07 .52 27.22 7,341 2,555 3,119 1,086 356 33 152 
Wyoming___________________________________ 2 4 6 6 .1 -------- 90. 51 -------- 48. 76 -------- 54, 803 -------- 29, 526 1, 800 8 606 

Total or average, bitu-
189 2 156 7,312 7,470 7,659 -------- 1.26 49.98 .56 22.08 7,588 2,337 3,353 1, 032 530 35 194 minous ______ -----------

Pennsylvania (anthracite) ____ 5 -------- 5 490 495 500 -------- 1.10 108. 78 1.23 121. 34 6,593 3, 783 7,354 4,220 1, 015 25 94 

Total or average under-
ground (including shaft 

194 161 7, 802 7,965 8, 159 -------- 1. 26 51. 72 .57 23.27 7, 558 2,379 3,400 1, 070 545 34 188 and slope) ______________ 

Surface: 
Alabama___________________________________ 1 7 8 8 1.1 -------- 8. 54 ------------------------ 381 ---------------- 175 26 45 Alaska_. ____________ ._._. _______________________________________________________________ • _____________ •• _________ • ___________ • __________________________ •• ________________ _ 
Arizona._. _____ • ______ ••••• _______ •• ____ • _____ • ___ ••••••• _ •••• _____ • ________________________________ •• _ •• _ ••••••• _______________________ •• ____ ._._ ••• _._ •• ________________ _ 

Arkansas·------------------------------------------ 1 1 1 .1 -------- 74.49 ------------------------ 372 ------------------------ 5 5 
California_----- ••• ______ •••• _ •••• ______________ -- -- __ -- - _. _ -- - - - - - - • --- -- - - -- - - -- - - - --- - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - •• - -- -- ---- - - - - - - - - • - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - • - - - - • -- - - - - - - --- • -- _ --- __ _ 

R?l~~is~~:====:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ______ :_ 2~ ~~ ~~ k ~ :::::::: ~i: ~~ :::::::::::::::::::::::: 1
' ~~~ :::::::::::::::: ____ :~~- ~~ j~ 

Indiana·------------------------------------------- 23 23 23 3. 0 -------· 59. 23 ------------------------ 819 ------------------------ 14 14 Iowa ______ • _________________________ • _________________________ •• ___________________________________________________________________________________________________ ----- __ _ 
Kansas ____ • _________________________________ • _____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 

Kentucky___________________ 2 -------- 6 124 130 132 17. 5 0. 49 31. 64 ---------------- 2, 921 1, 605 ---------------- 527 28 141 

~is1~~~~:::::::: :: : : :: :: : : : : :: :: :: :: : : :: : : :: :: :: : : : : :: :: :: :: : : :: : : : : : : :: :: : : : : :: :: : : :::: :: : : : : : : : : : : :: :: : : :: :: : : :: ::: ::: :: :: : : :: :: : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : :: : : :: : : :: :: :: :: : : : : : : : :: Montana __ ••• ____ • __________________________ •• ______________________________________________________________ ••• ___________________________________________________________ _ 

New Mexico ••• ------------------------------------- 3 3 3 . 4 -------- 49. 68 ------------------------ 116 ------------------------ 2 2 
North Dakota •• _____ • __________ ______ -- ______ - __ - -- - - - - -- - - - --- -- -- -- -- - - - - - - -- - - - - - - • - -- -- - - - - - - - - -- - --- - - - - - - -- -- -- • - -- • - • - -- -- - - - - -- - - -- - - - - -- - - - - -- • - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - -- -
Ohio.-------------------------------------- 1 16 17 17 2.3 -------- 15. 70 ------------------------ 349 ---------------- 60 20 22 Oklahoma_. _____ • _________________ • _____ • ___________ •• ____ • __ •••• ___ •• ____________________________________________________________________ • _______________________________ _ 

Oregon ____ - -_ - - - - - - - - - • - - - - - - •• - -- - - - - • - - - - - - - -- - - -- - - - - - - - - - - -- - --- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- - - - - - - -- -- - - - - - --- -- - - - - -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - -- -- - - -- - - -- - - -- -- - - - - -- - - - - - - -- - - - - -
Pennsylvania (bituminous>------------------- 1 58 59 59 7. 8 -------- 14. 38 ------------------------ 441 ---------------- 50 30 31 South Dakota ____ • ____________________ • ______________ • _____________________ ______________ ••• _________________________________________________________ • _____________________ _ 

Tennessee·---------------------- --- ---------------- 18 18 18 2.4 -------- 69.24 ------------------------ 1,812 ------------------------ 26 26 Texas ____________________ ••• _____ ._. _______________ ._. _____________ ._. ______________________________________________________ • ___________ • ________ •• __ • ____ • _______________ • 

Utah.-------------------------------------- 2 13 15 15 2. 0 -------- 32. 71 ------------------------ 2,314 ---------------- 335 30 71 
Virginia______________________ 2 1 1 88 90 92 12. 2 • 92 41. 46 ---------------- 5, 528 6, 036 ---------------- 4, 500 30 273 
Washington __ ---- ____ • _____________ - - - - -- -- - - - - -- -- - - -- - - - - - - - - -- - - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - - -- - - - - - - •• - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - • -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- -- -- - - - - -- - - - - -- -- - - - - - - - - - - -- -- - - - - - - -
West Virginia_______________ 4 -------- 8 337 345 349 46. 2 . 49 42. 69 ---------------- 2, 970 1, 447 ---------------- 281 28 102 
Wyoming _____ ·------------------------------------- 1 1 1 .1 -------- 67. 69 ------------------------ 203 ------------------------ 3 3 

Total or average, bituminous_ 8 1 21 725 747 755 -------- .34 31. 73 ---------------- 2, 039 
1, ~i~ ==============:: 527 28 113 

Pennsylvania (anthracite) ________ ----- _______ 1 53 54 54 ---------------- 24. 95 ------------------------ 300 21 27 

Total or average, surface ___ 22 778 801 809 -------- . 31 31.16 ---------------- 1, 867 1, 505 ---------------- 517 27 107 

All underground miners: 
3 177 8,037 8, 217 1.14 47.50 . 58 24.29 6, 833 2, 234 3,494 1, 413 530 34 186 Bituminous coaL _______ 197 8, 414 --------Anthracite coal__ ________ 5 -------- 6 543 549 554 - --- -- -- • 74 81. 76 1. 23 134. 58 4,468 2, 778 7, 354 4,572 896 24 88 

Total or average, deep mines_ 202 3 183 8, 580 8, 766 8, 968 -------- 1.12 48. 78 .59 25. 61 6, 744 2, 254 3, 540 1, 183 542 34 180 

Preparation plants: 
Alabama·------------------- -- ----------------------- 1 1 1 0.3 -------- 2.80 ------------------------ 34 ------------------------ 12 12 
Alaska ___________________________________ - -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - -- - - -- - - - - - - - - -- - - - - -- - - -- - - -- -- -- - - - - - - -- -- -- - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- -- - - -- -
Arizona. ______________ • ___________________________ • __________ • __ • _______________________________________ -- _ - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - -- - • - - - - - - • - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - -- - - -- - - - - -
Arkansas ________________ ---------------------- ___________________________________________________________ ------- _______________________________________________________ ___ __ _ 
California _______________ • __ • __ ._. __ • _____________________________________________________________________________________________ • ________________________________________ __ _ _ 
Colorado____ ___ ______________________________________ 1 1 1 .3 -------- 19.43 ------------------------ 58 ------- --- -------------- 3 3 
Illinois_ __________ ____________________________________ 35 35 35 8. 8 -------- 17. 07 ------------------------ 336 ------------------------ 20 20 
Indiana·--------------------------------------------- 13 13 13 3. 3 -------- 19. 80 ------------------------ 366 ------------------------ 18 18 Iowa_. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 

Kansas----------------------------------------------- 2 2 2 • 5 -------- 37. 27 ------------------------ 801 ---- ----- --------------- 22 22 
KentuckY---- --- -------------------------------------- 51 51 51 12. 8 -------- 26. 71 ------------------------ 901 ------------------------ 34 34 
~isi~~~i~:::: :: :: :: : : :: :: :::: :: :: :: : ::: : : :::: :: : : :: : : :· · --- -i-------i-- -----i------.-3 ·: :: : : : ::- · rn: 9i-::: :: : : : ::: :: : : :: : : :: :::· ---· 44 ·:::::::: ::: : : :: : : : : :: : : :-----· 4- -------4 
Montana_. _____________________________________________________ • _______________ • _____________ • ___________ • ____________________________ •• ____________________________________ _ 
New Mexico__________________ 1 ---------------- 3 3 4 1.0 26.58 79.75 ________________ 159,502 213 ------------------------ 3' 1,502 North Dakota. __ ---- __ ---- _____ •••• __________________________________ _______________ • ______________________ • _______ • ___ ------ __________________ -- __ -- _____ - -- ---- - - - - - - -- - - -- -
Ohio_________________________________________ 2 10 12 12 3. 0 -------- 16. 02 ------------------------ 1, 068 ---------------- 188 43 67 
Oklahoma ••••• ---------_-----_---- •• _ --- • --- -- • - - - -- -- --- - - - --- _. - _ ----- -- - • -- - - -- - • - - - - -- - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- -- -- -- - - • - - - - - -- - - - - -- -- - - - -- - - - - - - - ---- - --- - - - - - - - - - - - - -Oregon __________ ---- __________ -- -- -- -- -- -- -- __ ••••• ----------- ______ • ____________ • _________ • _______________________ • _________ • ____________________ -- ____ - -- -- - -- --- - - • - - - - - - -
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Number of injuries Distri- Frequency rates Severity rates Average severity 
bution 

Nonfatal of all Per million Per million Per million Per million 
in- man-hours tons man-hours tons Per-

Permanent Tern- Total juries, ma- Tern-
porary non- All in- per- Non- Non- Non- Non- nent porary All in-

State Fatal Total Partial total fatal juries cent Fatal fatal Fatal fatal Fatal fatal Fatal fatal partial total juries 

r m m 398 _____ ___ • 32 24. 83 __ ____ _____ _____ 1, 895 1, 066 ______ _____ _____ 718 

144 - -- ---- ---- -- -- - 48. 72 -- -- - -------------- ----- 1, 353 ----------- - ---- 200 
Total or average, bituminous__ 5 --- - ----

Pennsylvania (anthracite) __ __ -- --- ___ ____ _ - -- --
29 
27 

118 
28 

Total or average, preparation plants ______ _______ ______ _ 
5 --------

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, this bill 
is the product of one of the most inten
sive and comprehensive examinations of 
a subject in recent congressional history. 

It is a solid bill-one that will lead, as 
the New York Times has predicted, to 
"the strongest coal mine health and 
safety bill ever enacted by Congress." 

The bill deals directly and effectively 
with health and safety hazards that have 
threatened the lives and lungs of coal 
miners for generations. While nearly all 
other segments of American industry 
have, through innovation or negotia
tion, brought the working conditions for 
their employees into the 20th century, too 
many coal miners, with the year 2000 
barely 30 years away, are still working 
under conditions virtually as unsafe and 
as unhealthful as did their counterparts 
a century ago. 

The bill will remove equipment capable 
of producing explosive sparks from all 
mines, including unsafe hand-held elec
tric drills, fans, cutting machines, shuttle 
cars, and loading machines. This will 
eliminate a major cause of disastrous ig
nitions of the past. Of primary impor
tance with regard to the use of unsafe 
equipment is the elimination of the so
called nongassy category of mines, in 
which 77 ignitions and explosions, 55 
caused by gas, have killed 43 miners and 
injured 86 since 1952. 

The bill will establish specific interim 
standards for the amount of respirable 
coal dust allowed in coal mines, to be 
followed by a permanent standard to 
be established by the Secretary of the 
Interior based on the Surgeon General's 
determination of the maximum personal 
exposure of dust that can be permitted in 
any working shift without leading to a 
disability to any miner. 

The interim standards of 3.0 milli
grams of coal dust per cubic meter of 
air within 3 years and 2.0 milligrams 
within 6 years are only interim standards 
and should only be considered as such. 

At the interim standard of 2.0 milli
grams, thousands of miners would still 
be expected to contract pneumoconiosis, 
the black lung disease, before the end 
of their normal working career. This is 
unacceptable for any miner and for the 
Nation. 

Black lung disease does not have to be 
an accepted fringe liability for American 
coal miners. It seems to me that the air 

CXV--1743-Part 20 

528 537 542 -------- • 27 28. 59 - --------------- 1, 597 1, 111 - -------- --- -- -- 660 28 94 

any miner breathes should be as pure as 
is breathed by any other worker or any 
other citizen. 

Within the Department of Health, Ed
ucation, and Welfare, the National Air 
Pollution Control Administration has 
just completed a major study of airborne 
particulate matter, similar in effect to 
coal dust. The Air Pollution Administra
tion has recommended that dust levels 
should not exceed an annual average of 
0.08 milligram per cubic meter of air. 
Over the period of 24 hours, the average 
person breathes about 20 meters of air 
and at 0.08 milligram would inhale 
about 1.6 milligrams of dust or 584 milli
grams over a year's time. If this level is 
exceeded, HEW says that it is probable 
that adverse health effects will occur. 

An average coal mine worker breathes 
at least 10 to 12 meters of air during an 8-
hour shift. If that air contains 2.0 milli
grams of coal dust per meter, the coal 
miner inhales over from 20 milligrams of 
coal dust during that 8 hours. Assuming 
that he works only 240 days per year, the 
coal miner inhales from 4,800 to 5,760 
milligrams per year just from his coal 
mining exposure. 

This means that at the 2.0 milligram 
level a coal miner will inhale nearly 10 
times more than the HEW recommended 
maximum of 584 milligrams, not count
ing the 700-1,000 other milligrams that 
he will inhale annually during his non
work hours. 

This legislation makes it clear that 
Congress is not going to be content with 
a 2.0 dust standard. Congressional intent 
for the industry to reach a truly safe 
dust level is absolutely clear. 

The chairman of the Labor Subcom
mittee, the Senator from New Jersey 
<Mr. WILLIAMS), should be singled out for 
his fine role in bringing such a strong 
and impressive bill to the fioor of the 
Senate. His patience and dedication were 
instrumental in guiding the blli through 
its many weeks of hearings and com
mittee consideration. 

The members of the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare can bear wit
ness to the fact that he has spent count
less hours in and out of coal mines over 
the past year learning of the hazards 
facing coal miners and the problems fac
ing the coal operators. 

The bill that he has managed so well 
on the fioor of the Senate clearly refiects 

the fair-minded effectiveness of the 
junior Senator from New Jersey. 

One must also acknowledge the con
tributions of the chairman of the Com
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare <Mr. 
YARBOROUGH), who presided over 10 days 
of committee consideration, assuring that 
all paints of view were fully deliberated; 
the ranking majority member, the Sen
ator from West Virginia <Mr. RANDOLPH), 
whose detailed knowledge of the coal 
mine industry was of irreplaceable value; 
and the ranking minority member from 
New-York <Mr. JAVITs), whose penetrat
ing perceptiveness again aided the com
mittee in developing a good bill with 
solid bipartisan support. 

In addition, I believe that the senior 
members of the committee were greatly 
impressed by the involvement of our five 
newest members-the Senator from Mis
souri <Mr. EAGLETON), the Senator from 
California <Mr. CRANSTON), the Senator 
from Iowa <Mr. HUGHES), the Senator 
from Pennsylvania <Mr. ScHWEIKER) , 
and the Senator from Ohio (Mr. SAX
BE)-in the consideration of the bill. 
They were extremely diligent in their ef
forts and brought a number of important 
viewpoints to the committee's attention. 

With the enactment of this legislation, 
it should no longer be necessary for 
miners to die in order for conditions in 
coal mines to be improved. 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I shall 
speak briefly in support of the pending 
legislation, the Federal Coal Mine Health 
and Safety Act of 1969. 

It is obvious to all of us that the safety 
and working conditions of the under
ground coal miner must be improved. 
Too frequently we are dramatically re
minded of this fact when we suffer a 
major mine catastrophe. Less dramat
ically, but surely just as damaging and 
devastating, are the human and eco
nomic losses which occur to the miner by 
virtue of diseases he encounters as a di
rect result of working conditions within 
the underground mine. These conditions 
and the industrial diseases which fiow 
from them have resulted in untold suffer
ing and losses throughout the years. It 1s 
time that something be done in this re
gard, and I am confident that something 
constructive and effective will be done 
under the terms and requirements of s. 
2917. 

Fortunately the bill goes beyond sim
ply improving conditions and environ-
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ment in underground mining operations, 
although these features are an important 
part of the bill. It also provides a pro
gram of research into the causes and, 
hopefully, treatment of the industrial 
diseases related to underground mining. 
This is an area that has been recognized 
to a small degree in the past, but it has 
not received sufficient prior ity, particu
larly with reference to its funding. The 
bill now before us, as amended by the 
Randolph amendment, authorizes a pro
gram of realistic proportions to be fi
nanced by a direct appr-0priation. I do 
hope that this authorization will be fol
lowed by adequate appropriations so that 
this badly needed program of research 
may go forward. 

In this bill we are placing great em
phasis on the human element involved 
in the coal mining industry. This will 
result in a healthier coal mining industry 
and will most certainly result in health
ier coal miners. Not only will it prevent 
human suffering and loss but it will pre
vent, or at least substantially reduce, the 
resultant economic loss which inevitably 
results when an individual contracts in
dustrial disease. 

For these reasons, Mr. President, I 
support this legislation. I do hope that 
it will be approved by the Senate without 
delay and that soon it will be enacted. 

NIXON ADMINISTRATION UNDER
MINES MEDICAL RESEARCH 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, I find it incredible that the 
Nixon administration can terminate or 
sharply reduce the very programs that 
can constitute a major part of the solu
tion to the nationwide crisis in health 
care, to which the White House promised 
to give priority attention only a few 
months ago. Medical research, a key f ac
tor in the provision of health manpower 
and improved health services, is being 
undermined by penny-wise but pound
foolish budgetary cutbacks that the 
Nixon administration has imposed on 
the U.S. National Institutes of Health. 

Nineteen of 93 NIH-supported general 
clinical research centers may have to 
shut down completely within 1 year. 
Right now, they are being required to 
submit budgets--for the fiscal year be
ginning October 1-with a 60-percent 
cutback from their grants for fiscal 
1969. Major hospitals and medical 
schools in 13 States will be hard hit by 
this phaseout. 

Not only will President Nixon's order 
to cut $3.5 billion, overall, from his 
budget cause one-fifth of these research 
centers to become moribund, but it has 
also compelled NIH to announce a 10-
percent reduction in funding levels for 
new medical research grants and a 5-per
cent cutback in grant levels for on
going research. The negative, long-term 
results of this fiscal surgery greatly out
weigh a small saving of $290 million in 
total spending on medical research, 
called for in the revised budget for fiscal 
1970 submitted by the White House. 

On top of these developments, five 
major Federal programs to attack 
chronic and crippling diseases are to be 

closed down by the Nixon administration 
over the next few months, according to 
recent newspaper reports. By termi
nating, for all intents and purposes, the 
chronic disease control program of the 
U.S. Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, the White House will save 
the paltry sum of $3 million in fiscal 
1970. The five programs to be eliminated 
are those in heart disease and stroke; 
cancer; arthritis and diabetes; neuro
logic and sensory diseases; and respira
tory disease. Some 350 jobs are at stake 
in this shutdown. 

The Nixon administration fails to rec
ognize the direct connection between bio
medical research and the improvement 
of medical manpower and effectiveness 
in the delivery of health services to pa
tients. To provide more doctors requires 
expanded medical school faculties, whose 
major "drawing cards" are the clinical 
research centers and research grants 
which help pay the minimal stipends for 
medical graduate students. To correct 
the crowded conditions in our Nation's 
hospitals requires more effective treat
ment that reduces the time patients oc
cupy hospital beds, or prevents serious 
diseases in the first place. Major accom
plishments in the prevention and treat
ment of disease and serious illness may 
be credited to the clinical research cen
ters. For example, seven of the centers to 
be phased out of existence have spe
cialized in research on the diseases of 
children-an area of research and health 
care in which the Nixon administration 
has indicated a special interest. More
over, much of the modern experience in 
organ transplantation has been gained 
in such centers. 

Research grant cuts penalize the all
important work on new ideas, drugs, and 
equipment to improve and shorten the 
delivery of health care. Thousands 
among the 1 million Americans bed
ridden or disabled with Parkinson's dis
ease may be restored to a semblance of 
self-sufficiency as a result of research on 
a drug named L-dopa. Immunization 
techniques and antibiotics have almost 
eliminated the diseases that ranked as 
the top killers at the turn of the century. 
German measles , the contraction of 
which has always been a serious threat 
to expectant mothers, can become a 
thing of the past as a result of a vaccine 
recently developed by biomedical re
search and now being widely distributed. 

Is the administration sincere in facing 
the health crisis? Or has its concern 
over inflation caased it to promote false 
and harmful economies? Recognizing 
that inflation in hospital salaries and 
equipment has been running between 8 
and 15 percent, this will not be solved 
by reducing NIH spending levels that 
have remained unchanged for some 2 
years. Whatever the wisdom of the 
American health care delivery system, 
the fact remains, as reported recently by 
NIH Director Dr. Robert Q . Marston, 
that the Institutes have become the 
major source of funds for biomedical re
search in the Nation and furnish more 
than 40 percent of all money for medical 
education. 

If the administration is serious about 
improving health care as a national goal, 

then let it undertake a comprehensive, 
in-depth study of the total system. In
stead of this, however, biomedical re
search goes unmentioned in the "White 
House Report on Health Care Needs." 
Not only is $3.9 million in additional 
funds for the clinical research centers 
(requested by President Johnson for fis
cal year 1970)· denied by the Nixon ad
ministration, but the NIH-related Na
tional Advisory Research Resources 
Council, perhaps on the basis of private 
information, has adopted a resolution 
that includes a warning against the bill
ing of research patients as a possible 
solution to the problem. 

Meanwhile, in this as in so many other 
areas of administration policy on which 
Congress awaits definite proposals, we 
hear that information is incomplete, that 
the problem is under study, and that no 
firm decision has been made. We can only 
contrast such indecision over medical re
search programs whose benefits have 
been proven, with the speed a.nd self
conviction displayed by the Nixon ad
ministration in pressing for congres
sional approval of an antiballistic-missile 
system whose protection is highly un
certain. Moreover, while no one chal
lenges reductions in Federal spending as 
a means of combating inflation, there 
remains the basic question of national 
priorities, reflected in the specific pro
grams in which budgetary cuts are made. 
Why, for example, does a massive defense 
budget receive relatively light treatment 
by this administration, in comparison 
with its intensive scrutiny of minimal 
dollar amounts for health, education, 
welfare, and urban programs? 

Adequate, prompt health care for all 
Americans ought to be a major national 
goal. Biomedical research is crucial to the 
improvement of medical services and the 
provision of medical manpower. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that an editorial entitled "Down
grading Human Health," published in the 
New York Times of September 22, 1969, 
be printed in the RECORD at this point. 

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

DOWNGRADING HUMAN HEALTH 

The nation's health will in large measure 
be determined in decades to come by the 
generation of biomedical researchers now still 
in the graduate and medical schools. This
and not budgetary arithmetic-is the main 
issue in determining policies to guide the 
fut ure of public health. It is the reason 
shock waves ran through the universities and 
medical schools when crippling cuts in health 
and medical research appeared imminent. 
Education and Welfare have subsequently 
stated that nothing as disastrously stringent 
as the threatened 20 per cent cuts was antici
pated. 

While a potentially devasting blow to al
ready hardpressed universities may thus have 
been averted, there remains much cause for 
concern that the general pattern of belt
tightening will blunt the thrust of basic 
health and medical research. There still 
st ands the projected closing of 19 of the 
existing 93 clinical research cent ers, even 
though no more than $5 million in added 
allocations would be needed to keep these 
facilities in operation. Similarly, it is for a 
projected annual saving of a mere $400,000 
over a five-year period that the National 
Cancer Institute may have to kill 380 
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monkeys which are already an active link in 
the research chain that may help to unlock 
secrets essential to the conquest of cancer. 

From such fragments of the budget puzzle 
emerges a trend that could signal a loss of 
scientific momentum and a drain on the 
enthusiasm of a new generation of promising 
researchers. It is an invitation to cynicism 
about the relative value attached to science 
in the service of saving lives as against its 
potential for destruction. 

Such doubts a.re fed by recent charges of 
laxity in the enforcement of nutritional 
standards. Dr. George Wald, the Nobel Prize 
biologist, claims that flour used today con
tains 60 per cent less vita.min fortification 
than that of 20 years a.go. It is Dr. Wald's con
tention that such staples as bread, milk and 
salt today provide adequate nutrition only 
to those who can afford to pay a "premium" 
for "enrichment." 

The obvious need for government is to re
view its own priorities in support of health, 
research and to take a hard look at the 
policies of those who sell health-essential 
nutrition for rich and poor alike. 

SENIOR POWER IN THEORY AND 
PRACTICE 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, as chairman of the Senate 
Special Committee on Aging, I have often 
noted that one of the most important 
tasks facing the Nation is the opening of 
new doors, new avenues of participation 
in national affairs for the elderly. 

Older Americans need, want, and de
serve a voice in the public dialog. It 
would be a double tragedy to shut the 
elderly out of policy debates and proce
dures; we would be denying millions of 
Americans their rightful access to the 
mechanisms of democracy and we would 
be denying ourselves the benefits of their 
wisdom, experience, and thoughtful 
judgments. 

What has emerged from this challenge 
is the concept of senior power-the 
full utilization of commentary and con
structive criticisms, by the aged and 
aging, on matters of national policy. 
Senior power is not to be dismissed as 
another cliche, or a half-hearted bow to 
the older citizen. Instead, it must be rec
ognized for what it is: a remarkable and 
rewarding fact of public life, which sup
plies the public debate with seasoned 
and timely doses of good sense, meaning
ful insight, and vigorous advocacy. 

Recently, I became aware of two items 
which illustrate the importance and im
mediacy of senior power in action. The 
first is an article written by Rogers 
Franklin, retirement counselor for Pa-· 
rade Publications, called "What Is Senior 
Power?" published during the week of 
August 10, 1969. The article suggests that 
older Americans can exercise senior 
power by writing letters, speaking out on 
vital issues, counseling younger people 
on problems they will likely face, and 
letting the men in Washington know how 
seniors feel about important questions. 

The second item is an outline for an 
ongoing program of senior power, operat
ing in East Harlem, N.Y., under the aegis 
of the East Harlem Committee on Aging. 
Operation Senior Power in East Harlem 
outlines the specific steps which a group 
of older Americans have taken, and will 
take in the future, to enrich their par
ticipation in governmental affairs and 

policy discussions. The program is funded 
by a grant from the East Harlem Com
munity CorPoration. Dr. Frank Cordasco 
of Montclair State College, in New Jer
sey, has been closely associated with this 
program from its inception, and has been 
a motive force during its operation. 

Because these two items bear so di
rectly on the important question of par
ticipation by the elderly in public affairs, 
I ask unanimous consent that they be 
printed in the RECORD at this time. 

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

TIME FOR LIVING 

(By Rogers Franklin, retirement counselor) 
WHAT IS SENIOR POWER? 

I still have a few thoughts on the subject 
of last week's column, where I discussed the 
role we seniors ought to play in making our 
nation's policies, as well as some of our rights 
and responsibilities as citizens. 

I mentioned our right, for instance, to due 
consideration of our just demands; our re
sponsibility to use our weight of years and 
wisdom to support the just demands of others 
into the bargaiin. 

Which is fine as far as it goes. But, prac
tically speaking, what can we do to help 
solve the many problems confronting us and 
our lawmakers? We don't all want to be
come actively involved in politics, though 
that's an excellent idea. What can an ordi
nary citizen do? 

In the first place, we seniors don't always 
realize our own voting power, and therefore 
our powers of persuasion! 

Twenty million of us, or one in ten Ameri
cans, are over sixty-five. That means we're 
more than a tenth of the voting population, 
the over twenty-ones, and should have some 
say in matters concerning our welfare. 

We have a good record for getting out to 
vote at elections. But we needn't, and 
shouldn't, stop there. Every time we feel 
strongly about an issue we should write to 
our state and federal representatives about 
it; tell them how we stand. We can also 
write, either in support or disagreement, to 
any other group that's involved with a par
ticular issue. We can write to the press. 

This doesn't mean we'll automatically 
"win them all." But that's democracy, as 
Churchill said, the worst form of govern
ment--except all the rest. Nevertheless, such 
tactics will help influence the course of 
events in Washington. 

Of course, if only a few take the trouble to 
write, we may not get much action. But if 20 
million of us m.ake ourselves heard, or even 
20 thousand, then the lawmakers may really 
sit up and take notice. And that's not count
ing all those approaching retirement who 
have simil·ar interests rut stake and can be 
equally vocal. 

The burning question right now, as far as 
most of us are concerned-and in some ways 
even more for our children and grandchil
dren than for us-is what to do about social 
security. 

Some experts feel there are only two ways 
to solve the problem of providing everyone 
with adequate retirement income: either 
people will have to save much more during 
their working years, or else the whole exist
ing structure devised to supply income for 
retirement must be radically revamped. 

The younger folks, as well as ourselves, 
should be thinking hard about this one and 
doing something about it before it's too late, 
or they'll be the ones to suffer when their 
time comes. We should help them to the 
limits of our experience. 

The fact ls that we seniors, like all seg
ments of the population, are being affected 
by vast changes sweeping our society, and the 
adjustment can be painful. 

Sena.tor Harrison A. Willia.ms (D.-N.J.), 
Chairman of the Senate Special Committee 
on Aging, put his finger on this recently when 
he emphasized the irony of the fact that the 
same old problems are still plaguing retired 
people, and even, it would seem, getting 
worse. Yet, at the same time, new and un
paralleled opportunities are opening up to 
them everyday. 

By the way, Senator Williams and his Com
mittee are active on our behalf in Room G. 
233, New Senate Office Building, Washington, 
D.C. 

I repeat, writing to representatives and 
others does help, if enough people do it. And 
we can all talk to friends and encourage them 
to support what they think is important
never mind if we don't agree with them. The 
main thing is to let the men in Washington 
know how we all feel. That, in the best sense, 
is Senior Power. 

OPERATION SENIOR POWER IN EAST HARLEM 

(A program for advocacy planning and ac
tion, education and training, of and for 
the elderly poor residents of East Harlem) 

I. HISTORY AND BACKGROUND: THE CALL FOR 
HELP 

The East Harlem Committee on Aging was 
formed in September, 1960, as one of the 
committees of the East Harlem Council for 
Community Planning. It was organized to 
meet a long-neglected need of planned serv
ice in the area for the elderly residents. 
The Committee on Aging became incorpo
rated in January, 1968. 

Composed of representatives of nearly 
every public and private agency serving the 
East Harlem area, the Committee on Aging 
has been meeting regularly once a month 
and has on file minutes of all its actions 
and programs. These include the following: 

1. Survey of Older People in East Harlem: 
One of its early and major undertakings 

was a Study of Older People in East Harlem 
and the Agencies which serve them. In co
operation with graduate students from the 
Human Relations Center of New York Uni
versity, the Committee on Aging completed 
its job in 1963. The population study re
vealed that approximately 20,000 in a popu
lation exceeding 181,000 were 60 or more 
years old. The Study covers four aspects: 

A. Population Study. 
B. Facilities serving older people. 
C. Socio-Economic conditions of older 

residents. 
D. Implications drawn from the study. 
2. In its efforts to coordinate activities and 

services, exchange program ideas, develop 
joint programs, and promote the involve
ment of older people in their own behalf, 
the Oommi ttee has also sponsored the 
following: 

A. Annual Senior Citizens' May Celebra
tions. 

B. Town Hall Meetings-Opportunities for 
older people to present their views on mat
ters of deep concern to them to prominent 
public officials. 

C. Oommunity Organization Programs
The older East Harlem residents participated 
actively in the passage of the Medicare 
Legislation as well as in the "Medicare 
Alert". 

Ea.st Harlem was represented by a member 
of the Committee on Aging at the Hearings 
before the Special Committee on Aging of the 
United States Senate in June, 1965. 

D. Educational Program.-The Committee 
created groups with special interests and 
concerns and directed discussions with these 
groups. 

E. Stimulation of Agency Interest.--Com
mittee members have helped existing pro
grams to develop awareness of this neglected 
part of the East Harlem population. As a 
result new programs have emerged and agen
cies have assigned sta.fr to work with senior 
citizens. As these new staff people have been 
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added to the Committee on Aging, the need 
for so much more service has become 
apparent. 

n. RATIONALE: FINDING AND SERVING THE 
ABANDONED 

Despite its efforts and activities, the Ea.st 
Harlem Committee on Aging became acutely 
aware that it had a very tiny voice in the 
immediate community. Although studies had 
established that the Senior Citizens of East 
Harlem constituted a potential voting block 
of at lea.st 20,000 people, their needs were 
still given short shrift in most of the private 
and public planning efforts. 

Based upon its study of older people in 
Ea.st Harlem, the Committee prepared a pro
posal for anti-poverty funds. Upon the estab
lishment of Massive Economic Neighborhood 
Development, the Oommittee submitted its 
proposal through M.E.N.D. in November 1965 
and again in May 1966 but it was not funded. 
This proposal was again submitted to the 
Committee of Nineteen in 1967. The program 
provided for the involvement of older and 
younger adults in seeking out and serving 
the needy elderly of the area. 

After being on the "low-priority" or rather 
"no-priority" list for all these years, the 
proposal finally received a small portion of 
its request for funds in April of 1969. 

In a mere six weeks, the East Harlem Com
mittee on Aging, with this small encourage
ment from the Community Corporation, has 
established an office and has begun to imple
ment its action program. This program is 
already bringing hope and expectations to 
the hearts and minds of the elderly residents 
of East Harlem and their friends. Enthusias
tic encouragement and support have already 
been expressed by Housing Managers, 
M.E.N.D. staff workers, the Health Depart
ment, Social Security Administration, Day 
Center Staff, and local residents both adult 
and elderly for the following program: 

m. WORK PROGRAM: THE BEGINNINGS 

In April, 1969, the East Harlem Commit
tee on Aging bega.n carrying out the fol
lowing Action Program as outlined for 1969/ 
1970: 

1. Comp111ng and distributing a directory 
of services available to the elderly. 

2. Obtaining detailed information on a.11 
group and individual programs serving the 
aging directly or indirectly and directions 
for joining. 

3. Involving community people including 
the elderly themselves in interpreting th1S 
information. 

4. Seeking, reaching and involving the 
separated and isolated elderly citizens. 

5. Discovering and publicizing gaps and 
lacks in services to the elderly, whether in 
quantity or in quality. 

6. Conducting lively discussions for the 
aging and their families concerning thel? 
own expressed conoerns and interests. 

7. Conducting seminars for staff mem
bers about working effectively with this age 
group. 

8. Establishing and operating (by the el
derly themselves) a current library and bu1-
letin board which will be open and helpful 
to three groups: the aging, their families, 
and workers wi.th the aging. 

9. Serving a.s consultants on available and 
unavailable services. 

10. Providing emergency escort and visit
ing service whenever staff is available. 

11. Organizing and conducting a voter 
registration drive of all senior citizens and 
teaching these citizens the power of their 
vote. 

12. Organizing Town Hall meetings on vi
tal issues affecting the aging. 

13. Conducting a new survey of the el
derly in East Harlem with the purpose of 
gathering facts to support drives for im
proved or more coordinated services to the 
aging. 

14. Providing field-work experience for 
graduate and undergraduate students for 

the purpose of interesting them in this 
field of vocation. 

15. Investigating and publishing findings 
on old and new sources of funds for services 
to the elderly of East Harlem. 
IV. STAFFING, RECRUITMENT AND TRAINING: 

THE INVOLVEMENT 

It is the intent of the East Harlem Com
mittee on Aging that the staff of this pro
posed program, consisting almost exclusively 
of East Harlem residents, shall be more than 
a work force. Receiving leadership and guid
ance from both the Committee and from 
local Senior Citizens, the staff shall itself be 
an action group, which will inspire and unite 
residents to action on their own behalf. To 
this end, the staff will receive special train
ing and development so that these jobs may 
be stepping-stones for future employment 
a.nd citizen action. 

The staff shall consist of a. Director, a Com
munity Worker {Full-time) an Assistant 
Community Worker (Part-time) , an Execu
tive Secretary /Bookkeeper, Maintenance 
worker, and six Senior-Citizen Aides. In ad
dition there will be needed a small number 
of special Contract workers and/or Con
sultants. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 
President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

DESIGNATION OF DF.SOLA TION 
WILDERNESS, ELDORADO NA
TIONAL FOREST, CALIF. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, in behalf of the Senator from 
Washington (Mr. JACKSON), I ask the 
Chair to lay before the Senate a message 
from the House of Representatives on 
s. 713. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before 
the Senate the amendment of the House 
of Representatives to the bill <S. 713) to 
designate the Desolation Wilderness, El
dorado National Forest, in the State of 
California, which was to strike out all 
after the enacting clause and insert: 

That, in accordance with subsection 3{b) 
of the Wilderness Act Of September 3, 1964 
(78 Stat. 891), the area classified as the 
Desolation Valley Primitive Area, with the 
proposed additions thereto and deletions 
therefrom a.s generally depicted on a map en
titled "Desolation Wilderness-Proposed," 
dated April 26, 1967, which is on file and 
available for public inspection in the office of 
the Chief, Forest Service, Department of 
Agricu1ture, is hereby designated as the Deso
lation Wilderness within and as part of the 
Eldorado National Forest, comprising an area 
of approximately sixty-three thousand five 
hundred acres. 

SEC. 2. As soon as practicable after this Act 
takes effect, the Secretary of Agriculture shall 
file a maip and a legal description of the Deso
lation Wilderness with the Interior and 
Insular Affairs Committees of the United 
States Senate and the House of Representa
tives, as such description shall have the same 
force and effect as if included in this Act: 
Provided, however, That correction of clerical 
and typographical errors in such legal de
scription and map may be made. 

SEC. 3. The Desolation Wilderness shall be 
administered by the Secretary of Agriculture 
in accordance with the provisions of the Wil
derness Act governing areas designated. by 

thait Act as wilderness areas, except that any 
reference in such provisions to the effective 
date of the Willderness Act shall be deemed to 
be a reference to the effective date of this Act, 
and except that the owners and operators of 
existing federally licensed hydroelectric fa
c111ties shall hiave the right of reasonable ac
cess to the areas for purposes of operating 
and maintaining such facilities in a manner 
that is consistent with past practices with
out prior approval of the Secretary. 

SEC. 4. The previous classification of the 
Desolation Valley Primitive Area is hereby 
abolished. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, the purpose of this measure 1s to 
designate the Desolation Wilderness 1n 
the Eldorado National Forest in the 
State of California. 

An identical bill in the House to S. 713 
was H.R. 850. The committee, in report
ing out H.R. 850 amended it by deleting 
two areas. On the House fioor prior to 
passage, however, the bill was amended 
to restore the two areas. 

Subsequently, this passage was va
cated, and S. 713, the Senate bill, was 
passed in lieu after being amended to 
contain the language of H.R. 850 as 
passed. 

The net result of the House action 
was to pass S. 713 in the identical f onn 
1n which it passed the Senate on March 
24. 

Mr. President, at the request of the 
Senator from Washington <Mr. JACK
SON) I move that the Senate concur in 
the amendment of the House of Repre
sentatives. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 

President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 
President. I ask unanimous consent that 
the order for the quorum call be re
scinded. 

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

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi

dent, 1f there be no further business to 
come before the Senate, I move in ac
cordance with the :?.Jrevious order, that 
the Senate stand in adjournment until 
12 o'clock noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 4 
o'clock and 49 minutes p.m.) the Sen
ate adjourned until tomorrow, Wednes
day, October 1, 1969, at 12 noon. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by 

the Senate, September 30, 1969: 
INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUND 

William B. Dale, of Maryland, to be U.S. 
Executive Director of the International 
Monetary Fund for a term of 2 years. (Re
appointment) 

IN THE ARMY 

The following-named officers for promo
tion in the Regu1ar Army of the United 
States, under the provisions of title 10, United 
States Code, sections 3284 and 8299: 
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To be lieutenant colonel


Nichols, William L.,          .


To be major


Jones, Roy M.,          .


Mayers, Frederick H., Jr.,          .


S trudeman, R ichard C .,          .


To be major


CHAPLAIN CORPS


Marchbanks, Joseph,          .


To be major


ARMY MEDICAL SPECIALIST CORPS


G raziano, Joan M.,          .


Latta, Patricia A .,          .


Schmechel, Marilyn R .          .


To be captain


Barkley, Craig C .,          .


Barkman, Ralph A ., Jr.,          .


Bertelkamp, John N .,          .


Cupples, A lan B.,          .


D ishong, D ion S.,          .


Entrekin, Philip B.,          .
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES


Tuesday, September 30, 1969


The H ouse met at 12 o'clock noon. 

Rev. Joe Vickers, Goodlettsville Cum- 

berland Presbyterian Church, G oodletts- 

ville, Tenn., offered the following prayer: 

0 G od, who by Thy providence didst


lead our forefathers to this good land


wherein we found liberty and freedom to


worship Thee: We are not unm indful


of the heritage which is ours, not deserv-

ing but by Thy providence, and bought


with diligence and sacrifice. We beseech


Thee to provide this H ouse with dignity,


inspiration, knowledge, wisdom , and


foresight, to lead us for the good of all 

mankind. We beseech Thee to save us


from  m isuse of freedom  w ithout re-

straint.


We also beseech Thee to ever guide our


N ation in the w ay of Thy tru th and


peace. 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. A r- 

rington, one of its clerks, announced that 

the S enate had passed without amend- 

ment a bill of the House of the following 

title : 

H .R . 10420. A n act to permit certain real 

property in the S tate of Maryland to be used 

for highway purposes. 

The message also announced that the 

S enate had passed bills and a joint res- 

olution of the following titles, in which 

the concurrence of the H ouse is re -  

quested:


S . 1484. A n act to abolish the commission


authorized to consider a site and plans for


building a national memorial stadium in the


D istrict of Columbia; 

S . 2701. A n act to establish a C ommission


on Population G row th and the A m erican


Future; and


S .J. R es. 117. Joint resolution to authorize


appropriations for expenses of the O ffice of


Intergovernmental R elations, and for other 

purposes. 

TH E  R E V E R E N D  JO E  V IC KE R S 


(M r. FU L TO N  of Tennessee asked and


w a s  g iv e n  p e rm is s io n  to  a d d re s s  th e 


H o u se  fo r 1  m in u te  a n d  to  re v is e  a n d 


extend his remarks.)


M r. FU L TO N  of T ennessee . M r.


S peaker, it is w ith a grea t dea l o f p leas-

u re  a n d  

pride that, through the kind 

invitation of our C haplain, R everend


L atch, I have had the opportunity to ask
 

the R everend Joe Vickers to open this 

meeting of the H ouse of R epresentatives 

with a prayer. 

R everend V ickers is pasto r of the 

G oodlettsville C umberland Presbyterian 

C hurch of G oodlettsville, Tenn. H e is a 

man of profound religious conviction and 

compassionate human understanding.


O n this occasion I would like to wel-

come him, his charming wife, and lovely 

daughter to the U .S . H ouse of R epre- 

sentatives. 

A S IGN OF MOURN ING 

(Mr. KOCH asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1 minute


and to revise and extend his remarks.)


Mr. KO CH . Mr. S peaker, today I am


wearing a sign of mourning. The black


ribbon in my lapel is a visible expression 

of my grief and outrage that every week 

more than 150 American men are being 

killed in Vietnam. 

To many of us the Vietnam war has 

not brought personal suffering or sacri- 

fice. To some the war must seem not only 

distant but unreal. I would hope, how- 

ever, that the wearing of black, which is 

a traditional expression of grief of most 

religious faiths, will serve as a reminder 

that none of us can ignore the continuing 

loss of life and that w e do share the 

personal tragedy that so many American 

families are required to bear. 

The American people have been asked 

to be patient over Vietnam for too many 

years. N ow our policy no longer seeks a 

futile m ilitary victory but the gradual 

w ithdrawal of A merican troops over 

several more years pending a negotiated


settlement. Should we pursue this policy


of gradual withdrawal we only accept 

more unnecessary deaths. In fact, any 

arbitrary timetable is intolerable. We are


dealing with the lives of our best young


men and there is no excuse for this un-

justifiable delay.


Therefore I think this ribbon can also


be worn as a sign of commitment to do


all one can to change our G overnment's


tragic policy and thus end the unneces-

sary killing.


I hope that all those Americans, who


a re  d is tr e s s e d  a s I  am , w il l c h o o s e  to 


wear a black ribbon until the administra-

tion, by deed, not word, is committed to


th e im m ed ia te and to ta l w ith d raw a l o f


American troops from Vietnam.


VIO L E N C E  IN  

INDIA


(Mr. S IKES asked and was given per-

mission 

to


address the H ouse for 1 min-

u te and to rev ise and ex tend h is re -

marks.)


Mr. S IKES . Mr. Speaker, only yester-

day I commented on the heritage of Ma-

hatma G andhi and upon his contribu-

tions to India and to the world. N ow my


attention is directed to the violence and


rioting which has flared across India;


the worse since independence. It must be


said that this makes a mockery of the


plans to celebrate the centennial of the


birth of G andhi, father of the nation and


leading advocate of nonviolence.


The whole world has been shocked by


these disorders which were directed


principally against Moslems. The Balti-

more Sun has stated that the death toll is


a round 2 ,000 and severa l thousand


others have been injured. The N ew York


Times says that over 10,000 have been


rendered homeless. The Washington


Post, in a dispatch from N ew D elhi, said


H indus dragged Moslems from their


homes and shops and poured gasoline


over them and set them afire. This re-

port goes on to say that the casualties


were 80 percent Moslem because the


H indu police failed to act until the vio-

lence had run its course.


A merica is by necessity deeply dis-

turbed by these reports of violence and


cruelty. It will be difficult to understand


if the Indian G overnment fails to take


action against those responsible and to


introduce more effective measures for


the protection of life and property of the


minorities living in their country. What


has been done is inconceivable in a coun-

try which holds the teachings of G andhi


in reverence.


TH E  L A TE  PR E S ID E N T A D O L FO 


LOPEZ MATEOS OF MEXICO 


(Mr. N IX asked and was given per-

m ission to address the H ouse fo r 1 


m inute and to revise and extend his


remarks.)


Mr. N IX. Mr. Speaker, in the alternate


years that the Mexico-U nited S tates In-

terparliamentary G roup meets in Mexico


our Mexican hosts have always arranged


for the delegation to pay a visit with the


P res id en t o f M ex ico . T hese a re no t th e 


usual calls that protocol requires. They


arise from a sincere desire on the part


o f th e P re s id en t to  m ee t an d ch a t w ith 


m em bers o f the U .S . de lega tion . A s co -

c h a irm an  o f th e  U .S . 

delegation for a


number of years, I have looked forward


to  th ese m ee tings w ith th e P residen t o f


Mexico either in his residence or in his


office.


N ews has come from Mexico that for-
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