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mediate effect to the provisions of the Child
Protection and Toy Safety Act of 1969; fo the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr, CAHILL:

H. Res. 728. Resolution toward peace with
justice in Vietnam; to the Committee on
Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. EVINS of Tennessee:

H. Res. 729. Resolution toward peace with
justice in Vietnam; to the Committee on
Forelgn Affairs,

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. DONOHUE:

H.R. 14991. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
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Athena Loukanari; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.
By Mr. GUBSER:

H.R. 14992. A bill for the relief of Allen
H. “Mal” Elward; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Mr,. RANDALL:

HE. 14993. A bill for the rellef of Hazel
Alberta (Flanders) Kirkendoll, Sheila Dar-
lene (Eirkendoll) McFarland, Lydia Ellen
(Flanders) Smith, Wilma Elizabeth (Fland-
ers) Bainter, Temple Lucile (Flanders)
Schulz Wells, Willlam Edward Schulz, Gene-
via Bell (Flanders) Iiams, John Calvin Ilams,
David Eugene Ilams, Pamela Sue Iiams,
Florence Garnell (Flanders) Bergerhofer,
Richard Albert Bergerhofer, Debra Ann
Bergerhofer, Finis Marion (Flanders) Mec-
Farland, Marl Eathleen (McPFarland) Palmer,
and Gary Lee McFarland; to the Committee
on the Judiclary.
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By Mr. ROGERS of Colorado:

H.R. 14994, A bill for the relief of Dave
Mueller; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. TEAGUE of California:

H.R. 14995. A bill to provide for the free
entry of a carillon for the use of the Uni-
versity of California at Santa Barbara; to

the Committee on Ways and Means,

PETITIONS, ETC,

Under clause 1 of rule XXIT,

341. The SPEAKER presented a petition
of the Governor of the Farm Credit Admin-
istration, transmitting a resolution of the
elected directors of the Natlon's 37 farm
credit banks, In appreciation of the support
of Congress of farmer-owned credit systems
which was referred to the Committee on
Agriculture,

SENATE—Tuesday, November 25, 1969

The Senate met at 10 o’clock a.m. and
was called to order by the Acting Presi-
dent pro tempore (Mr. METCALF).

The Reverend Dr. Thomas A. Stone,
associate pastor, National Presbyterian
Church, Washington, D.C., offered the
following prayer:

Eternal Father, most high and mighty
ruler of the universe, by whom our Na-
tion was established: We rejoice in this
week of National Thanksgiving, and es-
pecially in this place today we lift the
prayers of gratitude of the people for an-
other safe return of our explorers from
the realms of space. The widening hori-
zons of man'’s experience bring new won-
der at Thy creative power and the sus-
tenance which Thou dost give the people.

We thank Thee for Thy favor shown
under our fathers and Thy faithfulness
continued to their children; for the rich
land given us for an inheritance, and
the great power entrusted to the people;
for the fidelity of men set in authority,
and the peace maintained by righteous
laws; for an honorable place among the
nations, and the opportunity of increas-
ing service to the world.

Within the hearts and minds of the
men in this assembly, keep Thou the
commonwealth beneath Thy care, and
guide the state according to Thy will;
and Thine shall be the glory and the
praise and the thanksgiving from gen-
eration to generation.

We pray through Jesus Christ our
Lord. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Mon-
day, November 24, 1969, be dispensed
with.

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

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States submitting nomina-
tlons were communicated to the Senate
by Mr. Leonard, one of his secretaries.

AUTHENTICATED

U.S. GOVERNMENT

INFORMATION

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session, the Acting
President pro tempore laid before the
Senate messages from the President of
the United States submitting sundry
nominations, which were referred to the
Committee on Armed Services.

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

. ORDER OF BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the Chair
recognizes the Senator from Wisconsin
(Mr. ProxmiRE) for not to exceed 45
minutes.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I yield
10 minutes of my time to the distin-
guished majority leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the Senator.

LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS DUR-
ING TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, at the conclu-
sion of the remarks of the distinguished
Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. PROXMIRE) ,
statements in relation to the transaction
of routine morning business be limited
to 3 minutes.

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

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate go
into executive session to consider the
nominations on the Executive Calendar.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to the consideration of execu-
tive business.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The nominations on the Executive
Calendar will be stated.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

The bill clerk proceeded to read sun-
dry nominations in the Department of
Justice.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that the nomi-
nations be considered en bloc.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. With objection, the nominations
are considered and confirmed en bloc.

(The nominations are as follows:)

Calendar No. 680, Stanley B. Miller, of In-
diana, to be U.8. attorney for the southern
district of Indiana for the term of 4 years.

Calendar No. 681, Andrew J. F. Peeples, of
Florida, to be U.S. marshal for the middle
district of Florida for the term of 4 years.

Calendar No. 682, James W. Traeger, of
Indiana, to be U.S. marshal for the northern
district of Indiana for the term of 4 years.

Calendar No. 683, Anthony E. Rozman,
of Michigan, to be U.S. marshal for the
eastern district of Michigan for the term
of 4 years.

Calendar No. 684, Lloyd H. Grimm, of
Nebraska, to be U.S. marshal for the dis-
trict of Nebraska for the term of 4 years.

Calendar No. 685, Willilamm C. Black, of
Texas, to be U.S. marshal for the northern
distriect of Texas for the term of 4 years.

Calendar No, 686, J. Eelth Gary, of Texas,
to be U.S. marshal for the eastern district
of Texas for the term of 4 years.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia subse-
quently said: Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the action of the Sen-
ate earlier today in confirming the nom-
ination of William C. Black, of Texas, to
be U.S. marshal for the northern district
of Texas, be vacated, and that the nom-
ination which is designated as Calendar
No. 685 be returned to the calendar.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the confirmation of the nom-
ination will be vacated, and the nomi-
nation will be returned to the calendar.

COMMISSION ON CIVIL RIGHTS

Mr. THURMOND subsequently said:
Mr, President, although new members of
the Commission on Civil Rights are ex-
pected to be approved this morning by a
voice vote, I would like to go on record
as being in opposition to these appoint-
ments. I opposed the establishment of
this Commission in the beginning, I know
of nothing it has accomplished, and I
feel that it should be abolished.

For this reason, Mr, President, I will
not support any nominations to the
Commission on Civil Rights.
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The bill clerk proceeded to read sundry
nominations to the Commission on Civil
Rights.

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the nominations
be considered en bloc.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomina-
tions are considered and confirmed en
bloc.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask unanimous
consent that the President be immedi-
ately notified of the confirmation of the
nominations.

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

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. I move that the
Senate resume the consideration of leg-
islative business.

The motion was agreed to, and the
Senate resumed the consideration of
legislative business.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that all commit-
tees be authorized to meet during the
session of the Senate today.

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

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
RESEARCH

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
military procurement authorization
measure contained a provision of par-
ticular importance and significance. I
refer to section 203 of the military pro-
curement authorization, which reads as
follows:

None of the funds authorized to be ap-
propriated by this Act may be used to carry
out any research project or study unless such
project or study has a direct and apparent
relationship to a specific military function.

The language of that amendment is
clear and specific. The clear intent was
to restrict the pervasive policy of the De-
partment of Defense with respect to the
sponsorship of research. I think the wis-
dom of this amendment was manifested
by the fact that it remained untouched
throughout the conference between the
two Houses and is now a part of the law.

Congress, when it enacts its laws,
does not attempt to waste time on fu-
tile gestures.I make this statement be-
cause of the feeling of dismay and as-
tonishment when I read a reply by the
Department of Defense to a letter from
Senator FULBRIGHT concerning the im-
pact of section 203 on the sponsorship of
its research. That letter stated that all
of the Department of Defense research
has a direct and apparent relationship
to a mission of the Department of De-
fense and thus there would be no impact
on their sponsorship by the passage of
this section. It is greatly upsetting to see
any executive agency disabusing the clear
expression of congressional intent. It
would be unwise for Congress to attempt
to supervise the day-to-day operations
of any of the executive agencies; the ex-
ecutive must be permitted to operate
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with certain discretion but within the
confines of congressional policy delinea-
tions. I repeat, it is essential that the
broad policy guidelines set down by
Congress in the enactment of its laws
be followed by the executive agencies.
For too long, perhaps, some agencies
have been permitted to operate without
the type of constitutional check that
gives particular relevance to our form of
government. I do not believe that it can
be tolerated by Congress.

The sponsorship of research by the
Department of Defense over the past
20 years has contributed greatly to this
country. During this period, Defense was
the only agency that was able to obtain
sufficient funds to keep the Government’s
contribution to the scientific community
at a level that would maintain this Na-
tion’s primacy in the field of scientific
research. I think, however, that the at-
titudes in this country have matured to
the extent that we can now justify di-
rectly the sponsorship of research in this
country by the civilian agencies more
directly responsible for the type of work
deemed desirable. I believe that there is
some merit to the theory that some of
the abuse that is being heaped upon the
Department of Defense in recent times
can be traced to the involvement of the
Defense Department in matters more
far-reaching than its mission or needs
really require. The sponsorship of non-
mission oriented research—research that
does not have a direct and apparent
relationship to a specific mission of the
Department of Defense—is a clear ex-
ample of this overextension.

As a sponsor of this amendment, I
can clearly state that there was no in-
tention on my part, and thus I do not
believe any intention on the part of
Congress when it enacted this section
into law, of depriving the scientific com-
munity of proper funding for valid re-
search projects. There was, I believe, the
intention to realine some of the sponsor-
ship of research. I believe a readjustment
of these jurisdictional lines would be
much healthier for our society and for
the research community itself. Basic re-
search, the key purpose of which is fo
expand the existing body of knowledge in
a particular field—rather than further
or develop & specific mission or opera-
tion—should be funded by the civilian
agencies set up for those purposes. The
National Science Foundation was estab-
lished in 1950 for the specific purpose and
intent to maintain the level of excellence
in the basic sciences and to contribute
public resources to that end. The amount
of basic research funded by the Depart-
ment of Defense last year was approxi-
mately $250 million. There was another
$1.1 billion funded for so-called applied
research. There is some question as to
whether or not some of this latter could
validly meet the criteria of having a
direct and apparent relationship to a
specific mission of the Department of
Defense. I believe that prior to the pas-
sage of the Defense appropriation bill
this year, a clear accounting from the
Department of Defense in this area
should be obtained. Last week, I sent
letters off to the Secretary of Defense,
Mr. Laird, expressing my dismay with
the office of Dr. John Foster and his re-
sponse to the FULBRIGHT inquiry.
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In addition, I sent separate letters to
Dr. Foster informing him personally of
the misinterpretation of section 203; to
Elmer Staats, the Comptroller General,
requesting an appraisal of the effect of
section 203 on the procedures of the De-
partment of Defense in the sponsorship
of basic research and a report prior to the
consideration of the Defense appropria-
tion bill sometime next month: Robert
Mayo, the Budget Director, apprising him
of section 203, hoping that he could make
its impact clearly felt in next year's
budget presentation. This latter impact
would be achieved by a shift of resources
from the Department of Defense to the
appropriate civilian agencies.

I see no reason why that shift cannot
be made and valid research projects un-
dertaken on that basis under the agen-
cies which are charged with the primary
responsibility for such projects and not
the Department of Defense.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp the
letter to Dr. Foster and the response to
that letter.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

OcTtoBER 8, 1969,
Dr. Joun 8. FosTER, Jr.,
Director, Defense Research and Engineering,
Department of Defense, Washington, D.C.

Dear Dr. FosTER: I noted the enclosed
article In this morning's Washington Post
concerning a contract with the University of
Mississippl under Project Themis.

As you know, both the House and the
Senate have added a provision to the military
procurement bill which requires that all De-
partment of Defense research have a “direct
and apparent relationship to a specific mili-
tary function or operation.” I am interested
in having your views on how this amend-
ment will be implemented by the Depart-
ment after it becomes law, along with some
estimate of the types of contracts, and the
amounts in dollars, that may be cut out in
carrying out the intent of the Congress. I
would also like to know if in your view the
contract described in this article would be
possible under the terms of the amendment.

Sincerely yours,

J. W. FULBRIGHT.
DirecTorR OF DEFENSE
RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING,

Washington, D.C., November 3, 1969.
Hon. J. W. FULBRIGHT,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Me. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for send-
ing me the Washington Post article of 8 Oc-
tober 1869 concerning the Project THEMIB
research at the University of Mississippl in
the area of Biocontrol Systems.

Historically, animals have been used to
perform a variety of tasks. For example: dogs
and rescue operations in the Swiss Alps;
geese for sentry duty (dates back to the
Roman Legions); the carrier pigeons; and
porpoises to assist in undersea operations.
More recently pigeons have been trained to
cull out defective items from pharmaceutical
and electronic small component inspection
lines. Dogs have been trained to perform a
variety of tasks that have proved helpful to
our military personnel in Vietnam. Dogs can
detect buried and above ground mines,
booby traps and trip wires and warn of the
presence of these devices. All of these appli-
cations have utllized some unique animal
capacity to enhance man's operational capa-
bility or to save lives. It is our purpose in
this research to extend and exploit such
capabilities for use when our forces are ex-

posed to situations such as those they now




35724

face. We believe that the potential of uti-
lizing the unique capabilities of certain ani-
mals and birds should be investigated if by
doing so human lives may be saved. I hope
you will agree that this line of applied re-
search has a direct relationship to specific
military functions and operations.

We have been giving considerable thought
to the implementation of Sections 203 of the
House authorization bill and 2056 of the
Senate authorization bill which require that
all Department of Defense research have a
“direct and apparent relationship to a spe-
cific military function or operation.” The
research programs of the military depart-
ments and Defense agencies are under con-
tinual review by elements of DoD and re-
ceive, in addition, the critical scrutiny of my
office. It has long been DoD policy to support
only research which is relevant to military
functions and operations. Most of our
projects In the research and exploratory
development budget categories (from which
comes most of our university funding)
are, in fact, relevant to many military
operations. From time to time, however, we
eliminate support for research fields which
are no longer relevant to DoD needs; high
energy physics is a recent example. I do not
expect, therefore, that implementation of
these sections will entail any new type of
review or selection. Nevertheless, Secretary
Laird, Secretary Packard, and I have been
instituting a number of new management
approaches which will provide a basis for
more coherent and expliclt presentations to
the Congress about the basis for our budget
requests.

Sincerely,
G. L. TUCKER
(For John S. Foster, Jr.).

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I sup-
port the distinguished Senator from
Montana, the majority leader, in the fine
statement he has just made. There is no
question that Federal research has beecu
overwhelmingly sponsored by the De-
partment of Defense in the last few
years.

The National Science Foundation,
which has been established, as the dis-
tinguished Senator said, to do this job,
has not been adequately funded in some
respects. Of great importance is the fact
that the waste which is implicit here is
obvious. If we provide funds for the De-
partment of Defense, this is one area
where we do not adequately scrutinize
them, and there is bound to be waste
and extravagance involved. The people
who supervise them in the Department
of Defense, who may be well qualified
for military projects, but cannot do the
job for research outside of their field.

I am impressed with the waste in an
area called independent research. Inde-
pendent research is something the De-
fense Department provides for contrac-
tors as a percentage of their overhead
on the basis of supporting their research
potential. This is not used for govern-
mental purposes but for whatever pur-
pose the defense contractor wishes to
use it. We know the overwhelming ma-
jority do most of their work in the de-
fense area, but they can use it to im-
prove their own research commercial
position.

I think the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. Stennis) did a good job to cut this
down in conference. He accepted my
amendment and reduced the sum avail-
able in conference.

I hope in the future the thrust of the
speech made this morning by the dis-
tinguished majority leader is followed
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by Congress, to wit, that we provide only
those funds for the Department of De-
fense we can justify in the defense area;
that they be for clearly described gov-
ernmental purposes; that we know pre-
cisely what the appropriation is designed
to meet; that we know what the benefits
are for the cost involved; and in other
research areas not defense oriented that
nondefense agencies that know what
they are doing, handle it.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the Senator.

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF
SENATOR ALLOTT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the distin-
guished senior Senator from Colorado
(Mr. ArroTrT) be recognized for not to
exceed 20 minutes at the conclusion of
the remarks of the distinguished senior
Senator from Wisconsin.

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

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent to be excused from
attendance in the Senate for personal
reasons this afternoon and tomorrow.

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

S. 3181—INTRODUCTION OF THE
REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ACT
OF 1970

Mr. PROXMIRE., Mr. President, we
are losing the battle against water pol-
lution. We are polluting our waters faster
than we are cleaning them up. Despite
the expenditure of over $5.4 billion by
the Federal, State, and local govern-
ments between 1957 and 1969, we are
falling behind in the battle. Despite the
enactment of three major pieces of legis-
lation, we are losing ground. Despite a
loud public outery, we are in worse shape
now than when the first control legisla-
tion was enacted. Despite our most vig-
orous efforts, we have made little prog-
ress toward cleaning up our Nation’s
waterways in the last 10 years. A com-
prehensive review of our past efforts by
the General Accounting Office released
just 2 weeks ago confirms these con-
clusions:

As a result of the approaches followed in
the past, many treatment facilities have been
constructed which, because of pollution from
other sources, have not had an appreciable
effect on reducing the pollution or improving
water quality and uses of the nation's
waterways.

For those of us who have labored long
yvears toward getting the pollution con-
trol program started, the news is very
discouraging. To hear that our best
efforts have largely been in vain is very
hard to take. The immediate reaction
is to deny the facts. Many who have
worked so hard will simply refuse to be-
lieve the facts. “What do you mean, we
have not made any progress?” they ask.
“What about all the legislation that has
been passed, what about all of the
money that has been spent? What about
all of the desperate fishting to obtain the
smallest concessions?” The question
which must be asked, however, is how
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much cleaner is the water? The simple
fact is that it is dirtier. Somewhere we
have made mistakes in organizing the
fight.

Yes, money has been spent. Yes, thou-
sands of words have been written deplor-
ing the situation. And, yes, many laws
have been passed. But the water is
dirtier. There is more slime on its sur-
face, there are more dead fish lying
along the river banks, there are more
beaches closed. What then is wrong?
‘Where have we failed? The sophisticated
observer will immediately declare that
we have not spent enough money. And
he is right—up to a point. But the ques-
tion must be asked, what have we re-
ceived for the money which has been
spent? Very little is the GAO conclusion.
But the problem runs much deeper than
simply a lack of money. It runs into the
very strategy behind our present efforts.
It runs to the very heart of our current
attack on the problem.

We have confused the means with the
ends. We have awarded grants for the
construction of waste treatment plants
on a first-come-first-serve basis with
little thought to their real contribution
to cleaning up the water. We have be-
come obsessed with the number of plants
built, and have forgotten fto ask how
much cleaner the water is. We have em-
phasized the means and assumed the
ends. But the means have not produced
the desired results. We have built treat-
ment plants, but many are lying idle or
only partially operational due to a lack
of skilled operators. We have built plants
which handle such a small fraction of
the actual pollutants being dumped in
the waterway that they have produced
no measurable improvement in water
quality. The General Accounting Office
summarized the problem very well:

We believe, however, that the benefits ob-
tained from the construction of the projects
have not been as great as they could have
been, because many waste treatment facil-
ities have been constructed on waterways
where major polluters located nearby—in-
dustrial and municipal-——continued to dis-
charge untreated or inadequately treated
wastes into the waterways.

To understand the real problem, a brief
review of our present pollution control
policy is needed.

Our present strategy is based on two
central tenets. The first is a policy of
Federal subsidies for the construction of
waste treatment facilities. The second is
the Federal enforcement policy against
individual waste dischargers. In its sim-
plest form, present policy amounts to one
of the carrot and the stick. Federal sub-
sidies are used to induce muniecipalities to
construet municipal waste treatment
plants. This is the carrot approach. The
financial support for waste treatment
plant construction was first introduced
in the Water Pollution Control Act of
1956 and the authorization of funds for
such subsidies has increased ever since.
Under present provisions, it is possible
for a municipality to recover from the
Federal Government up to 55 percent of
the cost of constructing treatment
plants.

The other element of the present pol-
iey, the stick, is the collection of enforce-
ment efforts initiated by the Federal
Water Pollution Control Administration
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to bring individual polluters to heel and
force them to increase abatement efforts.
Unfortunately, comparatively few en-
forcement actions have been brought
against individual polluters. The sub-
stantial economic and political power of
these industrial polluters has been a seri-
ous roadblock to effective enforcement
actions.

Although a number of waste treatment
plants have been constructed, many of
them are simply not equipped to handle
the tremendous demands on their ca-
pacity to break down raw sewage. A se-
vere lack of trained operators has aggra-
vated the situation.

Much more important, however, than
simple operational difficulties is the fail-
ure of the present efforts to deal with the
major sources of pollution. The report of
the General Accounting Office empha-
sized the fact that much money has been
spent on plants which make only very
limited contributions to improving river
and stream quality because they handle
such a small fraction of the total wastes
dumped in the river. In every major
river system studied by the GAO, the
results were the same: We have failed to
mount a significant attack against the
major contributors to pollution.

I shall cite only one example studied
by GAO to illustrate the point. The name
of the river is withheld to protect the
guilty:

This example involves a 170 mile section of
one of the largest interstate rivers in the
United States. Although there are more than
20 municipalities located on this stretch,
only six discharge their wastes into the river.
Sixteen Federal Water Pollution Control Ad-
ministration Grants totalling about $6.1 mil-
lion and two Accelerated Public Works
Grants totalling about #$1.6 million were
made to five of the six municipalities be-
tween April 1857 and April 1969 for the con-
struction of waste treatment facilities.

During the 12-year period studied from
1957 to 1969, the new facilities have suc-
cessfully reduced domestic wastes poured
into the river in terms of their biochemi-
cal oxygen demand by 14 percent. But
domestic wastes account for only 25 per-
cent of the total waste dumped in the
river. Thus, the plants only served to re-
duce total pollution in the river by ap-
proximately 3 percent. However, during
the same period, the amount of indus-
trial wastes dumped into the river in-
creased by an astronomical 350 percent—
measured by the biochemical oyygen de-
mand created which is needed to break
down the waste. To quote the GAO re-
port:

The reduction in munieipal biochemical
oxygen demand (BOD) that has been ac-
complished (147,000 P.E.) is of little conse-
quence when compared with the increase in
BOD permitted to be discharged by indus-
tries (2.4 million PE). Thus despite the ex-
penditure of over §7.7 million, we have al-
lowed an increase in industrial waste equal
to over 16 times the amount by which we
have reduced domestic waste. The summary
made by GAO of the experience is very en-
lightening:

Thus, the construction of waste treatment
facilities with the aid of $7.7 million in fed-
eral grants has not had an appreciable effect
in abating, controlling, and preventing water
pollution in this section of the river.

The real source of the problem should
now be clear. Our present efforts, de-
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spite their admitted lack of funding,
failed to even attack the major contribu-
tors to pollution—industries located
along the river. A full 75 percent of the
total wastes dumped into the river are
created by industry and yet our present
efforts have had almost no effect in con-
trolling this source of pollution, In fact
these sources of pollution increased al-
most 350 percent in the 12 years between
1957 and 1969. This better than any-
thing else should show the inadequacy
of the present strategy.

What is more, GAO makes it very
clear that this is not an isolated example.
The report itself contains seven other
similar examples, all of them leading to
the same conclusion that our present
strategy has almost completely failed to
tackle the major sources of industrial
pollution.

The grim conclusion one is forced to
draw from all of this is that our present
strategy for combating water pollution
has had only limited success in improv-
ing the quality of our Nation’s waters.
This is not to say that these efforts have
not had the best intentions, that they
were not possibly all we could do under
the circumstances. Those of us who have
fought long and hard for just this much
know how difficult the battle has been.
But we must not give up in the face of
past disappointments. We must not be-
come fatalists. What we must do is re-
assess the situation—see where we have
made our mistakes and redirect our
efforts to correct them. We must look
ahead to a new plan, a new strategy be-
fore it is too late.

A NEW STRATEGY FOR POLLUTION CONTROL

To those searching for a new strategy,
there is a great deal of hope. An alterna-
tive strategy does now exist. It is a proven
strategy. Where it has been tried, it has
met with great success. It promises to
yield dramatic progress in a relatively
short time. And the best part of it is that
it is relatively simple. What it is not is a
panacea which will stop all water pollu-
tion overnight. It does promise, however,
to substantially improve water quality
throughout the United States—improve
it to a degree which present efforts could
not hope to achieve for many years and
only after the expenditure of hundreds of
millions of dollars.

What is this new strategy? Like the
present strategy, it is based on two essen-
tial elements. The first one is the imposi-
tion of a system of national effluent
charges. The second is the development
of regional agencies for planning and
managing water quality on a wide basis.
A brief explanation of these two tech-
niques will help focus our understanding
before we deal with them in detail.

First of all, we must understand that
the so-called pollution problem is essen-
tially an economic problem. Pollution is
actually the wasted resources of our so-
clety. Pollution represents the marginal
amounts of those resources which we
have said are economically no longer use-
ful. They are the limited quantities which
it is no longer profitable to recover. Why
are they marginal? Because we have said
they are. We use resources only to the
degree beyond which it is cheaper to get
more of the resources. This is the value
basis we use in our economic system. The
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direct consequence of this fundamental
fact is that we must seek an economiec
solution if we are to attack the heart of
the pollution problem.

Under the present strategy there is an
economic incentive to continue poliut-
ing the environment. It is simply cheaper
in many cases for an industry to pay a
fine and continue polluting the water
than to develop pollution control devices.
It is one of sheer economics. The only
way to reverse this system is to make
it economical not to pollute. We must
create a system which provides an eco-
nomic incentive based on the profit mo-
tive to reduce the production of waste.
This is the only permanent solution.
Force is not the answer. We must make
it profitable not to pollute the water. We
must make it profitable for a company
to recover those marginal resources
which it has been wasting up to this
time. We must make the water a re-
source which, like every other resource
in the production process, has to be paid
far as a legitimate cost of production.

The first step in this new strategy
would be the imposition of a system of
national effluent charges. These charges
would be levied as a form of rent for the
use of the water to dispose of industrial
wastes. The charges would vary depend-
ing on the relative demand placed on the
water in disposing of particular waste
products. The water can assimilate only
so much waste. Each polluter would be
assessed based on the quantity of the
waste discharged and also on its relative
strength and toxicity.

The water would be considered like
any other productive resource which is
used in the manufacturing process.
Merely because it is part of the publie
domain, and not owned privately, is no
reason why it should be considered as a
free gift of nature to be despoiled with-
out penalty. We do not allow industry
to go into our national forests and cut
timber simply because it is part of the
public domain. It is sold to the highest
bidder. Why should the water be treated
any differently? It is just as much a pro-
ductive resource as timber. The only dif-
ference is that its use cannot be easily
allocated. We cannot sell the water the
way we sell timber. We can, however,
charge industry for its use based on the
degree to which that use impairs its
quality and purity. This is only fair, It
is only rational.

There is no reason why the public
should be made to bear the cost of clean-
ing up water which industry has used
free of charge to carry away its waste
products. Waste disposal is a legitimate
cost of production. It is a normal cost
of doing business. Why should it be
treated any differently from any other
legitimate cost? Business must be made
to accept this doctrine. It must accept
the fact that it is not the only group
competing for the water's use. Sports-
men have a right to fish the same water.
The public has a right to pure drinking
water. Both the public and the fishermen
pay for the use of the water, Why should
industry be exempted? These are the
reasons for the imposition of efluent
charges—to make sure that industry pays
its fair share like any other water user.

Each type of waste now dumped in our
waterways would be assessed a certain
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amount per pound based on the relative
demand it places on the water’s capacity
to assimilate and break down wastes.

Since the charges would be levied on
a per pound basis, there would be a direct
incentive for polluters to reduce their
waste production in order that a major
part of the charge would be eliminated.
As new technology develops for limiting
waste discharges even further, the efflu-
ent charge would provide a continuing
incentive to install the most up-to-date
production processes to cut down on
waste production and thus reduce the
total bill. The ultimate goal, of course,
would be to “loop the system” where all
of the resources put into the system
would be totally used in the manufac-
turing process, and, therefore, there
would be no wastes discharged into the
environment.

ADVANTAGES

What exactly are the advantages of
implementing such a system of effluent
charges? There are a number of very
important advantages: First, and per-
haps most important, the imposition of
such a system will enable us to make
rapid strides in a relatively short time
toward significantly improving the qual-
ity of our Nation’s waterways. The pro-
posal would attack the major sources of
pollution, unlike the present efforts
which have dealt with only a fraction
of the problem. The economic incentives
not to pollute would be very strong.
There would be almost an immediate im-
pact due to the natural desire of polluters
to reduce their charges as soon as pos-
sible. That this is not merely theory, but
what has actually happened in practice,
is shown by a number of examples where
the system has had spectacular success.

Several examples where towns have
imposed so-called sewerage charges on
industry for the use of the town’s waste
treatment plant provide excellent cases
in point. These sewerage charges are very
similar in their impact to effluent
charges. The first example is a major
industrial operation in Otsego, Mich. The
town's waste treatment plant had been
designed under the assumption that it
would have to handle about 500 pounds
of biochemical oxygen demand per day
in 1983. However, by 1965 the actual bio-
chemical oxygen demand—BOD—load
from the town’s major industrial opera-
tion alone was about 1,500 pounds per
day. The city commission decided to
charge the company for all expenses for
treating wastes from the industry above
500 pounds per day.

The first monthly billing of the firm
after the initiation of the surcharge was
based on an estimated biochemical
oxygen—BOD—load of 27,000 pounds.
This represented a total of 900 pounds
per day, down from 1,500 pounds before
the tax. For the second 30-day billing
period, the firm’s biochemical oxygen de-
mand—BOD—load was down to about
22,000 pounds—T1733 pounds per day, down
over 50 percent from the original 1,500
pounds per day. For the third billing
period after the charge had been initi-
ated, the BOD load was down to about
15,000 pounds—500 pounds per day, or
approximately the BOD load projected
for 1983. Thus in 3 months the efluent
charge had led to a 66-percent reduction
in the amount of untreated wastes re-
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leased by the plant. What is more the
efluent charge had brought the total
waste discharged down to the base
amount which the city had agreed to
handle. The response to the charge was
obvious, and very rapid. It is very ques-
tionable whether current Federal en-
forcement efforts would have been able to
achieve nearly the degree of success in
nearly the same time.

The second example is the develop-
ment and initiation of a sewer surcharge
in Springfield, Mo. Faced with sharply
rising waste loads in 1962, Springfield
decided to apply a surcharge on indus-
trial waste discharges above the normal
strength of sewage. The rationale, like
that of the bill we are introducing today,
was to provide an incentive for industrial
operations to reduce waste discharges
and would provide funds for expansion
of the city’s treatment plant facilities.
Each plant discharging sewage above the
permissible concentration was notified
of the amount of the prospective sur-
charge, and of the fact that the city
would review the assessment whenever a
plant made operational changes. Even
before the first official billing, some
plants began to take action. A packing
plant that faced an assessment of about
$1,400 per month modified its production
processes and ended up with a sewer bill
of only $225 per month. A commercial
laundry, faced with a large monthly sur-
charge because its waste discharge was
warm and had a relatively high concen-
tration of suspended solids, made
changes that resulted in a significant net
savings in its production costs even with
the sewer surcharge. Many other indus-
tries in the town took similar swift cor-
rective action and reduced their charges
substantially.

Dr. Allen V. Eneese, a Ph. D. in eco-
nomies, one of the leading authorities on
the economics of water pollution con-
trol, and incidentally, the man who called
this action to the attention of the Joint
Economic Committee a few months ago,
when he appeared as a witness, summed
up the experience of various communities
with sewerage or efluent charges in his
book entitled “Managing Water Quality,
Economics, Technology, Institutions”:

The responses of industrial operations to
the imposition of sewer charges can be gen-
eralized as follows. First, the imposition of a
charge or surcharge tends to encourage plants
to make changes that In many cases reduce
not only the volume of efiuents, but the
water intake. Second, sewer charges tend to
induce an examination of production proec-
esses that often uncovers relatively simple
modifications which may result in net reduc-
tion in total production costs.

Thus, a system of effluent charges can
be expected to provide significant im-
provements in water quality.

The second advantage which would re-
sult from the imposition of a system of
national efluent charges is that it would
assign responsibility for pollution con-
trol to those who are responsible for the
pollution. In other words the polluters
would pay for the damages caused by
pollution, not the public at large. Re-
cently, there has been increasing rec-
ognition of the importance of this funda-
mental doctrine that those who are re-
sponsible for pollution should be respon-
sible for cleaning it up. The Water Qual-
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ity Improvement Act of 1969 recognizes
this essential responsibility when it
charges oil companies, not the public,
with the responsibility for cleaning up
any future spills and for restoring the
quality of the damaged environment, The
bill we are introducing today strengthens
this emphasis,. We must restore the
fundamental tenet that the polluter and
not the Government must be ultimately
responsible for cleaning up the environ-
ment. The annual report of the Council
of Economic Advisers supports this view
and recommends a system of effluent
charges to develop a sustained revenue
system to fight pollution. I quote from
the report:

Although it must assist in eliminating the
large backlog of capital requirements, the
federal government cannot and should not
finance local waste treatment indefinitely. In
the long run, localities should collect reve-
nues from the polluters adequate to sustain
the system and to expand it in line with
normal growth., Charges based on use of
treatment facilities provide long-run incen-
tives for the abatement of pollution. Effuent
charges on polluters in sections of the river
where there is no municipal treatment could
have a similar effect; when waste discharge
is costing industrial firms a certain amount
for each pound discharged, the volume of
waste will be reduced and the revenue col-
lected will help to pay for collective treat-
ment.

The third principal advantage of a sys-
tem of eflluent charges is that it would
confribute to the ultimate solution of
the pollution problem; that is, the re-
duction of waste production. Much of
our present effort is directed toward
converting one form of waste into an-
other form of waste which is considered
less obnoxious. In the process we may
actually create more waste. We are
merely changing the form of waste, not
eliminating it. Without concentrated ef-
forts toward actually cutting down on
the amount of waste, not modifying its
form, we will be shortly faced with a
situation where the production of waste
will overtake our ability to dispose of it.
If we are to survive in a society which
uses enormous amounts of matter and
energy, we must find ways to reuse that
matter and energy that we now give off
as waste.

The imposition of a system of national
effluent charges will provide the strong-
est possible incentives for the maximum
use of our productive resources, and thus
the reduction of waste. This is where
“looping the system'—that is, converting
waste into new resources—become so es-
sential. Not only will this conserve valu-
able natural resources which are irre-
placeable, but it will dramatically cut
down on our waste production. This is,
without question, one of the most impor-
tant long-range advantages of the efflu-
ent charge technique for handling pol-
lution. The technology exists today in
many cases for “looping the system.”
The only thing lacking is an economic
incentive to put it to work. The bill being
introduced today will provide this needed
incentive.

The fourth major advantage of im-
posing a system of national eflluent
charges would be that such a system
would provide revenue which could be
utilized to further pollution control
efforts in other sectors of the economy,




November 25, 1969

most notably in eliminating domestic
wastes produced by our municipalities,
and, of course, to reduce the enormous
size of our Federal budget.

The bill we are introducing today
would provide that 50 percent of the
revenue collected would be redistributed
to the Nation's municipalities to assist
them in the construction and mainte-
nance of waste treatment facilities. Mr.
President, there is nothing more obvious
today than the funding gap between
authorizations and appropriations for
the construction of waste treatment
facilities. Every Member of this body is
aware of the critical need for more
money for pollution control efforts. Un-
fortunately the Federal fiscal outlook
today is not promising for increased pol-
lution control expenditures. Unless an
alternative source of funds is found, the
present gap will almost certainly con-
tinue. The situation will continue to get
worse instead of better.

This bill would provide much of the
additional needed revenues. It has been
estimated by Dr. Kneese, already men-
tioned, that an average effluent charge of
10-cents per pound of waste applied on
a national basis would yield, at present
waste production rates, approximately $2
billion in revenue each year. Of course,
it is expected that the actual amount
collected would be lower due to improve-
ments made by industry to reduce their
waste production.

Conservatively, however, Dr. Kneese
estimates that in the first year of opera-
tion, the effluent charge system could be
expected to produce a minimum of $1.5
billion in revenues which would then be
available to the municipalities for the
construction of waste treatment plants.
This is almost seven times the amount
which would be provided by the Nixon
budget, almost three times the amount
the House has voted, and 1'% times the
amount which has been authorized by
the Senate for the current year. In view
of the fact that there is a $2 billion
backlog for Federal funds alone, the
need for increased revenue is painfully
obvious. This bill would provide that
revenue.

Fifth, the bill will provide strong eco-
nomic incentives for the creation of
regional water management associations.
These associations will provide the
necessary coordination to make a com-
prehensive attack on a region’s water
pollution problems possible. They will
also enable us to take advantage of sig-
nificant economies of scale which can be
realized in treatment efforts. This will
sharply reduce the costs associated with
water quality improvement.

What is more important, the bill will
allow the maximum possible freedom in
developing these water management as-
sociations. Existing associations such as
the Delaware River Basin Commission,
will be encouraged to develop compre-
hensive plans for treatment works and
other control measures as soon as possi-
ble. Once the Secretary of the Interior
is satisfied that these plans are adequate,
he is empowered to turn over to the com-
mission grants from the special trust
fund for the construction of regional
water improvement facilities. Thus, the
bill looks toward turning ultimate re-
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sponsibility for water quality manage-
ment over to associations which can pro-
vide the necessary coordination between
industry, local governments and State
and Federal authorities.
SUMMARY OF ADVANTAGES

Thus, the bill presents five principal
advantages: First, it promises to sharply
improve water quality in a short period
of time. Second, it places responsibility
on the polluter, and not the publie, for
paying for damage to the environment.
Third, the bill works toward an ultimate
solution to the pollution problem by en-
couraging waste reduction rather than
waste conversion. Fourth, the bill will
provide substantial new sources of sorely
needed revenue to finance the construe-
tion of municipal waste treatment fa-
cilities. Fifth, and perhaps most impor-
tant, the bill provides strong economic
incentives for the creation of regional
water management associations.

ADVANTAGES FOR INDUSTRY

The bill, however, has advantages not
only for those concerned with cleaning
up our waters, but for those who are do-
ing the polluting. The immediate reac-
tion I have obtained from some people
with whom I have discussed the bill is,
“How about businesses that have to use
water for legitimate and desirable pro-
ductive purposes? How will they be af-
fected?”

Mr. President, I think there may be
some private support for this measure
among the industries involved. To the
industrialist who is faced with paying
the charges, the bill has advantages over
the present strategy. Faced by massive
public demands backed by Federal and
State enforcement efforts to clean up pol-
lution, the industrialist is faced with
two alternatives. He can either support
a system of effluent charges which will
enable him to make his own decisions
as to how best to reduce waste produc-
tion through changes in his production
processes, at his own speed, or he can
continue to face increasing Federal and
State pressure to stop all pollution by a
date which is imposed on him. It is a
choice between force and freedom. In
either case, the public demands that our
waters be cleaned up—and soon. The de-
mand is clear. It will not go away. It
will only increase in the years ahead.
Something will be done. The only ques-
tion which now remains is, how will it
be done? For the industrialist, our bill
presents an alternative, an alternative
much more attractive than what he can
expect to face in the next few years un-
der the present system.

ADVANTAGES FOR CONSERVATIONISTS

For the conservationist who is con-
cerned over ends, that is, actual improve-
ment in the quality of the water, the bill
also has advantages. Some may charge
that the bill does not demand a complete

. halt to all water pollution immediately.

Of course, that is true. The point is, how-
ever, given the practical impossibility of
enforcing absolute standards against in-
dustry, the bill provides the most reason-
able alternative. The bill provides strong
economic incentives, incentives industry
understands, to clean up pollution. The
results will be much more sweeping than
those obtained from isolated enforce-
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ment efforts to stop all pollution in a
given industry. The difference is that the
effluent charge approach will provide the
maximum across-the-board improve-
ment in water quality. And this is what
we should be interested in. Ideal stand-
ards which cannot possibly be enforced
are equal to having no standards at all.
We must accept economic and political
realities. We must seek the optimum
solution, whether or not it represents the
theoretical ideal. If we want clean water,
not ideal standards, then the effluent
charge technique is called for. The crisis
is too serious to argue over ideal stand-
ards. We must begin to move swiftly and
we must adopt the strategv which will
give us the maximum amount of im-
provement in the shortest time. The sys-
tem of efluent charges will do this. It will
give us cleaner water in a short time, and
tl;at is what we should be concerned
about.

WHO SUPPORTS EFFLUENT CHARGES?

Perhaps most important, the effluent
charge technique has substantial sup-
port in the Federal Water Pollution Con-
trol Administration, the principal agency
involved in the problem. In a compre-
hensive study of the Delaware Estuary,
the FWPCA concluded that—

(1) Effluent charges should be seriously
considered as a method for attaining water
quality improvement. (2) A charge of 8 to
10 cents per pound of oxygen demanding
material discharged appears to produce rela-
tively large increases in critical dissolved
oxygen levels, (3) A charge of that level is
not expected to cause major reglonal eco-
nomic readjustments (such as the closing of
industrial plants) in the study area (Dela-
ware River Estuary). (4) The charge method
attains the same goal as a conventional
method of improving water quality, but
treatment costs are lower, and the effect on
waste dischargers is more equitable, Also the
charge provides a continuing incentive for
the discharger to reduce his wastes discharge

and serves as a guide to public investment
decisions.

The effluent charge program also has
the support of the Council of Economic
Advisers and the Environmental Pollu-
tion Panel of the President’s Science
Advisory Committee. In addition, the
President's Task Force on Pollution
Abatement consisting of representatives
from the Bureau of the Budget, the
Council of Economiec Advisers, the De-
partment of Commerce, the Department
of the Interior and the Treasury Depart-
ment strongly recommended a system of
national effluent charges. What is more,
the effluent charge technigue has the sup-
port of most major economists and is
supported by such research organizations
as Resources for the Future, which has
done substantial research into the sys-
tem, and strongly recommends its imple-
mentation in the United States. Thus the
concept is not new, and it has the support
of major elements in the Government
including the major water pollution con-
trol agency.

I might say, Mr. President, that this
is a technique that has been used for
some years, with great success, in Europe,
where, of course, industry is much more
intensely concentrated, and thus pollu-
tion could be a much more serious prob-
lem. It has been the principal technique
which has kept the Rhine River, for ex-
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ample, from being the terrifically pol-
luted type of stream which so many of
our waterways, like Lake Erie and other
areas, have become. It works well, and
has been adopted in Canada as well as
in Europe.

WHAT WILL THE BILL DO?

The bill we are introducing today di-
rects the Secretary of the Interior in con-
junection with the Secretary of the Treas-
ury to establish a schedule of charges for
those substances which detract from the
quality of our Nation’s waters. The
charges will be based on the damage dif-
ferent substances inflict on the water.
Each polluter will then pay an amount
based on the quantity of particular
wastes he dumps into the water. At any
time he may petition the FWPCA for a
change in his total charges due to im-
provements he has made in the produc-
tive process which cuts down on wastes.

Fifty percent of the revenue collected
will then be redistributed to municipali-
ties for the construction of municipal
waste treatment plants. The remaining
50 percent will be placed in a special trust
fund which will be allocated to the re-
gional associations once they receive cer-
tification from the Federal Water Pol-
lution Control Administration. This will
enable the cities to construct many of
the badly needed waste treatment facili-
ties which have not received adequate
funding in recent years, It will also pro-
vide strong economic incentives for the
formation of regional water management
associations which can provide a coordi-
nated attack on water pollution prob-
lems.

Mr, President, the Nation’s water crisis
is getting more serious. The need for a
new strategy of attack is only too clear.
The water is getting dirtier, not cleaner.
Unless a new strategy is developed, it
may be many years before any significant
progress is made against water pollution.
The bill we are introducing today pro-
vides that new strategy. It promises to
yield significant improvements in water
quality in a short time. It will do this in
an equitable manner. It will do it less ex-
pensively than is possible using coercion.
Most important, it will contribute to the
ultimate solution of the pollution prob-
lem, that is the reduction of waste. As
the distinguished Senator from Maine
(Mr. Muskie), who has been a great
leader in this area, has stated:

Any concept of the environment—air,
water, or land—as an infinite reservoir, with
an infinite capacity to dilute, disperse, and
assimilate waste is outmoded and irresponsi-
ble . .. [We must] shift the focus to waste
management and reduction as the most effec-
tive guarantee of environmental improve-
ment.

The bill we are introducing today will
work toward this end. As Senator MUSKIE
has indicated, we must look to the fu-
ture. This bill is an effort toward that
end.

Mr. President, I introduce this bill in
behalf of myself, the Senator from Mon-
tana (Myr. ManNsFIELD), the Senator from
Ohio (Mr. Young), my colleague from
Wisconsin (Mr. NeLson), the Senator
from Colorado (Mr. DoMINICK), the Sen-
ator from New Jersey (Mr. Case), the
Senator from Indiana (Mr. HARTKE), the
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. Mc-
GoVERN), the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
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Cannon), and the Senator from Rhode
Island (Mr. PELL).

I ask that the bill be appropriately re-
ferred, and that it be printed in the
Recorb at this point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ALLEN in the chair). The bill will be re-
ceived and appropriately referred; and,
without objection, will be printed in the
REcoRD in accordance with the Senator’s
request.

The bill (S. 3181), to provide a pro-
gram of pollution control in selected
river basins and waterways of the United
States through comprehensive plan-
ning and financial assistance to munici-
palities and regional management asso-
ciations for the construction of waste
treatment facilities, introduced by Mr.
ProxmIRe (for himself and other Sena-
tors), was received, read twice by its
title, referred to the Committee on Pub-
lic Works, and ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

8.38181
SHORT TITLE

Sectron 1. This Act may be cited as the
“Regional Water Quality Act of 1970".

FINDINGS AND PURFOSE

Bec. 2. (a) Congress finds and declares that
the clear, fresh, natural waters of the Na-
tion's rivers, lakes, streams, estuaries, bays,
and coastal areas have become despoiled and
unsightly dumping grounds for the wastes of
our industries and for the raw or inadequate-
ly treated sewage of our communities; that
there is a national concern for the potentially
harmful effects of these waters to our health
and welfare, for the esthetlc qualities of
these waters, and for the suitability of these
waters for municipal, agricultural, industrial,
recreational and wildlife and sport and com-
mercial fish uses; that there is a national
urgency to control, prevent, anc eliminate
polluting substances in these waters through
the construction, where appropriate, of co-
ordinated river basin or areawide waste
treatment works if these waters are to be
reclaimed and restored to adequate stand-
ards of quality for our health, welfare, and
resource needs; that present Federal pro-
grams now authorized to provide financial
assistance in the construction of such works
are inadequate to meet the rising demand
for the works and that these programs have
focused on the need for individual munici-
palities to construct treatment facilities
rather than on coordinated efforts to clean
up entire river basins and attack all major
sources of pollution; that these present pro-
grams need to be supplemented by a pro-
gram which focuses on a coordinated re-
gional approach which provides desirable
economic incentives to water users to con-
serve water and to minimize pollution
through reduction in the quantity of waste
products dumped into these waterways and
which will encourage the formation of inter-
state regional water management associa-
tions which ultimately will assume full fi-
nancial responsibility for the provision of
waste treatment works in the most effective
and economically efficlent manner,

(b) It is therefore the purpose of this Aet
to encourage the formation of permanent
regional water management assoclations
which are responsible for the preparation
and develoment of comprehensive pollution
control plans for all or part of a river basin
or parts thereof that is consistent with or
part of a comprehensive river basin water
and related land use plan for the area. These
objectives shall be accomplished through—

(1) the establishment of economic incen-
tives to water users to conserve water and
minimize wastes and to join together in re-
gional water management assoclations to
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promote the most efficient use of the water
sources of the region; and

(2) the provision of finaneial assistance
to municipalities and regional management
associations for the construction of waste
treatment facilities.

DEFINITIONS

Sec. 3. For the purposes of this Act the
term—

(1) “Secretary” means the Secretary of the
Interior;

(2) “construction” includes preliminary
planning to determine the economic and en-
gineering feasibility of waste treatment ac-
tivities, the engineering, architectural, legal,
fiscal, and economic Investigations and
studies, surveys, designs, plans, working
drawings, specifications, procedures, and
other action necessary to the construction
of such facilities; and the erection, building,
acquisition, alteration, remodeling, improve-
ment, or extension of such facilities; and
the inspection and supervision of the con-
struction of such facilities;

(3) “waste treatment facllities” means the
various devices used in the treatment of
sewage or industrial wastes of a liquid na-
ture, including the necessary intercepting
sewers, outfall sewers, pumping, powers, and
other equipment, and their appurtenances,
and includes any extensions, improvements,
remodeling, additions, and alterations
thereof; and

(4) “State” means a State, the District of
Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam.,

NATIONAL AFFLUENT CHARGES

Sec. 4. (a) In furtherance of the purpose
of this Act, the Secretary and the Secretary
of the Treasury shall prescribe such regula-
tions as are necessary to establish and put
into effect not later than June 1971, a sched-
ule of national effluent charges for all those
substances other than domestic sewage
which detract from the quality of the water
for municipal, agricultural, industrial, rec-
reational, sport, wildlife and commercial fish
uses, In determining such charges the Sec-
retary shall consider the relationship be-
tween the quantity and quality of the waste
discharged and the resulting damage to the
quality of the waterway as the base for spe-
cific charges.

(b) Revenues collected by the Secretary of
the Treasury pursuant to such charges shall
be deposited in a trust fund (hereinafter
referred to as the “fund”) in the Treasury
to be avallable without further appropriation
to the Secretary for use as prescribed In sec-
tion 5.

(¢) Any person who violates any regula-
tion established pursuant to this Act shall
be subject to a civil penalty of not less
than $1,000 nor more than $5,000 for each
violation. Each day of such violation shall
constitute a separate offense. Such penal-
ties may be compromised by the Secretary,
when deemed in the public interest.

(d) The United States district courts shall,
upon petition by the appropriate United
States attorney or the Attorney General on
behalf of the United States, have jurisdiction
to restrain violations of regulations estab-
lished pursuant to this Act.

USE OF FUND

Sec. 5. (a) The Secretary shall distribute
amounts received in the fund in each fiscal
year according to the following formula:
fitty per centum shall be allocated to mu-
nicipalities for the construction of waste
treatment facilities in accordance with sec-
tion 6, and fifty per centum shall be allocated
to regonal water management assoclations
for the construction of waste treatment fa-
cilities in accordance with section 7.

GRANTS TO MUNICIPALITIES

Sec. 6. From allocations pursuant to sec-
tion 5 the Secretary shall make grants to
municipalities in any State for the construc-
tion of waste treatment facilities. Such
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grants shall be made on a priority basis de-
termined by the Secretary in accordance
with the purpose of this Act in such manner
as to provide for such facilities where the
need is greatest.
GRANTS TO REGIONAL MANAGEMENT
ASSOCIATIONS

Sec. 7. From allocations pursuant to sec-
tion 4 the Secretary shall make grants to
regional management assoclations for the
construction of waste treatment facilities.
Such grants shall be made (1) in amounts
determined on the basis of the population of
the area to be served and the urgency of the
need, and (2) subject to the condition that—

(A) the association has developed and sub-
mitted to the Secretary a comprehensive wa-
ter pollution control plan for the region over
which it has jurisdiction;

(B) such region covers the area of one or
more river basins in one or more States or is
an area in one or more States of related land
uses;

(C) the Secretary determines that such
plan provides for a coordinated attack on
water pollution and other related conserva-
tion problems in such region; and

(D) such assoclation is a permanent or-
ganization with authority (including en-
forcement authority) to carry out such plan.

OTHER CONDITIONS AND REQUIREMENTS

SEec. 8. The Secretary may establish by reg-
ulation such other conditions and require-
ments for grants pursuant to this Act as he
determines necessary to carry out the pur-
pose of this Act.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I re-
serve the remainder of my time, and 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, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the

quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
EAGLETON in the chair). Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered.

(Mr.

POSTPONEMENT OF IMPLEMENTA-
TION OF NEXT INCREMENTAL IN-
CREASE IN NEW GRAZING FEE
SCHEDULE

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I am de-
lighted to inform the Senate that today
I have received a copy of a letter ad-
dressed to the chairman of the Interior
Committee wherein the Secretary of the
Interior announces his decision to post-
pone the implementation of the next
incremental increase in the new grazing
fee schedule as established by regulations
published January 10, 1969. I applaud
the Secretary on this wise decision.

As Senators know, earlier this year
grazing fees, and specifically the 400-
percent increase proposed by the former
Secretary of the Interior, were the subject
of extensive hearings by the Public Lands
Subcommittee under the able chairman-
ship of the senior Senator from Idaho
(Mr. CrurcH). These hearings elicited
substantial information regarding the
severe impact of the former Secretary’s
planned 400-percent increase in grazing
fees.

It should be recognized that the pro-
posed 400-percent increase was based, at
least ostensibly, upon the 1966 Western
Livestock Grazing Survey in which 10,-
000 ranchers participated. It was under-
stood that the agreed-upon cost factors
would be utilized in arriving at the new
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fees. However, the former Secretary re-
fused to recognize one of the agreed-
upon cost factors; namely, permit value.
The former Secretary assigned as his
reason for refusing to recognize permit
value as a cost factor the argument that
to recognize permit value would “recog-
nize a proprietary interest in the pub-
lic lands.” Of course, section 3 of the
Taylor Grazing Act provides, among
other things, that the issuance of a per-
mit “shall not create any right, title, in-
terest, or estate in or to the lands.”

Therefore, his assigned reason for re-
versing himself seems to be totally with-
out basis. However, it should also be
noted that that same section of the
Taylor Grazing Act also states that
“grazing privileges recognized and ac-
knowledged shall be adequately safe-
guarded.” Those “privileges” include, as
set forth in section 3, the preference of
renewal of the permit in the permittee.
Further, in accordance with the act:

Preference shall be given in the issuance
of grazing permits to those within or near a
district who are landowners engaged In the
livestock business, bona fide occupants or
settlers, or landowners of water or water
rights.

Therefore, any reasonable reading of
the Taylor Grazing Act would lead one to
the conclusion that while no “right, title,
interest, or estate in or to the lands” is
created by the act, the grazing privileges
created and granted to those persons
having commensurable and appropriate
land holdings nearby does have value,
and that value is an appropriate factor
to be utilized in computing the “reason-
able fees” provided for by the act.

I commend the present Secretary of
the Interior for forestalling further fee
increases. He is keeping his word. In his
February 18 press release Secretary
Hickel said:

For our part, the Department will keep
this whole matter under review in the fu-
ture, taking into account new information
and new circumstances, including those de-
veloped in the course of judicial proceedings,
Congressional hearings, and recommenda-
tlons of the Public Land Law Review
Commission,

The Commission is scheduled to com-
plete its report on June 30, 1970. This
report promises to be the most compre-
hensive study of public land laws and
policies ever conducted, and it will be
of particular interest to the public land
States.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REecorp a
copy of the letter from the Secretary
of the Interior to the chairman of the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs which was delivered this morning.

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

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
Washington, D.C.
Hon. HENRY M. JacKsON,
Chairman, Interior and Insular Affairs Com-
mittee, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEeAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in fur-
ther response to your letter of August 7, 1969,
enclosing the unanimous resolution by the
Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Commit-
tee requesting a review of the grazing fee
schedule announced on January 14, 1969.

The requested review has been completed
by this office. As noted in the resolution, the
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questions raised before the Committee, con-
sidered in connection with the language and
legislative history of the Taylor Grazing Act,
cast doubt upon the propriety of the 1969 fee
schedules. They may not have taken into ac-
count consideration of the full and
intent of Congress as established in the
Taylor Grazing Act and in Title V of Public
Law 137, 82nd Congress (65 Stat, 290).

As you are aware, the Public Land Law
Review Commission is presently studying the
matter and will during calendar 1970 make
its recommendations thereon. This Depart-
ment, of course, is awaiting with great in-
terest the results of the Commission’s work.

Meanwhile, we think it appropriate to delay
implementation of the next increment until
the views of the Commission have been made
known and evaluated. At that time, my De-
partment will take such further action as it
may determine to be proper.

We plan to publish before December 1,
1969, a proposed rulemaking, copy of which
is attached hereto.

We will appreciate your observations.

Sincerely yours,
WaLTER J. HICKEL,
Secretary of the Interior.

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. Mr, President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. ALLOTT. I yield.

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. Mr. President,
I join the distinguished Senator from
Colorado in being grateful that Secre-
tary of the Interior Hickel has decided
to delay implementation of the next
grazing fee increment until the Public
Land Law Review Commission has con-
cluded hearings and has arrived at its
recommendations concerning grazing fee
schedules.

As a member of both the Public Land
Law Review Commission and the Sen-
ate Interior and Insular Affairs Com-
mittee, I am well aware of the pressing
need for sufficient time to present a com-
prehensive review of the grazing fee
schedules imposed by the Department
of the Interior on January 14, 1969.

The Public Land Law Review Com-
mission has given this matter much
searching analysis and today’s an-
nouncement by Secretary Hickel is
greatly appreciated as it will allow the
time necessary to incorporate our find-
ings on the schedules into the rest of
our public land law recommendations,
due at the conclusion of our work on
June 30, 1970.

Secretary Hickel's decision is a wise
one and I commend him for it.

Mr, ALLOTT. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator from Idaho.
The Senator from Idaho and the Sen-
ator from Arizona (Mr. FANNIN) have
been most diligent in working on the
Public Land Law Review Commission re-
ports which are very extensive and cover
a great many complicated and difficult
areas. Both Senators have been most
diligent in attending committee meet-
INgs.

I think it might be wise to note at
this time, if I may, that the letter from
the Secretary does not commit him to
follow the recommendations of the Pub-
lic Land Law Review Commission, but
he has wisely deferred any other incre-
mental increase until after that Com-
mission has reported.

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator
from Arizona.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, I am very
pleased to join my colleagues in praising
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the Secretary for taking this action and
giving Congress an opportunity to review
the report of the Public Land Law Re-
view Commission.

It is essential that we take matters in-
to consideration that I do not think were
considered when the previous Secretary
made the decision to change the rates of
the grazing fees.

Grazing use of public lands does not
produce significant revenues—gross re-
ceipts from all public land grazing were
approximately $10 million in fiscal
1968—in terms of public finance. Prior to
1905, no charge whatever was levied for
grazing use of any of the public domain.
Grazing on unreserved public domain
controlled by the Department of the In-
terior continued unregulated and free of
charge until passage of the Taylor Graz-
ing Act of 1934. Because the grazing
lands were not exclusively used by the
livestock operators, the Secretary did
not relate fees to the costs of adminis-
tration.

The fair market value for public land
grazing is not necessarily the same as the
value of private land grazing, since the
livestock operator is one of several seg-
ments of our society utilizing the lands.
All the ramifications of the problems in-
volved in the usage of public lands for
grazing have been and are being reviewed
by the Public Land Law Review Commis-
sion. So any final decision on grazing
fees should await the report of this Com-
mission. This delay will permit Congress
to express its will.

I feel that in taking these matters into
consideration, the Secretary has realized
the necessity of getting more informa-
tion, and of course this additional infor-
mation will be coming from the Public
Land Law Review Commission and can
be considered by Congress; and recom-
mendations can be made at that time,
and perhaps decisions can be made at
that time.

So I am very pleased to join my col-
leagues in praising the Secretary for this
action.

Mr. ALLOTT. I thank the Senator.

Mr, President, early this spring we had
extensive hearings on this matter, at
which the distinguished Senators who
have just spoken were present, as was the
Senator from Colorado, and I think the
case was very adequately made at that
time that this matter should be deferred.

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I join
with my distinguished colleague, the
Senator from Colorado, in compliment-
ing the Secretary on his decision to post-
pone the change in the grazing fees.

I might say that my own State of Okla-
homa has very little, if any, land in-
volved in this decision, but our State is
vitally concerned with the livestock in-
dustry. I know that when sudden
changes are made in the economies of an
industry like this, it can cause disloca-
tions that affect not only the livestock
producers but also the total economy of
the areas and the States involved.

I believe that the Secretary is extreme-
ly wise in postponing a decision on a
matter of this kind until the facts are
known and until the full implications of
the decision are carefully understood. I
believe that the policies that have been
followed in the use of Bureau of Land
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Management lands have now been ac-
cepted. They have been built in as a part
of the cost of production for ranchers.
I believe that until the whole process has
been carefully studied, we are really tak-
ing a very dangerous step in altering
these steps to a significant degree.

I therefore wish to join the Senator
from Colorado in complimenting the
Secretary. I am confident that, after all
the facts are known, the Secretary will
be able to come to a decision that is just
and one that will not cause the serious
dislocations that might have been caused
had his decision been made at this time.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I, too,
wish to join the distinguished Senator
from Colorado (Mr. ALLOTT) in express-
ing pleasure and gratification for the ac-
tions taken by the Secretary of the In-
terior in announcing a withholding of
any additional increases in the grazing
fees charged on Bureau of Land Man-
agement lands until the report by Public
Land Law Review Commission is made. I
suspect that few areas of public interest
are as badly misunderstood as is this one.
Having served as Governor of Wyoming,
I am well aware, as are a number of
other people in the State, that the im-
portant contribution which public lands
make to the public good is not reflected
by the actual amount of the fee charged
for the use of these lands. Rather, the
support that these lands give the over-
all economy of an area is the important
factor. In no area is this more true than
in the area of livestock production.

What happens when public lands can
be grazed is that economic units are
made out of other privately owned land
that is on the tax roll. Thus, significant
tax contributions are made by the added
number of livestock placed upon the
county tax rolls by the constructive use
of public and private lands.

It may seem to a number of people that
these increases are rather insignificant,
but I need not remind the distinguished
Senator from Colorado—because he
knows so well—that that is not the case.
The livestock industry has been hard
hit. Whereas most elements in the econ-
omy have prospered and have kept pace
with the rising prices that have charac-
terized most of the economy in the
United States in the last decade, this
is not been true with regard to cattle and
sheep. This year, cattle were selling at
the same price per pound at which they
were selling 20 years ago. Cattle pro-
ducers have not benefited from the in-
creases.

To a housewife who observes the price
she has to pay for meat in the super-
market, this may seem hard to believe.
The reason she has to pay more is that
the added cost of steak and of roasts
comes not from increases that go to the
producer of livestock but, rather, goes to
all the people along the way who handle
the meat. It goes to the worker in public
transportation, moving the livestock to
market. It goes to the packinghouse
worker. It goes to the persons who ac-
tually do the cutting and the wrap-
ping in the supermarket. Those are some
of the reasons why the price of meat is
higher, as far as the housewife is con-
cerned, than it may have been a few
years ago.
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But the livestock rancher—both the
cattleman and the sheepman—have not
participated in this benefit, which largely
has gone to other elements of the indus-
try. As a consequence, while the grazing
fees would not be raised very much, it
could be enough to put out of business
a number of operators who are now
marginal. I do not say, and it is not con-
tended, that the increases would put out
of business everybody who is in the live-
stock business. But what is important to
understand is that, as we are making a
very major effort to overcome the im-
pact of urban problems which we see
being exacerbated because of the move-
ment from rural to urban areas, anything
we can do to stabilize employment in
rural areas will help. If we let even some
of the marginal operators in the sheep
business and the cattle business go down
the drain, what will happen is that the
persons who were employed on those
farms and ranches which are no longer
able to operate will move into the city.
They will drift into the bigger metropol-
itan areas and will add to the problems
of urban America.

In my judgment, the action taken by
the Secretary of Interior gives recogni-
tion not only to the ramifications that
an increase in the cost of grazing fees
may have in this area but that he recog-
nizes the importance of giving the Public
Land Law Review Commission an oppor-
tunity to study all the testimony which
has been presented and to examine all
the facts which have been dug out by
commission staff members in order to
have the benefit of the recommendations
of the Public Land Law Review Commis-
sion before implementing any further
grazing fee changes.

I know it does not sound like much
when one speaks of only a few cents
per animal head per month on lands, but,
Mr. President, when your nose is just
about to the water level, it does not take
much to shove it under. That is where a
number of marginal sheep and cattle
operators are today. So what the Secre-
tary is doing, in effect, is to withhold the
adverse effect that an added increase in
grazing fees would have upon these mar-
ginal operators, and to give the Public
Land Law Review Commission the op-
portunity to make such recommenda-
tions, as in its wise judgment it will be
making to the Department of Interior.

In this respect, I know he has acted
wisely. I compliment him for his decision,
It is a decision I am certain will be mis-
understood by some and some will in-
veigh against it and say he is not acting
in the best public interest. I think the
facts state the opposite; he has acted in
the best public interest.

I am happy to join with the Senator
in giving him credit for taking a very
wise course.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. HANSEN. I yield.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr, President, I wish to
compliment the Senator on his state-
ment because he and other Senators who
have spoken here today understand this
situation so well.

I wish to compliment the distinguished
junior Senator from Oklahoma on the
statement he has just made in regard to
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this matter because it reflects the con-
cern of those who do have to deal with
these problems and our own attitudes to-
ward it.

As the Senator will remember, I have
a document showing that the wool grow-
ers in the country, the sheepmen, today
are realizing 2 to 2.5 percent on their in-
vestment, and it is estimated that if the
fee schedule of the former Secretary of
the Interior had been effected, the re-
turn would drop to 1.03 percent in 1973,
and .65 percent in 1978. Is the Senator
aware of that?

Mr. HANSEN. I am aware of that and
I am pleased that the distinguished rank-
ing minority member of the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs has
brought it to the attention of Senators
this morning. I say that because it is a
fact that often escapes the attention of
people when one talks about going into
business. Most people, most bankers, most
investors recognize it is perfectly legiti-
mate and certainly characteristic of a
good thrifty business to expect, first of
all, that one will get a return on the
investment he makes in lands and in
capital. Is that not correct?

Mr. ALLOTT. The Senator is entirely
correct. In addition, when one considers
that already this year with the imple-
mentation of this sudden order of the
former Secretary of Interior in the last
few days of his office, that the increase
amounted to 331, percent over the pre-
vious year, following pretty closely the
overall ceiling on grazing fees as recom-
mended by the National Advisory Board,
it seems to me that the cattlemen and
the stockmen of this country have al-
ready taken a substantial increase in
their costs.

I was thinking about the Senator’s
statement about the price of cattle in
cents per pound being approximately
what it was 20 years ago. There seems
to be a widespread feeling that stock-
men and ranchers are getting rich. There
is only one other commodity or product
that I know of which is in this general
area, that sells for the same rate per
pound, and that is sugar. Otherwise, if
one goes over the range of these products
outside livestock they have increased
constantly. The price of cattle did move
up a short while this year and then fell
right off again.

If a man was fortunate enough to sell
his stock at that time he got a little
relief from this, but the facts are that the
price of livestock, the price that goes to
the producer of livestock today, is com-
parable to that of 20 years ago. He alone
has not been able to share in this great
so-called affluent society we have, and
if he is going to, he has to get a higher
percentage of profit than he is getting
now.

I thank the Senator for yielding and
I also thank him for his very pertinent
remarks.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the leadership that has been given
to this effort by my distinguished friend
from Colorado (Mr. ALLOTT).

The president of our State stock grow-
ers association appeared in Boise, Idaho,
in 1966 when this study was being set up
and the ground rules were being agreed
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upon, when there was concurrence by
Federal representatives as well as State
stock associations insofar as considera-
tion of items that were to be considered
was concerned. The president of our
State cattle association, Carl Jorgenson,
was there when it was agreed that the
cost or investment in permits was a legi-
timate cost of doing business on the
western range country.

So what the Secretary has done by his
action in withholding any further in-
creases is to give time to the Public Land
Law Review Commission to consider that
cost along with all others.

I am sure—and I wish to underscore
this because it should not go unnoticed—
this is not a partisan effort or the result
of partisan interest that the Secretary
very wisely has arrived at the decision
he has; but rather, it is an effort that
reflects the interest and support of peo-
ple on both sides of the aisle.

I wish to mention the Senator from
Idaho (Mr. CHURCH).

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

Mr. HANSEN. I yield.

Mr. ALLOTT. I think any discussion
of this matter at all—and I do not in-
tend to discuss it much more—would
be very lacking if we did not take credit
and give credit to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Idaho (Mr. CHURCH), who is
chairman of the Public Lands Subcom-
mittee of the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs, and instigated the hear-
ings which we held earlier this year.
The same thing would also be true with
respect to the senior Senator from Ne-
vada (Mr. BisLE), who also, with those
who have spoken this morning, attended
and took an active part in those hear-
ings which, incidentally, cover over 500
pages, The justification for the action of
the Secretary is made over and over
again in the hearings. Any remarks on
this would be remiss if they did not in-
clude and give proper credit to the Sen-
ator from Idaho (Mr. CHURCH) and the
Senator from Nevada (Mr. BIBLE).

I thank the Senator for yielding.

Mr. HANSEN. Right at that point, I
should like to call attention to the fact
that my colleague, Mr. McGeE, has in-
troduced legislation which would hold
in abeyance any increase in grazing fees
which resulted from the implementation
of a formula that failed to take into ac-
count the investment in grazing permits
as part of the cost of production.

I wanted to make that point clear,
because it highlights the point my col-
league from Colorado was making, in
that this is not a partisan effort. It is
a bipartisan effort. It merely would at-
tempt to do justice to a beleaguered but
important element of the industry in the
western range country.

Mr, DOMINICK. Mr. President, I want
to congratulate both my colleague (Mr.
Arrorr) and the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. Hansen) for having this colloguy
on this extremely important point. We
keep hearing all the time that we should
not worry about increasing fees for the
livestock people because, after all, they
are not paying their fair share of the
game, The fact is the increase that had
been originally proposed amounted to
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$10 million a year and it would seem to
me that until we find out what we are
going to do on this policy, we will be
punishing people largely responsible for
supplying much of the food and material
we need so desperately in this country.

I am therefore delighted that the Sec-
retary has taken the action he has. I
congratulate my colleague from Colo-
rado for bringing it up in this colloquy.

Mr. HANSEN. I thank the Senator
from Colorado (Mr. Dominick). He has
been most perceptive in speaking out for
the people of his State. When he does
that, he speaks also in a very meaning-
ful and forceful way, for all of us in the
West because we find our interests are
alike throughout the western range
country.

Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. President, Secre-
tary Hickel's action in postponing the
next increment of the grazing fee in-
crease reflects a responsiveness that does
great credit to his office.

It has been a matter of continuing
concern to me because I have felt that
action should not be taken to increase
grazing fees until the results of the Pub-
lic Land Law Review Commission were
made known. Primarily for this reason,
I opposed the action to increase the fees
early this year.

The implications of the Secretary's
action will be felt throughout the West.
It will be particularly significant in Ore-
gon where about 52 percent of the land
is owned by the U.S. Government. Much
of this land has traditionally been used
for grazing purposes and as a result a
substantial livestock industry has devel-
oped.

The Secretary’s action is very timely
and will be welcomed by the entire live-
stock industry in Oregon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant
to the previous order, there will now be a
period for the transaction of routine
morning business with a 3-minute time
limit,

A CBS INTERVIEW THIS MORNING

Mr. DOMINICK., Mr. President, I had
the very disagreeable and unhappy ex-
perience this morning of watching CBS
news on television. I am not one of those
who participated in criticism of the news
media. I am not one of those who have
gone out and said that they were slant-
ing the news. I am not talking about that,

I am talking about an interview with
a young man who allegedly participated
in a “massacre” in South Vietnam.

I think that the interview which CBS
conducted, further publicizing this inei-
dent, was inexcusable under our legal
and judicial system.

We have at the present time a man
who is under indiectment for murder and
here comes an interviewer getting a wit-
ness—whether he is paid or not, I do not
know—and spreading publicly through
this country allegations which were not
under oath, allegations which have been
disputed by other people while the case
is going on, in an inflammatory way, in a
way designed to prejudice both himself
and the person under indiectment, in total
disregard of the rules of the Supreme
Court and in total disregard of our gen-
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eral feeling that a man is innocent until
proved guilty.

It strikes me that when we find an
ordinarily responsible network and other
people who have republished it, including
the Washington Post, going along and
taking a viewpoint that this is news and
any time it is news one can disseminate
it regardless of an individual’s rights,
then we may have arrived at a situation
where no individual can be legally and
justifiably defended.

This man was not under oath. He was
not warned of his rights. He admitted—
whether it is true or not, I do not know—
that he had personally participated in
the murder of some of these men, women,
and children.

He had no lawyer to advise him. He
had no one there to tell him what he had
a right to do or not have the right to do.

In the process, he specifically men-
tioned the man who is now being indicted
for murder.

Mr. President, if we cannot have a
court proceeding of this magnitude and
this seriousness, not only to the indi-
vidual involved, but also to the whole
country, conducted in some kind of
logical, sensible, and thoughtful way,
without this kind of publicity, then this
country has gone a long way down the
drain.

I have never been so justifiably upset,
in my opinion, over any newscast I have
ever seen before.

In my opinion, this is an invasion of
the legal and judicial system of the
country, which is the foundation of our
country. It is an effort, under the guise
of news, to put forth as the truth a
statement from someone who has not
been sworn, who has not been examined,
who undoubtedly will be a witness in this
very proceeding, and it was conducted
in a fashion where the interview finally
ended up, according to the transeript in
the Washington Post, with the state-
ment of his mother, “They made a
murderer of him."

Mr. President, what is happening here?

What kind of country do we have when
this kind of garbage gets put on the air?

It may be true, I do not know, but if
it is true, that man is entitled to some
kind of warning before he issues any
kind of statement like that against him-
self.

Further, this has the possibility of so
influencing public opinion that this case
cannot be conducted in an atmosphere of
objectivity. This publicity could spread an
atmosphere of guilt around the country
with regard to this type of operation—
if in fact there was one—that may make
it impossible to get a fair trial of an in-
dividual now under indictment.

There have been other cases, civilian
cases, in which the Supreme Court ruled
that the atmosphere has been so preju-
diced that there is no way to have a fair
trial. We have had to let some of those
individuals go, even though they may
have committed a crime.

Is that what we are going to do in this
case?

Here is another example of the other
side of the coin.

I would say, Mr. President, and I say
it with deep conviction, that this partic-
ular interview spread through the news
media in this way is not in accordance
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with the system we should have. It is not
fair to the defendant being tried. It is
not fair to the system under which he is
being tried and is a total violation of the
individual’s rights who made the inter-
view.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I join
in the general sentiments expressed by
the distinguished Senator from Colorado
(Mr. DominIck). I saw the same inter-
view. What disturbed me, in addition, of
course, to the intrusion upon individual
rights, was, more particularly, the in-
dividual’s own interest and his own well
being. In this respect, he was obviously
sick.

We have seen things like this happen
under the pressure of combat. We have
seen men shocked in combat. We have
observed their psychological response.
Feelings of guilt have remained with
them for a long time.

Here was 2 man who was undoubtedly
under that particular infiuence of ill-
ness when being interviewed at a par-
ticular moment and pleading guilty.

Mistakes are made in battle. Are we
now going to say that every member of a
helicopter crew or every member of an
Air Force B-52 bomber which strikes the
wrong target shall be called a murderer?
That is the point we seem to be coming
to in this country.

We have seen it in the Green Berets
case. There was a difference in judg-
ment.

The fellow who was being interviewed,
about whom the distinguished Senator
from Colorado was speaking, was talk-
ing about having lost his buddy. Was his
reaction an overreaction to the pres-
sure of war, and is he going to be tried
as a common murderer before the facts
are known? That is what concerns me in
the entire treatment of the war in Viet-
nam.

I think the interview was highly out
of order.

I simply do not think, as the Senator
from Colorado has indicated, that a
sick man, a man in this particular condi-
tion, ought to be exposed to an entire
contravening of a person’s rights before
an authorized and competent investi-
gation is conducted. I think this is en-
tirely wrong and inexcusable. I con-
gratulate the Senator from Colorado for
bringing it to the attention of the public
in its true light.

THE BOXCAR SHORTAGE

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, yesterday
I called the attention of the Senate to
the fact that the country has never had
such an acute shortage of railroad box-
cars as exists in Nebraska at this time.
I also stated that certain southern and
eastern railroads are in flagrant viola-
tion. I further said, in substance, that the
Interstate Commerce Commission ap-
parently had neither the will nor the
courage to do anything about it.

Just a few minutes ago I received a
telephone call from the manager of a
farmers’ elevator in a small community.
He reported that their elevator alone
had 500,000 bushels of grain piled on the
ground because there is nowhere else to
put it.

A newspaper article that came to my
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desk yesterday refers to this problem in
the following language:

Throughout the State, we have mountains
of grain in streets, ball diamonds, and school
grounds, walting for boxcars,

An Associated Press article from Des
Moines, Iowa, reads:

Railroad cars belonging to Midwestern rail-
roads urgently needed to move the grain har-
vest are being held by railroads in other parts
of the country, Gen. John P, Doyle said here
Wednesday.

Gen, Doyle, a retired Air Force transpor-
tation specialist, is chairman of the Mid-
America Transportation Council which is
studying the problem.

He explained that “our Midwestern rail-
roads are very good about building cars, but
when they are sent out of the region, they
don’t seem to come back.”

One result of the boxcar shortage in Ne-
braska may be the spoilage of “five to 10 per-
cent of the grain now being stored on the
ground,” said E. C. Schlaphoff, director of the
Nebraska Department of Agriculture.

Mr. President, under the present sys-
tem, an offending railroad or shipper can
keep a boxcar too long, but the charge is
so small that it is cheaper for the rail-
road to hoard and use some other line's
cars than to build cars for itself or to
build storage facilities.

Two years ago, or about then, a bill
was passed which, we were told, would
give the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion authority to remedy the situation.
As of this date, the Commission has not
done anything about it. The Commission
seems to be totally out of touch with the
needs of shippers, and even the railroads
are definitely out of touch.

The Interstate Commerce Commission
has been around Washington too long
not to understand the needs of our econ-
omy, but they are too slow; their proce-
dures are inadequate. The Commission
has proved, or nearly so, that it is un-
able to govern the situation. I wonder
why the Commission should be supported
by the taxpayers any longer. If the mem-
bers of the Commission are not reading
the ConGrEssIONAL RECORD, I suggest that
they should.

Mr, HANSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Nebraska yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Nebraska has ex-
pired.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may proceed
for 2 additional minutes,

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

Mr. CURTIS. I yield to the Senator
from Wyoming.

Mr. HANSEN. Has not the Committee
on Commerce repeatedly instructed the
Interstate Commerce Commission to im-
plement its regulations and to impose
such fines as are necessary in order to
have cars retfurned to the Western rail-
roads?

Mr. CURTIS. Yes. There has been a
flagrant violation and refusal to follow
the directions of an official committee
of Congress, and of the law.

Mr. HANSEN. As a consequence, no
matter what some of the western rail-
roads may do to try to provide adequate
types of cars to take care of shippers,
the ability of some easterm and other
lines throughout the country to latch
onto cars and to keep them effectively
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denies the kind of rail transportation
that is required to prevent, for instance,
the great spoilage of grain that is taking
place in the Senator’s State of Nebraska
today. Is not that true?

Mr. CURTIS. Yes. Without a hearing,
the Interstate Commerce Commission
has granted an increase in freight rates.
It may be that the Commission did not
have time to give any attention to ship-
pers or others who want to give the rail-
roads some opposition.

When the measure was passed—1I think
it was about 2 years ago—a large num-
ber of persons who had worked on it for
years were invited to the White House,
where President Johnscn had a signing
ceremony. It was believed that Congress
had given the Commission what it had
said, over the years, it needed—the au-
thority to prevent railroads and ship-
pers from hoarding boxcars, thus pre-
venting them from being returned to the
places where they originated.

In fairness, I should say that some
members of the Interstate Commerce
Commission are alert to the problem.
They want to do something to solve it.
But the Commission as a whole has mis-
erably failed.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate the following
letters, which were referred as indicated:

STocKPILE REPORT OF THE OFFICE
oF EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS

A letter from the Director, Office of Emer-
gency Preparedness, Executive Office of the

President, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the semiannual report on the strategic and
critical materials stockpiling program for the
period January 1 to June 30, 1969 (with an
accompanying report); to the Committee on
Armed Services,

REPORT OF THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on the management of military
owned furnishings overseas; opportunities for
improvement, Department of Defense, dated
November 25, 1069 (with an accompanying
report); to the Committee on Government
Operations.

REPORT OF PERSONNEL CLAIMS PAID BY THE

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

A letter from the Acting Assistant Attor-
ney General for Administration, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a report on personnel
claims paid by the Department for the fiscal
year ended June 30, 1969 (with an accom-
panying report); to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

PROCEEDINGS OF THE 44TH MEETING OF THE
CONVENTION OF AMERICAN INSTRUCTORS OF
THE DEAF
A letter from the president, Gallaudet Col-

lege, Washington, D.C., transmitting pur-

suant to law, a report on the proceedings of
the 44th meeting of the Convention of Amer-
ican Instructors of the Deaf, held at Berkeley,

Calif,, June 20-27, 1969 (with the accom-

panying papers); to the Committee on Rules

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

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

By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore:
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A letter from the Governor of the Farm
Credit Administration, Washington, D.C.,
transmitting a resolution adopted by the di-
rectors of the farm credit banks of the co-
operative farm credit system at their annual
conference, expressing appreclation for con-
gressional support and assistance in helping
farmers and ranchers to become the com-
plete owners of their own credit systems; to
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

A letter, in the nature of a petition, from
the president of the Okinawa Bar Associa-
tion, praying for equitable treatment for the
lawyers in Okinawa at such time as the ad-
ministrative authority over the Ryukyu
Islands is turned over to Japan; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

A memorial adopted by the EKing County
Council, King County, Wash., in support of
the President's efforts to end the Vietnam
military action; to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

The petition of Thomas G. Staley, of Eagle
Point, Oreg., praying for the preservation of
the Rogue River; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Aflairs.

A resolution adopted by the Oklahoma Dis-
trict Council of the Assemblies of God, Okla-
homa City, Okla., praying for the enactment
of legislation to prohibit the distribution and
sale of obscene publications to minors; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, without amendment:

S5.1678. A Dbill for the relief of Robert C.
Szabo (Rept. No. 91-555) ;

H.R. 9806. An act for the relief of J. Bur-
dette Shaft and John S. and Betty Gingas
(Rept. No. 91-557); and

H.R.13183. An act for the relief of the
heirs at law of Tomosuke Uyemura and Chiyo
Uyemura, his wife (Rept. No. 91-558).

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, with an amendment:

S.19. A bill to reimburse certain persons
for amounts contributed to the Department
of the Interior (Rept. No. 91-556).

By Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee
on Commerce, with amendments:

H.R. 10105. An act to amend the National
Traflic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1966
to authorize appropriations for fiscal years
1970, 1971, and 1972, and for other purposes
{Rept. No. 91-559).

By Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware, from the
Committee on Finance, without amendment:

H.R. 14020. An act to amend the Second
Liberty Bond Act to increase the maximum
interest rate permitted on United States sav-
ings bonds (Rept. No. 91-560).

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

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

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

Lewis Hoffacker, of the District of Colum-
bia, to be Ambassador Extraordinary and
Plenipotentiary to the Federal Republic of
Cameroon, to serve concurrently and without
additional compensation as Ambassador Ex-
iraordinary and Plenipotentiary to the Re..
public of Equatorial Guinea; and

Sam Harry Wright, of the Distriet of Co-
lumbia, to be the representative of the
United States of America on the Trusteeship
Council of the United Nations.

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiclary:

Bert C. Hurn, of Missouri, to be U.S. attor-
ney for the western district of Missouri,

By Mr. ANDERSON, from the Committee
on Aeronautical and Space Sciences:
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George M, Low, of Texas, to be Deputy Ad-
ministrator of the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration.

BILLS INTRODUCED

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

By Mr. PROXMIRE (for himself Mr.
MansFieLp, Mr. Youne of Ohio, Mr.
NeLsow, Mr. Dominick, Mr., CaAsk,
Mr., HARTKE, Mr. McGovERN, Mr,
CannNow, and Mr. PELL) :

8. 3181. A bill to provide a program of pol-
lution control in selected river basins and
waterways of the United States through
comprehensive planning and financial assist-
ance to municipalities and regional manage-
ment associations for the construction of
waste treatment facilities; to the Committee
on Public Works,

(The remarks of Mr. ProxMire when he
introduced the bill appear earlier in the
Recorp under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr. MOSS:

S5.3182. A bill for the relief of Eou Bee Han;
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr., BOGGS (for himself, Mr.
CooPER, and Mr. RANDOLPH) (by re-
quest) @

8. 3183. A bill to amend the Federal Wa-
ter Pollution Control Act to provide for the
establishment of a national policy and com-
prehensive national program for the man-
agement, beneficial use, protection and de-
velopment of the land and water resources
of the Nation's estuarine and coastal zone;
to the Committee on Public Works.

(The remarks of Mr, Boccs when he intro-
duced the bill appear later in the RECORD
under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr. DOLE:

8. 3184, A bill for the relief of the John-
son State Bank; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

S. 3183—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
TO AMEND THE FEDERAL WATER
POLLUTION CONTROL ACT

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. President, pursuant
to an authorization contained in the
Clean Water Restoration Act of 1966
a study was conducted by the Federal
Water Pollution Control Administration
into the role estuaries play in our na-
tional life. As a result of this study the
administration has submitted proposed
legislation that would implement certain
of the recommendations of the study.

Senator Coorer had intended to intro-
duce this legislation with Senator Ran-
poLPH, by request. However, Senator
CooPER is necessarily absent today and
asked that I introduce, by request also,
the proposed bill.

I ask unanimous consent that the
statement of Senator Cooprer, a letter
of transmittal from Secretary Hickel
and the text of the bill be printed at
this point in the REcoRD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the bill,
letter, and statement will be printed in
the RECORD.

The bill (S. 3183) to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act to provide
for the establishment of a national policy
and comprehensive national program for
the management, beneficial use, protec-
tion and development of the land and
water resources of the Nation’s estuarine
and coastal zone, introduced by Mr.
Boces (for himself, Mr. CoorEr, and Mr,
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RanpoLPH), by request, was received,
read twice by its title, referred to the
Committee on Public Works, and ordered
to be printed in the REcorp, as follows:

5. 3183

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress, assembled, That as a
result of a comprehensive study carried out
pursuant to Section 5(g) of the Federal Wa-
ter Pollution Control Act, as amended, and
the information derived therefrom of the
effects of pollution, including sedimentation,
in the estuaries and estuarine zones of the
United States on navigation, flood control,
recreation, water supply and water power,
and on other beneficial purposes, the Con-
gress finds and declares that it is necessary
to establish a national policy to encourage
and assist the coastal States to exercise effec-
tively their responsibilities over the Nation's
estuarine and coastal zones through develop-
ment and implementation of comprehensive
management programs to achleve effective
use of the coastal zone through a balance
between development and protection of the
natural environment.,

Sgc. 2. This Act may be cited as the Na-
tional Estuarine and Coastal Zone Manage-
ment Act of 1970.

Sec, 3. Section 19 of the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act, as amended, is re-
designated as Section 20. After Section 18 of
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as
amended, there is hereby inserted the follow-
ing new section:

“Sec. 19. (a) For the burposes of this sec-
tion—

“(1) ‘Bstuary’ means all or part of the
mouth of a river or stream or other body of
water having unimpaired natural connection
with open sea and within which the sea
water is measurably diluted with fresh water
derived from land drainage.

“(2) ‘Coastal zone' means the land, waters,
and lands beneath the waters in close prox-
imity to the coastline (including the Great
Lakes) and strongly influenced by each other.
For purposes of Iidentifying the objects of
planning, management and regulatory pro-

the coastal zone extends seaward to
the outer limit of the United States territorial
sea. Within the coastal zone as defined herein
are included areas influenced or affected by
water from an estuary such as, but not lim-
ited to, salt marshes, coastal and intertidal
areas, sounds, embayments, harbors, lagoons,
inshore waters and channels.

“(8) ‘Coastal State' means any State of
the United States bordering on the Atlantic,
Pacific or Gulf Coast or the Great Lakes, and
includes Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands.

“(4) ‘Secretary’ means the Secretary of the
Interior.

“(b) Congressional Findings; Declaration
of Policy.

““(1) Congress hereby finds that there is a
national interest in the effective manage-
ment, beneficial use, protection, and develop-
ment of the land and water resources of the
Nation's estuarine and coastal zone for the
following reasons:

“(A) The pressures of population growth
and economic development, including re-
quirements for industrial, commercial, resi-
dential development, recreation, exploitation
of mineral resources and fossil fuels, trans-
portation and other navigation, waste dis-
posal, and exploitation of fish and other liv-
ing marine resources, impose an increasing
number of conflicting demands upon the
finite resources of the coastal zone.

“(B) Estuaries, marshlands, and other
parts of the coastal zone contain extremely
valuable habitat for fish and wildlife which
move beyond state boundaries; such areas
are vital to the life support of a major part of
the Natlon's commercial and sport fisheries
harvest; such areas, particularly the estu-
arles, constitute ecological systems which are
susceptible to destruction and disruption by
man,
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“(C) Continued unplanned or uncoordi-
nated development activities in the coastal
zone pose an immediate threat of irreversible
harm to the coastal zone and its resources
and a loss of the benefits it offers.

“(D) The Coastal Zone is a valuable area
for multiple economic, recreational, and re-
source uses.

“(E) The interest in the coastal zone ex-
tends to the citizens of all the States, and
is not limited to the citizens in the coastal
States,

“({ec) Program Development Grants.

“(1) The Secretary is authorized to make
grants to any coastal State for the purpose
of assisting in the development of a com-
prehensive management program for the
land and water resources of the coastal zone.
Such grants shall not exceed 50% of the costs
of such program development. Other Fed-
eral funds received from other sources shall
not be used to match such grants, In order
to qualify for grants under this subsection,
the coastal State must demonstrate to the
satisfaction of the Secretary that such grants
will be used to develop a comprehensive
management program consistent with the re-
quirements set forth in subsection (d)(3)
hereof. Successive grants may be made an-
nually, provided however, that no subse-
quent grant shall be made under this sub-
section until the Secretary finds that the
coastal State is adequately and expeditious-
ly developing such a comprehensive man-
agement program. Upon completion of the
development of the coastal State's compre-
hensive management program, the coastal
State shall submit such program to the Sec-
retary for review.

*(2) No annual grant to a single coastal
State shall be made under this subsection in
excess of $200,000,

“(d) Operating Grants.

(1) The Secretary is authorized to make
annual grants to such coastal States for not
more than 50% of the costs of administer-
ing such program if he approves a coastal
State’s management program, in accordance
with subsection (8) hereof. Federal funds
recelved from other sources shall not be used
to pay the coastal State’s share of costs.

“(2) Such grants shall be allotted to the
States with approved programs based on reg-
ulations of the Secretary, which shall take
into account the amount and nature of the
coastline and area covered by the plan, popu-
lation, and other relevant factors.

“(3) Prior to granting approval of a com-
prehensive management program submitted
by a coastal State, the Secretary shall find
that:

“(A) The Governor of the Coastal State
has designated a single agency to receive and
administer the grants for implementing the
management plan set forth in subsection (D)
hereof and the management plan and changes
thereto have been reviewed and approved by
the Governor;

“{B) The coastal State is organized to im-
pl 1t the man it plan set forth in
subsection (D) hereof;

“(C) The agency or agencles responsible
for implementing such management plan
have vested in them the regulatory author-
itles necessary to implement the plan, in-
cluding but not limited to, permit authority,
authority to acquire interests in real prop-
erty through the power of eminent domain
and zoning authority, or authority to require
local zoning to conform with the State man-
agement plan.

“(D) The coastal State has developed and
adopted a management plan for its coastal
zone adequate to carry out the purposes of
this Section and containing the following
provisions:

“(aa) An identification of the boundaries
of the portions of the coastal State subject
to the management plan;

“{bb) An identification and recognition
of the national, State and local Interests in
the preservation, use and development of the
coastal zone;
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“(ce) A feasible land and water use plan,
consistent with applicable water quality
standards, within specific sections of the
coastal zone reasonably reflecting the needs
of industry, transportation, recreation, ish-
eries, wildlife, natural area protection and
residential development and other public and
private needs, taking into account both
short-term and long-term requirements;

“(dd) A description of the coastal State's
current and planned programs for manage-
ment of its coastal zone consistent with the
management plan;

“(ee) An identification and description of
the means by which the management plan
and other resource use and management
plans at the Federal, State and local levels
in which the coastal State is represented or
is a participant concerning use, conservation,
and management of the coastal zone will be
coordinated, including the relationship of
the management plan to State, interstate,
and regional comprehensive planning as ap-
propriate;

“(ff) Procedures for adequate review of
State and local and private projects for con-
sistency with the management plan;

“(gg) Procedures for furnishing advice as
to whether Federal and federally assisted
plrojects are consistent with the management
plan;

“{hh) Procedures for modification and
change of the management plan, including
public notice and hearing;

“(i1) The plan was developed in coopera-
tion with relevant Federal agencies, State
agencies, local governments, and all other
interests;

*(}i) Procedures for regular review and
updating of the management plan;

“{kk) Adequate provisions for disseminat-
ing information concerning the management
plan and any subsequent modifications or
changes therein; and

“(11) Provision for conducting, fostering
or utilizing relevant research.

“{E) The coastal State has provided for
adequate public notice and public hearings
in the development of the management plan;

“(4) Grants under this subsection shall
be subject to the following limitations:

“{A) No annual grant to a single coastal
State shall be made under this section in
excess of $200,000; and

“(B) No grant funds shall be used for the
acquisition of real property.

“(5) With the approval of the Secretary,
the Governor of a coastal State may allocate
to an interstate agency a portion of the grant
under subsections (c¢) and (d) of this sec-
tion for the purpose of carrying out the pro-
visions of sald subsections provided such in-
terstate agency has the authority to meet the
applicable provisions of subsection (d)(3)
of this section otherwise required of the
coastal State.

“(e) Review of Performance.

“(1) The Secretary shall conduct a con-
tinuing review of the comprehensive man-
agement programs of the coastal States and
of the performance of each coastal State.

“(2) The Secretary shall have the author-
ity to terminate any financial assistance ex-
tended under subsection (d) of this section
and to withdraw any unexpended portion of
such assistance if: (1) he determines that
the coastal State 1s faillng to adhere to and
is not justified In deviating from the pro-
gram approved by the Secretary; and (2) the
coastal State has been given notice of pro-
posed termination and withdrawal and an
opportunity to present evidence of adherence
or justification for altering its program.

“(f) (1) Advisory Committees for Manage-
ment of the Coastal Zone.

The Secretary is authorized to establish
in the Department of the Interlor advisory
committees to consult with and make recom-
mendations to the Secretary on matters of
policy concerning the coastal zone. Any such
committee shall be composed of persons des-
ignated by the Secretary and shall perform
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such functions and operate in such manner
as the Becretary may direct.

“(2) Members of such advisory committees
who are not regular full-time employees of
the United States, while serving on the
business of the committees including travel-
time may receive compensation at rates not
exceeding the daily rate for GS5-18; and while
s0 serving away from their homes or regular
places of business may be allowed travel ex-
penses, including per diem in leu of sub-
sistence, as authorized by section 5703 of
title 5, United States Code, for individuals in
the Government service employed intermit-
tently.

“(g) Interagency Coordination and Co-
operation.

(1) The Secretary shall not approve the
plan submitted by the State pursuant to sub-
section (d) until he has solicited the views
of Federal agencies principally affected by
such plans or has evidence that such views
were provided the State In the development
of the plan. In case of serious disagreement
between any Federal agency and the State
in the development of the plan the Secretary
shall seek to mediate the differences.

“(2) All Federal agencles conducting or
supporting activities in the coastal area shall
seek to make such activities consistent with
the approved plan for the area. States and
local governments submitting applications
for Federal assistance in coastal areas shall
indicate the views of the appropriate State
or local agency as to the relationship of such
activities to the approved plan for the coastal
area. Federal agencles shall not approve pro-
posed projects that are inconsistent with the
plan without making investigation and find-
ing that the proposal is, on balance, sound.
The Secretary shall be advised by the heads
of other agencies of such problems and be
provided an opportunity to participate in any
investigation.

“(h) Nothing in this section shall be
construed—

“(1) to diminish either Federal or State
jurisdiction, responsibility, or rights in the
fleld of water resources planning, develop-
ment, or control; nor to displace, supersede,
Hmit or modify any interstate compact or
the jurisdiction or responsibility of any
legally established joint or common agency
of two or more States, or of two or more
States and the Federal Government, nor to
limit the authority of Congress to authorize
and fund projects;

“(2) to change or otherwise affect the au-
thority or responsibility of any Federal offi-
cial in the discharge of the duties of his of-
fice except as required to carry out the pro-
visions of this section;

“(3) as superseding, modifying, or repeal-
ing existing laws applicable to the various
Federal agencies, except as required to carry-
out the provisions of this section; nor to af-
fect the jurisdiction, powers, or prerogatives
of the International Joint Commission,
United States and Canada, the Permanent
Engineering Board and the United States
Operating Entity or Entities established pur-
suant to the Columbia River Basin Treaty,
slgned at Washington, January 17, 1961, or
the International Boundary and Water Com-
mission, United States and Mexico;

“(1) Miscellaneous.

(1) The Secretary shall develop, after
appropriate consultation with other inter-
ested parties, both Federal and non-Federal,
such rules and regulations covering the sub-
mission and review of applications for grants
authorized by subsections (¢) and (d) as
may be necessary to carry out the provisions
of this section.

“(2) A coastal State receiving a grant un-
der the provisions of subsections (¢) and
(d) of this section, the agency designated by
the Governor to administer such grant, and
an interstate agency allocated a portion of
a grant under the provisions of subsection
(d) shall make reports and evaluations in
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such form, at such times, and containing
such information concerning the status and
application of Federal funds and the opera-
tion of the approved management program
as the Secretary may require, and shall keep
and make avallable such records as may be
required by the Secretary for the verification
of such reports and evaluations.

“(3) The Becretary, the head of another
Federal agency concerned, and the Comp-
troller General of the United States, or any
of their duly authorized representatives,
shall have access, for the purpose of audit
and examination, to any books, documents,
papers, and records of a grant recipient that
are pertinent to the grant received under
the provisions of subsections (¢) and (d) of
this section.

“(}) Appropriations,

“{1) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated:

“(A) the sum of $2,000,000 for fiscal year
1971 and such sums as may be necessary for
the fiscal years thereafter prior to June 30,
1975, for grants under subsection (c) of this
section: and

“(B) such sums as may be necessary for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, and for
each succeeding fiscal year thereafter for
grants under subsection (d) of this section.

“(2) There are also authorized to be ap-
propriated such sums as may be necessary
for the Secretary to carry out the provisions
of this section.”

The letter, presented by Mr. Boggs, is

as follows:
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
Washington, D.C., November 13, 1969.
Hon, Sriro T. AGNEW,
President of the Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR Mr. PrEsiDENT: We are pleased to
transmit the enclosed report of the National
Estuarine Pollution Study pursuant to sec-
tion 5(g) of Public Law 89-753 which law
was originated by the Committee on Public
Works of the United States Senate. Also en-
closed is a draft of proposed legislation to
amend Public Law B9-753, the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act, as amended, consist-
ent with the findings of the study. The bill
provides for the establishment of a national
policy and comprehensive national program
for the management, beneficial use, protec-
tion and development of the land and water
resources of the Nation’s estuarine and
coastal zone, We recommend that the report
together with the proposed bill be referred
to the appropriate Committee for considera-
tion and we recommend that the proposed
bill be enacted.

Section 5(g) of the Federal Water Pollu-
tion Control Act, as amended, directed the
Becretary of the Interior to conduct a com-
prehensive study of the Nation's estuarine
and coastal zones and to make recommenda-
tions regarding their management and the
respective roles of. Federal, state, and local
governments, The study, which extended over
a three-year period, was conducted in cooper-
ation with the Corps of Engineers, Water
Resources Council, and every other Federal
agency and office involved with estuaries;
with all coastal states, and many concerned
public and private organizations. Extensive
public hearings were held in all coastal
states; regional conferences were held with
state administrators and state officials.

The Department of the Interior is broadly
concerned with the whole area of natural
resources and their most effective manage-
ment. Nowhere is the need for effective man-
agement more noticeable than in the estu-
arine and coastal zone. Here is a situation
where many uses compete, be they com-
mercial uses, such as industrial and trans-
portation, as agalnst commercial fishing, and
outdoor recreation. Added to this are such
intensive uses as off-shore mining, particu-
larly for sand, gravel, oll, gas and sulphur,
as well as the discharge of wastes.

35735

The enclosed draft bill establishes a na-
tional policy for the effective management
and protection of the coastal zone. To ac-
complish this policy, the bill will add a new
section 19 to the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act, as amended, to provide for a
cooperative program between the Federal and
coastal state governments, Federal grants
may be made to the coastal states on up to a
50 percent matching basis for developing a
comprehensive management program for the
coastal zone. Upon approval by the Secre-
tary of the Interlor of a coastal state's man-
agement program, operational grants may be
made to the coastal state on a ma
basis for the purpose of implementing the
program. The new section provides for a con-
tinuing review by the Secretary of the coastal
states’ performance in the implementation
of the state management program.

The Bureau of the Budget advises that the
enactment of this legislation would be in
accord with the program of the President,

Bincerely yours,
WavrTeR J. HICKEL,
Secretary of the Interior,

The statement of Mr. CooPEr is as
follows:

Mr. CooPeEr, Mr. President, one of the es-
sential components on the Nation's environ-
mental system is the coastal area with its
complex of tides, bays, harbors, marshes and
other natural phenomena that are classified
as estuaries. Blologists have given us graphic
evidence of the role estuarles play in the
overall natural system particularly in essen-
tial blological productivity. We tamper ig-
norantly with this system at our own risk.
The report emphasizes the importance of
managing the coastal zone in the public in-
terest so that all factors and uses can be
considered in proposed development.

To implement its recommendation the re-
port is accompanied by legislation which the
administration has proposed that would es-
tablish a national policy for the effective
management and protection of the coastal
zone. The legislation would provide for a co-
operative program between the Federal and
coastal State governments continuing the
policy stated in pollution control legislation
that primary responsibility rests with the
States. Federal grants to provide assistance
to the States for the development of com-
prehensive programs for the coastal zone are
proposed. To achieve compliance with na-
tional policy there is also provision for Fed-
eral approval,

The Coastal Zone is an extremely impor-
tant resource and one which we must manage
rationally. We can no longer continue ad hoc
and unplanned development of this area.
Therefore, I am pleased to introduce with
Senator Randolph by request this legisla-
tion which results from an authorization
contained in the Clean Water Act of 1966,
and anticipate that it will receive thorough
and constructive review by the Committee
beginning with public hearings in the near
future. It is recognized, however, that many
of the provisions of this bill go beyond pollu-
tion and rivers and harbors aspects and raise
questions of interest to the Committee on
Commerce. It is anticipated, therefore, that
the Commitiee on Public Works will work
closely with the Committee on Commerce
during its consideration of this bill.

The authorization to conduct this study
was very much the product of the desire of
Mr. Randolph, the Chairman of the Com-
mittee on Public Works and other members
of the Committee to Initlate a program
which would lead to the adequate considera-
tion of the coastal zone in our national life.
The Committee is to be complimented for its
foresight in asking for such a study, and
the Administration, particularly Secretary
Hickel's Department of the Interior is to be
commended for furnishing such a complete
and far sighted report.
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ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS
5. 2461

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, on behalf of the Senator from West
Virginia (Mr. RanporpH) I ask unani-
mous consent that, at the next printing,
the name of the Senator from Texas (Mr.
Tower) be added as a cosponsor of S.
2461, to amend the Randolph-Sheppard
Act for the blind so as to make certain
improvements therein and for other pur-
poses.

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

5. 3035

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, on behalf of the Senator from In-
diana (Mr. HarTkE) I ask unanimous
consent that, at the next printing, the
names of the Senator from Washington
(Mr. Jackson), the Senator from Mary-
land (Mr. TypinGgs), and the Senator
from New Mexico (Mr. MonTOYA) be
added as cosponsors of S. 3035, to amend
title II of the Social Security Act to in-
crease, in the case of individuals having
40 or more quarters of coverage, the num-
ber of years which may be disregarded
in computing such individual's average
monthly wage, and to provide that, for
benefit computation purposes, a man’s
insured status and average monthly wage
will be figured on the basis of an age 62
cutoff.

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

8. 3092

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, on behalf of the Senator from
Maryland (Mr. Typings) I ask unani-
- mous consent that, at the next printing,
the names of the Senator from Utah
(Mr. Moss) and the Senator from Hawaii
(Mr. InouYE) be added as cosponsors of
8.3092, to amend the Federal Trade
Commission Act to extend protection
against fraudulent or deceptive practices,
condemned by that act, to consumers
through civil actions, and to provide for
class actions for acts in defraud of con-
sumers.

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

8. 3171

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, on behalf of the Senator from In-
diana (Mr. HarTkeE) I ask unanimous
consent that, at the next printing, the
name of the Senator from Montana (Mr.
MEeTcALF) be added as a cosponsor of S.
3171, to amend title I of the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of
1968.

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

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 49—SUBMISSION OF A
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONGRESSIONAL
RECOGNITION OF THE GODDARD
ROCKET AND SPACE MUSEUM

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr, President, on
this day following the successful conclu-
sion of yet another miraculous space
voyage, I think it is fitting that we pause
a moment to consider how we reached
this point. How were we able, in a dozen
years, to marshal the energy and tech-
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nology to reach from the earth to the
moon? We have only to think back those
dozen years, when the space race had
only barely begun, to realize the magni-
tude of your accomplishments since. But
what was the foundation on which we
built? To whom do we owe tribute for
the early, historic developments which
made all the rest possible? Who taught
us to proceed when the odds were long
and the resources short?

Many have done their share and more,
but the man whom we now know as “the
father of modern rocketry’ is Dr. Robert
H. Goddard. His early, lonely experi-
ments—earried out at a time when most
of us were still taken with the novelty of
propeller airplanes—taught us a great
deal not only in terms of technology but
in terms of the indomitable human
spirit.

I am pleased to say that Dr. Goddard
carried on many of his early invaluable
experiments in my own State of New
Mexico, near the city of Roswell. Wild-
life and startled ranchers must have
looked on with considerable surprise as
Dr. Goddard’s experimental rockets
streaked into the desert sky.

Between 1929 and 1941, with the aid
of the Guggenheim Foundation, Goddard
laboriously pursued his large gyro-con-
trolled liquid fuel rocket experiments in
New Mexico. His work anticipated in
technical detail the German V-2 mis-
siles, although Goddard himself sought
no publicity and did not make details of
his work widely known. He even called
his rockets “Nell” after, in his words,
“the girl who ain’t been done right by."”

Today, finally, praise of Dr. Goddard’s
basic work is in vogue. As Wernher von
Braun has said: “Dr. Goddard was ahead
of us all.” Dr. Goddard, in short, not only
realized the potentialities of space flight
but also contributed directly to bringing
it to practical realization.

I am glad that the city of Roswell,
where Dr. Goddard worked during those
lonely years, has long recognized his sin-
gular contribution. The newest high
school there is named in his honor. More
than 10 years ago, in April 1959, Dr. von
Braun was present for the dedication of
the Goddard Rocket and Space Museum
at Roswell. Since then, the scope of the
museum has expanded so that the Nation
now has a fitting memorial to Dr. God-
dard and his work.

Mr. President, today I am introducing
legislation which provides for congres-
sional recognition of the Goddard Rocket
and Space Museum.

The museum has long done a great deal
through its educational exhibits and spe-
cial programs to demonstrate the re-
markable developments in rocketry by
Dr. Goddard. Recently, the museum add-
ed an exact replica of Goddard's work-
shop and a new Goddard planetarium.
These displays are duplicated nowhere
else. Also, the display of Goddard mem-
orabilia is one-of-a-kind. On the
museum grounds are installed his rocket
launching tower and his observation
tower, both of which originally were lo-
cated in the desert northwest of Roswell.
Inside, the exhibit consists of motors,
controls and other experimental pieces
of apparatus, photographs illustrating
his early work, and some of his original
drawings and notes.
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The legislation I am introducing, Mr.
President, provides that the Congress
hereby recognizes the museum as a fitting
memorial to Dr. Goddard, the lonely
genius who helped show us the way to
the stars. I am hopeful that we can re-
ceive quick approval of this appropriate
legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The con-
current resolution will be received and
appropriately referred.

The concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. 49), which reads as follows, was re-
ferred to the Committee on Aeronautical
and Space Sciences:

8. Con. Res. 49

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That the Congress
hereby recognizes the Goddard Rocket and
Space Museum of the Roswell Museum and
Art Center, Roswell, New Mexico, as a fit-
ting memorial to Doctor Robert H. Goddard,
who ploneered in rocket experimentation
and contributed to America's success in
landing men on the moon, and who is known
as the “Father of the Rocket”, and as an
appropriate and outstanding institution for
the collection, preservation, and display of
the works and memorabilia of Doctor God-
dard.

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, November 25, 1969, he
presented to the President of the United
States the enrolled bill (S. 2056) to
amend title 11 of the District of Colum-
bia Code to permit unmarried judges of
the courts of the District of Columbia
who have no dependent children to ter-
minate their payments for survivors an-
nuity and to receive a refund of amounts
paid for such annuity.

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION
PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on November 24, 1969, he presented
to the President of the United States the
enrolled joint resolution (S.J. Res. 121)
to authorize appropriations for expenses
of the National Council on Indian Op-
portunity.

e —

TAX REFORM ACT OF 1969—
AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENT NO. 285

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio submitted an
amendment, intended to be proposed by
him, to the bill (H.R. 13270) to reform
the income tax laws, which was ordered
to lie on the table and to be printed.

AMENDMENT NO. 296

Mr. FANNIN (for himself, Mr. PERCY,
and Mr. Tower) submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by them,
jointly, to House bill 13270, supra, which
was ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 297 THROUGH 300

Mr. TOWER submitted four amend-
ments, intended to be proposed by him,
to House bill 13270, supra, which were
ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

(The remarks of Mr. Tower when he
submitted the amendments appear later
in the Recorp under the appropriate
hearing.)
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AMENDMENT NO. 301

Mr. DOLE (for himself, Mr. PEARSON,
and Mr. Cook) submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by them,
jointly, to House bill 13270, supra, which
was ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

AMENDMENT NO. 302

Mr. CURTIS submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by him,
to House bill 13270, supra, which was
ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

AMENDMENT NO. 303

Mr. FANNIN submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by him,
to House bill 13270, supra, which was
ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

AMENDMENT NO. 304

Mr. GORE (for himself, Mr. BURDICK,
Mr. CannoN, Mr. HARTKE, Mr. KENNEDY,
Mr. MoNTOYA, Mr. PrRoXMIRE, Mr. RiB1-
coFF, Mr. YareorouGH, and Mr. YoOUNG
of Ohio) submitted amendments, in-
tended to be proposed by them, jointly,
to House bill 13270, supra, which were
ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 3056 THROUGH 309

Mr. JAVITS submitted five amend-
ments, intended to be proposed by him,
to House bill 13270, supra, which were
ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

(The remarks of Mr. Javits when he
submitted the amendments appear later
in the Recorp under the appropriate
heading.)

AMENDMENT NO. 310

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I am
submitting an amendment intended to be
proposed by me to H.R. 13270 to bring
the tax treatment of foreign oil explora-
tion and development more into line with
the tax treatment of domestic oil explo-
ration and development.

My amendment carries out the intent
of the Treasury Department’s submis-
sions of September 4 and 30. I report this
was the Nixon position as presented to
the Finance Committee, It is a moderate
position to equalize the foreign and do-
mestic oil industry. After all, the alleged
purpose of the oil industry’s tax incen-
tives are to encourage domestic explora-
tion and development, not foreign.

My amendment is in two parts: The
first part is almost identical to the House
provision, section 431, requiring com-
panies to take foreign losses into account
when determining their foreign taxable
income.

Under present law a U.S. taxpayer is
allowed a foreign tax credit against his
U.S. tax liability on foreign income. My
proposal would not change this rule. My
proposal would only require that when
a loss is Incurred abroad it be offset
against income abroad rather than do-
mestic income. Under the per-country
formulation of foreign tax credits in the
present law, foreign taxes and income are
considered on a country-by-country
basis.

Since the per-country limitation is
computed separately for each foreign
country, losses which occur in one coun-
try reduce U.S. tax on domestic income,
rather than reducing the credit for taxes
paid to other foreign countries. However,
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when the business operation in the loss
country becomes profitable, the income,
in effect is likely not to be taxed by the
United States because the foreign coun-
try is likely to impose a tax equal to the
US. tax and, as a result, a foreign tax
credit is likely to be allowed with respect
to that income.

There should be no objection to this
simple provision., All it requires is that
companies with foreign losses must offset
them against foreign profits, rather than
domestic profits. It allows almost un-
limited carry forward and carry back and
thus should not create any difficulties for
any firms doing business abroad. As a
matter of fact, it should help the do-
mestic oil industry because the major oil
companies would be placed on the same
basis independent domestic producers
are now on.

The second part of my proposal only
refers to a few large international com-
panies which are on the overall foreign
tax credit limitation basis. To my knowl-
edge, the only oil companies to be af-
fected would be Getty and Standard Oil
of New Jersey. These are the only com-
panies that aggregate all foreign taxes
and income.

The problem the second part of my
proposal is aimed at arises from the
difficulty in distinguishing royalty pay-
ments from tax payments. This problem
arises where the taxing authority in a
foreign country is also the owner of
mineral rights in that country. Since
royalty payments may not be credited
against U.S. taxes, the allowance of a
foreign tax credit for a payment which,
although called a tax, is, in fact, a roy-
alty, allows a taxpayer a larger reduction
in U.S. tax than would occur if a de-
duction—instead of the credit—were
available. Where the credit exceeds the
U.S. tax on the income from the mineral
production in the foreign country, the
excess credit can be used to offset U.S.
tax on income from other operations in
that country, or on income from other
foreign countries.

My proposal merely puts the oil indus-
try on the same basis that other indus-
tries are on. It provides a separate for-
eign tax credit limitation so that excess
credits from mineral income cannot be
used to reduce U.S. tax on other foreign
income. In other words, the foreign tax
credit allowed on mineral income from a
foreign country will be limited to the
amount of U.S. tax on that income. Ex-
cess credits may be carried over under
the normal foreign tax credit carryover
rules and credited against U.S. tax in
other years on foreign mineral income.

My proposal is similar to the House
provision, section 432, but is not quite
s0 restrictive. I think the best way I can
explain the difference is to use an ex-
ample. Assuming the effective U.S. tax
rate on the oil industry is 20 percent,
although the theoretical U.S. rate is 50
percent, and the foreign tax rate is 60
percent, my proposal would disallow
foreign tax credits on mineral income
between 20 and 50 percent. The House
proposal would disallow all the foreign
taxes above 20 percent; that is the taxes
between 20 and 60 percent under my
hypothetical example.

In effect, my proposal places foreign
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mineral production on the same basis as
domestic mineral production.

Quite frankly, I do not know of any
reason why we should give more encour-
agement for foreign oil exploration being
done by gigantic oil companies than we
do for domestic exploration. That is why
I am introducing these proposals and the
reason I am also introducing an amend-
ment to eliminate the foreign percentage
depletion allowance. I agree whole-
heartedly with the House that there is
no justification for such a provision in
our tax code and therefore will move
to reinstate the House passed section
501(b) (1) limiting percentage depletion
for the oil and gas industry is to encour-
age domestic exploration and thereby
protect our national security, I cannot
see any justification for these additional
tax benefits or subsidies for foreign oil,
particularly when most of that explora-
tion and development is being done in
the area which, even according to the
oil industry, is our most insecure source
of supply. How can we justify such special
treatment?

Mr. President, I send the foreign tax
credit amendment to the desk and ask
that it be printed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received and printed,
and will lie on the table.

NOTICE OF HEARING ON CERTAIN
NOMINATIONS

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, on be-
half of the Committee on the Judiciary,
I desire to give notice that a public hear-
ing has been scheduled for Tuesday, De-
cember 2, 1969, at 10:30 a.m., in room
2228, New Senate Office Building, on the
following nominations:

Henry L. Brooks, of Kentucky, to be
U.8. circuit judge for the sixth circuit
to fill a new position created by Public
Law 90-347 which was approved June 18,
1968.

Alfred T. Goodwin, of Oregon, to be
U.S. district judge for the district of
Oregon, vice John F. Kilkenny, elevated.

Cristobal C. Duenas, of Guam, to be
judge of the District Court of Guam for
the term of 8 years, vice Paul D. Shriver,
resigned.

At the indicated time and place persons
interested in the hearing may make such
representations as may be pertinent.

The subcommittee consists of the Sen-
ator from North Dakota (Mr. BURDICK),
the Senator from Nebraska (Mr.
Hruska), and myself as chairman.

NOTICE OF HEARING

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, on be-
half of the Committee on the Judiciary,
I desire to give notice that a public hear-
ing has been scheduled for Wednesday,
December 3, 1969, at 10:30 a.m., in room
2228, New Senate Office Building, on the
following nomination:

Barrington D. Parker, of the District
of Columbia, to be U.S. district judge for
the Distriet of Columbia, vice Joseph C.
McGarraghy, retired.

At the indicated time and place per-
sons interested in the hearing may make
such representations as may be pertinent.

The subcommittee consists of the Sen-
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ator from North Dakota (Mr. BURDICK),
chairman; the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. HarT) ; and the Senator from Ne-
braska (Mr. HRUSKA).

NOTICE OF HEARING ON CERTAIN
NOMINATIONS

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, on be-
half of the Committee on the Judiciary,
I desire to give notice that a public hear-
ing has been scheduled for Tuesday, De-
cember 2, 1969, at 10:30 a.m., in room
2228, New Senate Office Building, on the
following nominations:

R. Dixon Herman, of Pennsylvania, to
be U.S. District judge for the middle dis-
trict of Pennsylvania, vice Federick V.
Follmer, retired.

David L. Middlebrooks, Jr., of Florida,
to be U.S. District judge for the northern
district of Florida, vice George Harrold
Carswell, elevated.

At the indicated time and place per-
sons interested in the hearing may make
such representations as may be per-
tinent.

The subcommittee consists of the Sen-
ator from North Dakota (Mr. BURDICK) ;
the Senator from Nebraska (Mr.
HruskA) and myself as chairman.

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
NEGRO STUDENT POPULATION IN
OHIO

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I have
a concern which, I believe, is shared by
the parents of schoolchildren through-

out the entire Nation. It is the concern
for the continuation of what I call the
community school or mneighborhood
school. In many parts of my area of
the country that concept of public
school education is being destroyed
through over-rapid demands for total
integration or total mixing of the stu-
dents as between races, somewhat on a
percentage basis.

I believe that throughout the Nation
the same law applies that is now being
applied in our part of the country; and
I believe if this extreme application is
applied in areas outside the South, it
will have a very wholesome and effec-
tive response from the parents.

There are certain amendments in the
appropriation bill for the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare that
will come before this body in one form
or another, and perhaps there will be
other amendments. In order to get the
facts before Senators, I have prepared
certain figures taken from official rec-
ords in the Department of Health, Ed-
ucation, and Welfare that reflect the
conditions that exist in this country out-
side the South These figures are au-
thentic. They have been computerized
and in an open hearing, under my ques-
ting, Mr. Finch stated that as far as
he knows and believes they are sub-
stantially correct.

I have figures today from the State of
Ohio, as they apply to this subject. I
shall have other figures later.

Ohio is one of the 10 States outside the
Southern and border States which, in the
aggregate, have over 90 percent of the
elementary and secondary Negro student
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population. The overall total in the
Northern and Western States is 2,834,083
Negro students. Ohio has a Negro stu-
dent population of 287,440, but as the
total elementary and secondary school
population of Ohio, according to the
HEW'’s 1968-69 school survey, is 2,400,-
296, the Negro student population
amounts to only 11.9 percent of the total.

The white student population in Ohio
is 2,093,321, or 87.5 percent of the total.
The remaining negligible percentage of
0.6 percent consists of American Indians,
Orientals, and Spanish-American stu-
dents, so that for all practical purposes
Ohio has 87.5 percent white and 11.9
percent black students in its schools.

Yet, according to official Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare IBM tabulations,
there are 18 school districts in 18 cities
in Ohio which have one or more schools
with Negro student enrollments between
80 and 100 percent. To be more exact,
there are 197 such Negro schools, in these
18 districts with an aggregate enrollment
of 163,783, which is 65 percent of the
total Negro student enrollment—252,-
641—in the public schools of these 18
cities. So, although the total Negro stu-
dent population of Ohio is only 11.9 per-
cent of the overall student population,
57 percent of the total Negro student en-
rollment in Ohio schools are attending
schools that are 80 to 100 percent black.
This percentage would be much higher if
it were possible to show the total Negro
student enrollments in all schools having
a majority of black students, that is,
where Negroes make up more than 50
percent of the total school enrollment,
but the Health, Education, and Welfare
IBM data available does not include
cities or school districts where the mi-
nority enrollment is under 80 percent.

Actually, of these 197 predominantly
Negro schools, there are 154 which are 90
to 100 percent Negro, of which 131 are 95
to 100 percent Negro, with 105 of them
being 98 to 100 percent Negro.

The records show 65 of the 105 schools
which are 98 to 100 percent black are in
Cleveland alone.

Whenever the record reflects a high
percentage of Negro student segregation,
it also reflects a high percentage of white
student segregation or isolation. For ex-
ample, the Cleveland school district has
a total elementary and secondary stu-
dent enrollment of 156,054 in 180 schools;
87,241, or 55.9 percent of these students
are Negroes; 66,324, or 42 percent, are
white students. Of the 87,241 black stu-
dents, 69,728, or 80 percent, are segre-
gated in 68 schools which are 95 to 100
percent black; 70,048, or 86 percent, are
segregated in 73 schools 90 to 100 percent
black; and 79,221, or 89 percent, are seg-
regated in 78 schools 80 to 100 percent
black.

Now, let us look at the white student
side of the picture. Of the 66,324 white
students, 12,870 are in 25 schools 99 to
100 percent white; 24,176 are in schools
98 to 100 percent white; 40,775 are in 59
schools 95 to 100 percent white; and 49,-
491 are in T0 schools 90 to 100 percent
white. In all of these 70 schools which
were 90 to 100 percent white, there were
only 497 Negro students, or about 1 per-
cent of the total enrollment of these
schools.
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I make these comparisons without any
reflection on the students of any group.
What I am concerned about is the ex-
treme application of rules that tend to
destroy and deny all students the bene-
fit of the community school and apply-
ing the prineciple only in one area of the
country and virtually overlooking other
areas of the country.

The computer run also reflects the
number of Negro students attending
majority white schools and the number
of white students attending majority
Negro schools. Of the total Negro stu-
dent enrollment in Cleveland of 87,241,
only 4,172, or 5.1 percent, attended ma-
jority white schools, Of the 66,324 white
students which make up 42.5 percent of
the enrollment in the Cleveland schools,
only 4,056, or 6 percent, went to pre-
dominantly Negro schools.

Mr. President, we talk about the 15
long years that the South has dragged
its feet. Those same 15 years have been
running here in the State to which I very
respectfully refer. There are segregated
school conditions in areas of this State,
as I have said, these are the official fig-
ures. I shall ask unanimous consent to
put all the figures in the Recorp in just
a few minutes. There are other cities.

Let us take perhaps a more typical
city in Ohio, such as Columbus, In Co-
lumbus there are 168 schools with a
total enrollment of 110,699, of which
81,655, or 73.8 percent, are white and
28,729, or 26 percent are Negroes, leav-
ing a minimal percentage of other mi-
nority students. Here also you have a
sharp polarization, or segregation, of the
races. Of the 81,655 white students, 45,-
752, or well over 50 percent, are in T4
schools which are 98 to 100 percent white.
There are only 127 black students in
these T4 schools. There are 5,034 white
and 137 black students in nine schools
which are 95 to 98 percent white. There
are 5,229 white and 413 black students in
10 schools that are 90 to 95 percent white.
There are 6,722 white and 940 black stu-
dents in nine schools that are 85 to 90
percent white. There are 3,390 white and
695 black students in five schools that
are 80 to 85 percent white, and 11,369
white and 5,951 black students in 22
schools that are from 51 to 80 percent
white. In all, 8,263 black students, or
nearly 28 percent of the total Negro stu-
dent enrollment, attend majority white
schools. On the other hand, only 4,159,
or 5 percent of the white students, at-
tend majority black schools, and of the
20,466, or 72 percent of the Negro stu-
dents which attend majority Negro
schools, 16,341 are in schools that are
80 to 100 percent black; 11,684 are in
schools that are 90 to 100 percent black;
7,211 are in schools that are 95 to 100
percent black; and 4,146 are in schools
that are 99 to 100 percent black.

Whether you take Cleveland and Co-
lumbus, or Cincinnati, Toledo, Dayton,
Akron, or any number of other cities or
towns in Ohio where there are substan-
tial concentrations of Negro students,
you will find the same pattern.

I emphasize again that I am not talk-
ing against integration or to the dis-
credit of any students, colored or white,
I am talking about the fact that, as I
understand the decision of 1954, Negro
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students are entitled, as a matter of
principle, to the right of association with
those of the white race. That being true
then there is a whole lot of denial of
that right in this area. I call that to the
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attention of Senators now and I shall do
so again in the future.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp the
tables pertaining to the school popula-

OHIO STATE TOTAL

35739

tion in Ohio to which I have already
referred.

There being no objection, the tables
were ordered to be printed in the REcCoORrD.
as follows:

[Number of districts, 640; representing, 640; Number of schools, 4,222; representing, 4,222]

American

Indians Negro Oriental

Spanish

Minarity
American Total

Representing.._.
eachers.......
Representing

136
736
15
15

287, 440
287, 440
5,516
5,516

2,768
2,768
90

90

16, 031
16,031
109
109

306, 975
306,975
5.730
5,730

! Following page numbers are synonymous to school districts,
211.9 percent.
3 §7.5 percent.

B SERIES—SYSTEMS WITH AT LEAST 1 SCHOOL WITH MINORITY GROUP ENROLLMENT OVER 80 PERCENT

Students—

Teachers—

Weight:

American

Indians Negro

Spanish-
Oriental American

1. American

Minority
grades  Indians

total

. Spanish-
Negro Oriental American

0 2,62 19
.0 23.6 0.2

0.4

44 2,689

24.2

23 0 0
5.2 0.0 0.0

804
286
416
121
106
178
108
342

65

55

45

Whittier (18).......
Garfield (8).

South (3)

Edison (5)....

Faurot (7)

Central (2)

Lowell (14)
LMo Ll
Emerson (5)

Roosevelt (16). ..
Jefferson (11)
West(8).............

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Lincoln (12). . ... ......
Longfellow (13)

Westwood (17)........
Irving (10)-c oo ccaeo o

o o o o o

011111110000000
9. 8

808 X
01111111[)080000)
(68.

286
424
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108
181
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244
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341
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34,
01111111
(29.3)
000000001110000
(26.1)
011111110000000
244
1)
mmmoofmbo
17.4
01111111
(13.
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nmummmnghg)
mmmmotggbg)
muuumuﬂobn

2.7)
Dlllllllﬂﬂﬂ\glmls)

0111111100000(

01111111 0' 3

0111110000000
(0.0)

350
65
55
49
69
21

309
343
348
629
567

n
398
397
698
588

- 0O 0 O O O o o o oo o o

611
430
186
mn
803

628
438
188
379
803
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DISTRICT: HAMILTON. NUMBER OF SCHOOLS: 23. REPRESENTING: 23, CITY: HAMILTON, COUNTY: 9 BUTLER-

1,554
0.0

ow
L.
———

18 1,586

13,877
10.3 897

17
2.8

e
w
=
£

673
343
189
217

44
61
6

Harrison (12).

Roosevelt (4)____..._.
Jefferson (15)

Garfield (1)

Harding (3)-- - cevnv..
Taft (2)

Adams (7).

Buchanan (8)

Taylor (12)..

Monroe (13)

MckKinley (18).... ...
Pierce (20).
Polk (21)......
Cleveland (9)
Van Buren (23).
Lincoln (16)
Fillmore (10)_...______
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OHIO STATE TOTAL—Continued
B SERIES—SYSTEMS WITH AT LEAST 1 SCHOOL WITH MINORITY GROUP ENROLLMENT OVER 80 PERCENT—Continued
DISTRICT: HAMILTON. NUMBER OF SCHOOLS: 23. REPRESENTING: 23. CITY: HAMILTON. COUNTY: 9 BUTLER—Continued

Students— I Teachers—
- - ~ Weight: - " =
American Spanish-  Minority 1.0— American . Spanish-  Minority

Indians Oriental American total grades  Indians Negro Oriental American total  Other

000000001110000
0.0

Washington (5)..... .. 01111111 i
643 643 0.0

Madi by il %
adison (17) 0111111100051000)

0 543 543 0
0 0

Hayes (13) 0 441 0.0 0 16
0 0
0 0

011111110001

Grant (11) 268 268 0. 9
0111110000

ackson .

Jackson (14 250 250 (0 10

DISTRICT: SPRINGFIELD, NUMBER OF SCHOOLS: 30, REPRESENTING: 30. CITY: SPRINGFIELD. COUNTY: 12 CLARK. ASSURANCE: 441

Students...._........ 14 3,924 ) l?l %9%2 14448 18410 ____ . ___ 0 1

Percent. .o ccaanias 0.1 21.3 78.5 100.0

465 103 568
360 188 548

179 144 323 55. 4
[111111]}0030000)

264 213 477 55. 3
0111111101}30000)
406 341 747 54

.4)
nwmmuu%uono
319 510 829 msas_ﬁ)
704 00000000 5.13]2)
35 = 011111110050002?'51)
95 258 353 olnnuooﬁggbg)
0111111100500610

77 263 340 00622‘ 6)
011111110000000

552 696 gg,?)
011111110000000

660 812 18.7)
ummmaaonuu
415 508

353 427 R 17.3)
011111110050000
442 528 (16.3
000000001110000
487 547 61}.0)
011111110000000
398 437 ;
000000001110000
841 921 Sgb?)
000000001110000
765 826 6?. 4)
000000001110000
518 551 5.0

uumonommgliu

5.1
011111110008000)
443 459 3.5

O11111110008000)
349 359 2.8

527 I e 2ma])
0111110000000

450 457 .5
0

00

-"‘u’l
we
(=]
oo
e
=

Fulton (13). .. _____ 464
Keifer Junior High (6).. 358
Garfield (14) 179
L0 L6 259
Highlands (16).._..___ 402
Hayward (5) 316
Springfield South (1). . 698
Lincoln (21) 136
McGuffey (23). 95
McKinley (24) 76
Perrin Woods (25) 143
Emerson (11) 152
Elmwood (10)... 92
Jefferson (17) 70
Grayhill (15) 86
LT ) 59
Washington (29) 39
Roosevelt (7). 80
Schaefer (8) 56
Franklin (4) 33
Springfield North (2)... 74
Kentucky (18)..... ...
Lagonda (20). .
Bushnell (3)

Snowhill (26).........
Snyder Park (27).. ...
Kenwood Heights (19)..
Warder Park (28)

Mann (22).

Wayne (30)
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DISTRICT: CLEVELAND. NUMBER OF SCHOOLS: 180 REPRESENTING: 180. CITY: CLEVELAND. COUNTY: 18 CUYAHOGA

128 87,241 198 2,163 89,730 66,324 156, 054 . 2,153 8 2,169 3,365
0.1 55.9 0.1 1.4 57.5 42.5 100.0 L 28.9 0.1 39.2 60.8

¥ 111111110000001
Washington Irving (167).... 985 985 985 (100. 0 23 23
111111110000001

Quincy (140) 732 132 732 100. 0 18 18

, 0)
. Dlllllllﬂ%ﬂﬂﬂﬂl
Columbia (66)............. 686 686 686 100, 0) 21 21

DDDUOUDO]%IDOGO

Rawlings (37). __..._.__.__ (100. 0) kL] 35
000000001110000

Kennard (35) 824 825 825 05[00, 0) 25 25
- 111111110000001

Mary B. Martin (119)..___. 791 791 (100. 0) 23 23
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OHIO STATE TOTAL—Continued
B SERIES—SYSTEMS WITH AT LEAST 1 SCHOOL WITH MINORITY GROUP ENROLLMENT OVER 80 PERCENT—Continued
DISTRICT: CLEVELAND. NUMBER OF SCHOOLS: 180. REPRESENTING: 180. CITY: CLEVELAND. COUNTY: 18 CUYAHOGA.—Continued

Students— E Teachers—
Weight:
American ] Spanish-  Minority 1.0— American Spanish-  Minority

Indians Negro Oriental American total  Other grades  Indians Negro Oriental American total Other

111111110000001
(100. 0) 25 25

Ru(tgﬁa)ﬁoru B. Hayes 749 749
N2 111111110000001
Louis Pasteur (137)..._. 830 830 ill}ll 0)
Patrick Henry (30) g %ggog 49 49
atrc an n .
% mmuw&unooo)
Miles Standish (153).. . 5100, 0y 23 23
H B. Davis (28] " : %%03 58 58
arryB. Davis (28)._.. i
: - 01111111060000 )
Edward M. Williams (100.0) 7 7

(173)
111111110000001
Anton Cedina (31) lll]lmm&lo?]?]bg) 36 36

Rosedale (147)........ 0 100. 0 24 0 24
i 11][[1110300000)
Charles N. Chesnutt
(63)

25 25
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31
2
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18
25

i

9
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27
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3l
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7

9
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111111110000001
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100.0)
Wade Park (161) 100, 0)
Joseph F. Landis (111).
Mary M. Bethune (50) -
Alfred A. Benesch (49).
Dunham (77)
Clara Tagg Brewer (54).
Dike (74)
Crispus Attucks (89). .
Hazeldell (97)
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Mount Pleasant (131).__
lowa Maple (103)
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Glenville (8)

John Burroughs (58).__
Chesterfield (62)
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21
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Oliver N. Holmes (100).

Bolton (51)._.._......

Charles H. Lake (110)..

John N. Faper (141)__.

Stephen E. Howe (102).

Hough (101)

East Technical (6). ... -

Corlett (67)

Daniel E. Morgan (126).
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15
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12
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Longwood (116)_.____.
Wooldridge (177)

Capt. Arthur Roth (148).
Observation (133). ...
Rubert Fulton (85).....
John F. Kennedy (11)..
Addison (19)..........
Adlai Stevenson (155)..
Charles N. Eliot (25)...
Doan (75). .« concoca-
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OHIO STATE TOTAL—Continued
B SERIES—SYSTEMS WITH AT LEAST 1 SCHOOL WITH MINORITY GROUP ENROLLMENT OVER 80 PERCENT—Continued
DISTRICT: CLEVELAND. NUMBER OF SCHOOLS: 180. REPRESENTING: 180. CITY: CLEVELAND. COUNTY: 18 CUYAHOGA —Continued
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Students—

Toschers—
Weight: smcaineds

1. American Spanish- ty
Indians Negro  Oriental American Other

American Spanish-

Minority
Indians Negro  Oriental American to

tal Oth grades

ME xander Hamilton

John D. Rockfeller
(11,1 PR a
Emile B. Desauze (72).
John Hay Night (3)_.__
Charles Dickens (73)...
Margaret Ireland (104).
Charles Orr (135)__....
Thomas Edison (7)....
Central (22)

Mases Cleveland (65). .
Lulu Diehl (24)...
Beehive (47)..........
John Hay (9).ccacuaeeae
Robert H. Jamison (33).
Gracemount (90). ...

Marion (118).........
Empire (26)
Nathan Hale (27).

aul Revere (142).. ...
Boulevard (52)........
John Adams (1)
Sterling (154)
Woodland (175)
Cranwood (68). .......
Audubon (20).
Wilson (42)
Mount Auburn (130)...
East Madison (80)
Harvey Rice (143)
Brooklawn (56).......
Jane Adams (2)
Miles (124)___________
Standard (152)
Woodlands Hills (176)..
Suwinski (151)......__
Anthony Wayne (171)
Alexander Graham Bell

o RS
Hicks (98)_ ..o ..
East Clark (78)........
7 el
William H. McGuffey

[ by SR
Hodge (39)
Sunpeam (180)...
Max 5. Hayes (10)
Scranton (150)
Waring (164)
Collinwood (4)
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4
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405
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966
578
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303
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459
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82
209
483

175

100
251

76
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125
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800

147
440
138
526
379
242
2,492
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000000001111110
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11111111001500&;0}
011111110000001

58.1)
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42.8
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011111110000000
36.3
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1111111100
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OHIO STATE TOTAL—Continued

B SERIES—SYSTEMS WITH AT LEAST 1 SCHOOL WITH MINORITY GROUP ENROLLMENT OVER 80 PERCENT—Continued
DISTRICT: CLEVELAND. NUMBER OF SCHOOLS: 180. REPRESENTING: 180. CITY: CLEVELAND. COUNTY: 18 CUYAHOGA —Continued

Students—

Teachers—

American
Indians

Weight:
Spanish-  Minority

Negro  Oriental American total grades

1.0— American

Indians

Negro

Oriental

Spanish-
American

ool

Longmead (115)_......
Paul L. Dunbar (76). .-
Tremont (157)

Mill (127).

W. Dean Howells (32)..
Carl F. Shuler (39)
Kentucky (107)........
Willow (174)

Orchard (134)........
Lincoln (12)

West Technical Branch
night (18)

Barkwill (46). ...
Waverly (170)

Myron T. Herrick (31)__
Buhrer (59).__________
West (16)

Ha(!hanie! Hawthorne

Case(6l)......._.____
William H. Brett (53)...
Walton (162).._ . ...
Miles park (125)
Louisa M. Alcott (44). .
John Marshall (13)....
East Dension (79).....
Sackett (149)

Lawn (113)

Clark (64). ... ...
A.B.Hart 29)._._....
Memorial (122)........
Landon (112).........
West Technical (17)....
Union (159)

Louis Agassiz (43).....
Thomas Jefferson (34).
TOD (156)----canu---
Wilbur Wright (41)
Mckinley (121)........
Artemus Ward (163). _
Gordon (89)..... .-
Almira (45)

Denison (1) -

Willard (172)......

Fruitland (83)... ...

George Washington
(166)

Gilbert (88)_. ...
Milford (126)- - ...~
Washington Park (168).
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OHIO STATE TOTAL—Continued
B SERIES—SYSTEMS WITH AT LEAST 1 SCHOOL WITH MINORITY GROUP ENROLLMENT OVER 80 PERCENT—Continued
DISTRICT: CLEVELAND. NUMBER OF SCHOOLS: 180. REPRESENTING: 180. CITY: CLEVELAND. COUNTY: 18 CUYAHOGA—Continued

Students— Teachers—
Weight:
American : Spanish-  Minority 1.0— American Spanish-  Minorit
Indians Negro  Oriental American total grades  Indians Negro  Oriental American total

Other

000000000001 } lg)
cunuwma?hé}
mmaunnu&u‘au
81'3)
00000000111 uug
.3)
011111111100001
011111110 lbg’
mnuuoouagbul}:
nuonuuomua?bg)
ouuumooa?bg)
01111111000&]:&)5
01111111 0'9,
011111110005ng)
uululwooaoi)o
(0. 6)
011111110000000
(0.6)
011111000000000
(0.6)
111111110000001
(0.6)
011111110000001
(0. 5)
011111110000000
(0.5)
000000000001 110
ja?ﬁs) Ford Rhodes 0.4) n
S O11111111100000
mi‘{?fs razard Perry 269 270 0.4) 0 16
ol r.wt(ao) 0 0 0 b lliggbg) ﬂ 3
ara £, westro| - ]
pp ou11moooaoou

12
3

=

South (15).- .- eceeeee-
Riverside (145)...-....
Warner (165)

Charles A. Mooney (36).
Murray Hill (132)
Verda Brobst (55).
Benjamin Franklin (82).
Newton D, Baker (21)..
Halle (92)

W. Cullen Bryant (57)..
Dawning (70). .- -- ..
Harvard (94)... _______
Paul Bellamy (48)__._.
Garfield (86). ...
Tom L. Johnson (105)__
George N. Carner (50).
Mem phis (123)... ...
Valleyview (180)

64
20
14
51
12
21
3l
21
20
12
10
0
5
13
9
4
20
1
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DD(LHI_?; MacArthur 242 343 0.3)
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)

Euclid Park (81)....... 494 494 ¥
20 01]]11[1001]![’00
Fullerton (84)......._.. 478 L 0.0)

Lake (109, 132 132 0.0
pon onnumoo&m)
Ra(i:;igs&?n G. Jones 601 601 0.0y
Ol‘lllﬂﬂﬂllﬂﬂaﬁﬂﬂ
Mark Twain (158) 213 213 0
0111111100001
Mound (129). 463 463 (0)
011111110000001
Hannah Gibbons (87)... 301 301 60)
011111110000001
William Rainey Harper

i ey e T 0 0 0 359 359 0)
UlDIIlllUODmég)

Watterson (169)....... 395 395

DISTRICT: SHAKER HEIGHTS. NUMBER OF SCHOOLS: 12. REPRESENTING: 12. CITY: SHAKER HEIGHTS. COUNTY: 18 CUYAHOGA

| T T AT N 0 1,698 0 1,708 6,165
Percents. . - ...-...-.. 21.6 . 0.0 2L7 7183
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(=]
=)
=
=)
N

011111110000000
88,8

Moreland (10) 0111111008060’
57.8

Ludlow (7)...........
Woodbury (3).

Lomono (6)..........
Shaker Heights (1)...
Sussex (12)

Byron (2).ao oo
Onaway (11)
Boulevard (4).

499

181

348

166

338
37
91
1

499 63
189 138
348 578
166 456
339

38 343
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18

o o m o

01111111 v
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ouuumm&-b?
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Merger (9)....__.
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November 25, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

OHIO STATE TOTAL—Continued
B SERIES—SYSTEMS WITH AT LEAST 1 SCHOOL WITH MINORITY GROUP ENROLLMENT OVER 80 PERCENT—Continued
DISTRICT: EAST CLEVELAND. NUMBER OF SCHOOLS: 9. REPRESENTING: 9. CITY: EAST CLEVELAND. COUNTY: 18 CUYAHODGA

Students— . Teachers—
- === Weight: 3
American Spanish-  Minority 1.0— American Spanish-  Minority

Indians Negro  Oriental American total  Other Total grades  Indians MNegro  Oriental American total Other Tatal

Number 0 5, 200 11 8 5219 2,117 F 46 0 0 46 297 343
|t e O i 5 70.3 0.1 0.1 70.6 29.4 i : 13.4 0.0 13.4 86.6 100.0

011111110000001

99,1
01111111
93

:
=]

643
731
829
485
893

643 6
731 55
829 97
492
897 257
768
510 443 953
5 83 88
7 354 361

19 28
28 30
30 36
22 26
51 65
83 92
36 38
10 10
18 18

Rozelle (6)

Mayfair (4)

Chambers (3).........
Superior (7). - .

W. H. Kirk (5).

Shaw (1)

Prospect (5)

Moble (9). e ev oo o
Caledonia (2)

505
5
4

. 5)
lllllUllOOéOgO;
0111111100060601

(1.9)

S o o o e o o o o
@ o wm o o w o a o
o O O o & &2 O o O
©c o © o o o o © o
o e 9O o0 o 0o o o
o o 9 o o0 o o 9@ o

DISTRICT: COLUMBUS. NUMBER OF SCHOOLS: 168. REPRESENTING: 168. CITY: COLUMBUS. COUNTY: 25 FRANKLIN

Number........... 28,729 205 91 29,044 81
Percent 0 26.0 0.2 0.1 26.2

655 110,699 ... ___ 504
73.8  100.0 12.4

=
—
=

498
392
570
302
a47
664

498 (100, 0) 10
011111110000001

392 (100. 0) 13

570 e 'l%) 11
011111110060000

302 9.7 5

1 (99.7)
011111110000000
447 99.3 5

664

Felton (79).

Pilgrim (131).

Monroe (31)

Lexington (105)
Eastgate (78) ... .-
Champion (18).. ...
East{d) o eeoe
Trevitt (148)

Maryland Park (113)...
Beatty Park (46)
Lastwood (74)

Garfield (86).........
Fair Avenue (76)
Fairwood (78)

Shepard (140)........
Franklin (24).........
Windsor (158)__.......
Gladstone (88)

LTI A T —
Main Street (110)
Hamilton Avenue (90)..
Ohio Avenue (126)
Linmoor (28)

11th Avenue (75)...
Brentnell (52)........
Clarfield (58). .. ......
6th Avenue (142)

Kent (100)

Clearbrook (59)
Watkins (152).........
Highland (98)......
Alum Crest (42).
Sullivant (147)
Mohawk (8) .- - ———_
Roosevelt (33)

277
241

m

98,9
01111 1110030000)
241 98. 8

. 8)
111111110030000
01111111 wbg}
111111110033@3)
uulnmnéggé-g
01111111006006!0)
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704
(94. 6)
000000001110000

316
796 796 94.1)
llllllllUU&OBm}

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
246 0
0

0

0

0

0

804 0 804 93.7)

0

0
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0
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2
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0
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316
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560
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001111
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81,
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574 574

125

341 341 75.
01111111

600 608 (73.0
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000000001111110

767 767 F?'?)
000000001110000

481 482 (55.6)
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE November 25, 1969

OHIO STATE TOTAL—Continued
B SERIES—SYSTEMS WITH AT LEAST 1 SCHOOL WITH MINORITY GROUP ENROLLMENT OVER 80 PERCENT—Continued
DISTRICT: COLUMBUS. NUMBER OF SCHOOLS: 168. REPRESENTING: 168. CITY: COLUMBUS. COUNTY: 25 FRANKLIN—Continued

Students— Walaht Teachers—
(-1 .
American Spanish-  Minority L American Spanish-  Minority
Indians Negro  Oriental American total  Oth grades  Indians Negro  Oriental American total

111111110000000

553 55. 4
p11111

182 3
0000000011

435 54. 3
011111110080002;

204 50,
01111111003230]}

1110
(49, 4)

oonmmn;;og)

uumnm&‘)?hl

0111111100000¢
40

Livingston Avenue (109)
Hudson (95)
Beery (16)
Duxberry Park (70)..-
East Columbus (72)..__
Linden McKinley (6)...
Fairfax (165)
Fulton (85)
First Avenue (61)
Chicago Avenue (57)...
Deshler (87)....c...--
Columbus Evening (3)..
Indianola (26)
Weinland Park (153)...
Eastmoor (22).........
Lincoln Park (106)
Southmoor (40),
South (11)
Central (2).
Second Avenue (137)...
Heimandale (91)
Third Street (168)
Franklinton (84)
Everett (23)...........
Marion Franklin (7)...-
Hilltonia (25)
Starling (35)
Reeb Avenue (133)....
West Mound (155).
Neil Avenue (167)
Eastmoor (5)- .- .-
Burroughs (54)........
Douglas (69).--- ...
West(13). .. ...
McGuffey (29)... -
Beck Street (48).........
Wayne (163)
Heyl Avenue (92)
Koebel (103)..........
North (9)
Alexander Graham

Bell (166). - ......-

551
182
433
204
287
906
23
124
131
210
359
434
348
237
284
241
210
529
449
172
122
38
93
252
270
232
196
120
125
20
234
127
78
217
98
68
28
79
54
131

807
23

131
213
363
448
349
241
289
243
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00000000111 ?g
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(7.6)
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4
0111110000000
(6.0)

11
18
92
35
82
33
19
58
38
27

o o
o o

Thurber (128).
Westmoor (37)
Kingswood (102)
Barrett (15)

Indianola (98).

Bellows (49)

McGuffey (115)........
Michigan Avenue (117)
Moler (119)...........
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

OHIO STATE TOTAL—Continued
B SERIES—SYSTEMS WITH AT LEAST 1 SCHOOL WITH MINORITY GROUP ENROLLMENT OVER 80 PERCENT—Continued
DISTRICT: COLUMBUS. NUMBER OF SCHOOLS: 168. REPRESENTING: 168. CITY: COLUMBUS. COUNTY: 25 FRANKLIN—Continued

November 25, 1969

Students— Teachers—

: Spanish-
Negro  Oriental American

Weight:
Minority l.gD— American

i Spanish- i
i et e Negro  Oriental ﬁr%'erinn total Other grades  Indians

Indians

Ninth Avenue (120)....
Linden (108)....-..--
Birwick (50)

Westgate (156)......--
Broadleigh (53)
Arlington Park (43)....
Willis Park (157)

Dana Avenue (66).
Hubbard (34)

Avondale (44)

Johnson Park (27)
Northwood (123)
Leawood (104).._....
Southwood (144)
Medary (116)

James Road (99)
Ridgeview (32).
Fairmoor (77)
Cranbrook (64)-.
Sherwood (34)

North Linden (121)....
Indian Springs (97)...-
Glenmont (89)

Fifth Avenue (80)
Calumet (55)...coeno--
Fornof (83)

Dominion (21).-.......
Crestview (20)........
Valleyview (150)
Lindbergh (107)
Stockbridge (146). . ...
Clinton (60)

Homedale (161)

Forest Park (82)... ...
Woodcrest (159)

Maize Road (111)
Pinecrest (132).....--
Marburn (112)

West Broad Street (154)_

Buckeye (17).........
Alpine (41)

Oakland Park (124)._.
Shady Lane (135)......
Crestview (65)

Olde Orchard (127)...
Binns (51)

Oakmont (125)....--.
York Town (39)......
Woodward Park (38).--
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-
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7
3
0
3
3
8
3
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0
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0
3
5
0
2
0
7

5
5

6
6
1
1
3
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0
0
4
4
3
1
']
6
2
0
1

4
4
1
]
0
1
1
0
2
1
2
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0
2

3
4
0
0
2
2
5
0

0
0
0
0
6
1

0
0
1

2
4

2
0
0
0
1

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
3
1
1

5
0
0
0
0
0
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0

11
42
21
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222
944
480
657
457
481
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663
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704
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0111110000000
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

OHIO STATE TOTAL—Continued

November 25, 1969

B SERIES—SYSTEMS WITH AT LEAST 1 SCHOOL WITH MINORITY GROUP ENROLLMENT OVER 80 PERCENT—Continued
DISTRICT: COLUMBUS. NUMBER OF SCHOOLS:

168. REPRESENTING: 168. CITY: COLUMBUS. COUNTY: 25 FRANKLIN—Continued

Students—

American
Indians

Negro

Spanish-
Oriental American

Minorit
lolé";

Teachers—

Weight:

1.0— American

grades

Indians

Negro

Oriental

Spanish-
American

Minority
total

Other

Kenwood (101)_.
Maybury (114) - .-
Safem (13). ... -<-.--
Stewart Avenue (165)..
Medina (30)

Clinton (19)_._..___.
Parsons (130).
Brookhaven (1)
Wretstone (14) __ .
Scioto Trail (135)..
Walnut Ridge (12)
Northland (10).
Hoy Road (96).- -~
Eakin road (71)..-....
Devonshire (88)

Como (62)..--ccuvnne-
Valley Forge (149)

Wedgewood (26). - -~ --
Northtowne (162)......
Colerain (61)

Winterset (164). ... _.
Northridge (122)......
Walford (151)

Sharon (139)
Courtright (63)........
Smith Road (143)......
Easthaven (160)._._ ...
Parkmoor (129)
Siebert (141).
Cedarwood (55). ...
Georgian Heights (87)...
Beaumont (47)........
Barnett (45)_ . __.__._.

2 0o 0 © 0 O 0 0 o o 0 0 0 9 6 2 0 @ 2 o o o0 P o002 0 o0 0o 0

P 7 T T — T

2 0o © O 2 0 0 0 o 0 0o o o0 o0 o o0 0 00 -0
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2
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
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o O O 0O O O 0 0O 0 o B8 O 00 0 6 0 080 0 0 =N

812
752
742
625
694
567
231
137
264
560
369
319
597
470
279
402
512
467
663
491
253

813
752
742
625
694
567
231
137
264
560
369
319
597
470
279
402
512
467
663
491
253

Ulll]lllﬂﬂﬂﬂgﬂg
0111[11100030'00)

0111111000800
muuuocuauhg)
nooooooomﬁ%o?))
000000001110800
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0111111000000
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000000000011110
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01111111 0
uuoawoumooﬁﬁ’
01111111
0111100000
0111110000080
011111110000
OL1111110000000
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OL1111110000000"
0111111000900
0111110008000
0111111000800
0111111100033‘)3)
0.0)
011111110000000
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0
01]111110005[!00)
©.0)
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12
2
22
12
40
42
16
57
52
17
54
50
25
21
2
17
23
22

DISTRICT: CINCINNATI. NUMBER OF SCHOOLS: 106. REPRESENTING:

106. CITY: CINCINNATI. COUNTY: 31 HAMILTON.

ASSURANCE: 441

Number.............. 83
Percents..._... L0

37,275
42.9

169 9

@w

|
[

Douglass (37)

Millvale (58)....

Hays (44)

Sands (77 e e e

Washburn (86)........
Evanston (40). ... ...~
Rockdale (72)...-....-
Burtan (25)

South Avondale (82)...
Columbian (34)
Hoffman (47)

Sawyer (19)

551
563
863
688
914
176
878

893

542

=]
0O 0 O 0O 0 = 0 0 0 o0 o0 O !_N
o o (=] o o o o o - (=] (=] o rn I

| =
| —

37,576 49,231
43.3 5.7

86, 807
100.0

553
563
863
688
815
176
878

553
563
863
688
915
176
878

011111110000000
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1111 I%i}g)
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DlllllllOaDUUUU
99.9

Olllllllﬂﬂ&lgéog;
mmumu«goohu
99, 6)
011111110000000
99, 5

moooomufoobu)
(99.8)

o 92 o o 0 O 9 o o o oo o

o 9 2o 0 0 0 @ o Mmoo o o o

o 92 o o o o © o 0 o c oo




CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

OHIO STATE TOTAL—Continued
B SERIES—SYSTEMS WITH AT LEAST 1 SCHOOL WITH MINORITY GROUP ENROLLMENT OVER 80 PERCENT—Continued
DISTRICT: CINCINNATI. NUMBER OF SCHOOLS: 106. REPRESENTING: 106. CITY: CINCINNATI. COUNTY: 31 HAMILTON. ASSURANCE: 441—Continued

November 25, 1969

Students—

Spanish-
Negro  Oriental American

Minorit
total

Other

Weight:

Teachers—

1.0— American

grades

Indians

Negro

Spanish-

Oriental American

Mlmrﬂf
Other

UF i B et 1,283
Burdett (24) 456
Garfield (42) 644
Cummins (36)_...._.. 652
Winton Terrace (96).. . , 257
L1111 C) , 142
Bloom (10) 755
PorterC) . e eas 573

550
Schiel (79)..-- 732
Madisonville (55) 832
Heberle (45).......... 704
Cutter (11)__......... 936
North Avondale (63).. 710
Hughes (3)___ .._._.. , 464
Silverton (80)......... 431
Kennedy (49)__....... 541
Peaslee (67). 426
Heinold (15) 673
Rothenberg (76) 489
Carll (26). 323
Vine (85). 419
Glenview (101)__ !}
Campbell (104).. 361

Sixth District
Primary (81)......-- 124

Merry (108)..-.. 638
Courter Technical (2)..
Guilford (103)... 84
Webster (89). .. .. ..... 188
Withrow (7). -----
Lyon (18)

= o oo e e N e e oo 8o ™o e s e ©

382
249
127
316

38

North Fairmount (64)..
Condon (100). .- .- ---
Shroder (21). - .- .- .-
Childrens Unit (99)..--
Woodward (8)....
Clifton (32)...-.......
Bond Hill (22).........
Washington Park (87)..

o M o M o oo o O o o

o o o o

=
=

327
251

X}

244
20
3
148

Winton Place (95).

Allen House (97)

Hillcrest (102)..........
Roll Hill (13)... ...
College Hill (33) 216
Swifton Primary (83)._. 108
Walnut Hills (5) 623
Washington (88) 176
Pleasant Hill (68). 0 189
Morgan (58). - ....... 58

o0 o o0 0 9O N o o -

O N = i 0 = a0 O O O W

1,297
456
644
652

42
21
36
38
81
116
90
85

161
228
231
323
246
517
173
252
245

286
199
260

22
245

87
473

9
225

, 889
519
364
200
501
60

634
505
469
555
45
7
387
556
351
976
594
669
207

111111110000000
01111111 0
11111111
01111111
01111111

01111111
01111111
11111111
E . 3)
0000000011(0000}
0111111100?0000)
000000000011110
u}||11rlouécuooi
01111111
11111111
(63.5)
000000001 110000
(63.1
111111110000000
(63.1)
0111110000?000%)
111111110000000
61.8

llIllDDOﬂO*gDOU

(58.8)
000000001110000
(57.4)
000000000011110
000000000
1[11“110030001])
000000001111110
%43 5)
000000001110000
(42.5)
011111110000001
(40.8)
011111111100001
(38.8
000000001 110001
38, 8
000000000000001
(38.8)
000000001111110
(38.2)
011111110020003)
Uillllliﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂbg
ualllllluoﬁggb?}
0111110080000
30,7)
00000 30%
GU(Hhuoounuéuabl
011[111100[(50000
o000
011111110000000
(28.1)
011110000000000
(26.4)
00000000111%£1g)
onnuwoﬁoobn)
O11111110000000
22.7)

11111111
(21.9)

o 5 0o &0 0 0O © 0 0 O O 0 0 0 O © o o0 o o0 o0 oo 9

QO 8 5 09 o 0 0 0 90 0 O 9 9 0 6 0 0 0 o0 o 9o o a

15
11
16
12
17
18
22
15
16
16

7
17
3l
11
12

2 ot AN oW oM S W N

- &8 0 8 o0 o 0 0o 9 o a 9

o o 0o 0o o o 0 o o o o

0 o o0 2 -~ 0 0000 0 0 0000 me o a a

o o 5 o o @ © O & ¢ o O O o o ©

0 o 00 0 o oS0 o c 0 0~ 0 0 o0 o000 o 0 0 e o

15
11
16
12
17
18
22
15
16
16

7
17
32
11
12

6

e

O p o N oa O WRN N =T W O RN R

32
5
7

10

26

37

21

16
9

15

27

20

35

21

70

17
17
16
39
31
11
15

4
22

15
38
81
8
12
116
3
19
21
28
8
126
35
2
28
23
0

1
14
20
15
96
23
21
8




CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE November 25, 1969

OHIO STATE TOTAL—Continued
B SERIES—SYSTEMS WITH AT LEAST 1 SCHOOL WITH MINORITY GROUP ENROLLMENT OVER 80 PERCENT—Continued
DISTRICT: CINCINNATI, NUMBER OF SCHOOLS: 106. REPRESENTING: 106. CITY: CINCINNATI. COUNTY: 31 HAMILTON. ASSURANCE: 441—Continued

Students— Teachers—
Weight:
Spanish- 1.0— American Spanish- MInoritY
Negro Oriental American grades  Indians Negro  Oriental American total  Other

011111110000000
48 21.4

m
105
172

Highlands (46)

Aiken (1)

Bramble (23).........
Eastwood (39).. .- ----
Schwab (20)

Kirby Road (51)
Lincoln (52)

Hyde Park (48)....-
Roosevelt (74)

Hartwell (43).
Child Guidance Home
(38).

MoWw R R R

140
65
115
61
53

7
011'1]111000&000)
5. 7(

01111111
0111111100000¢
1111111000800
0000000011630
0111111100000
00111111
0111111100000

0111110000000
420 &Ij]s
000000001110001

830 !l. 5
01111111 ?

8 1.5)
01111111

1.3
01111111 i
unmuuooﬁ?bo
0111111100000¢

58
25
12
1
20

Pleasant Ridge (69).-.-
Sayler Park (78)....---
Chase (30)...- .- ------
Mount Adams (60)..-
Dater (12)

Mount Airy (61)
Whittier (32).

Oakley (65).

Roselawn (75)........
Gamble (14)

Quebec Heights (70)....
Lusanttville (34).
Fairview (41)

Carson (27).. e
Covedale (35).........
Roberts (18).

Western Hills (6). .....
Westwood primary (90).
Osage primary (93)....
Westwood (31)

Mount Washington (62).
Central Fairmount (29).
Kilgour (50).ceeeeenun-
Carthage (28). .......-
Midway (57). .- ccevn--
Oyler (66).......-..--
Eastern Hills (13)......
Cheviot (31)

McKinley (56)....-..--
Eastern Hills (38)......
Linwood (53)

Riverside Harrison (71).
McMillan Center (105).

W N R = o OO0 0 W o =0 0 N O

-
~

960
977

—
o

684
891
881
823

1,264
2,402
286

437 0.7
DlllllllDOO&gﬂ(l’

854 ,
01111111

689 0. 6)
Dlilllllﬂﬂﬂﬂgﬂg

708 ,
01]]1[[1000834];}

942 ,
ulunnuuuﬁgun’

381 i
01111111
5771 0.5

Blllllllﬂmsﬂﬂﬂ)
861 0.3

00000000111

660 0éCI,B)
011111110000000

829 0.2
01111111

618 ,
01111111

322 (0,0)
011111110000000

342
01111111

559

e o N P N ;oo o~

-
-
R = O e oM o RN NN e we N o= N -

o 0 0o 0o © 5 &6 &6 = MM 2 0 0o o = o0 o0 = o0 00 © 0 0 0 0 0 o © Mo o o
en

[]
2
0
0
6
2
1
4
1
0
|
3
0
0
0
2
4 509
3
0
1
1
0
3
0
3
4
0
3
0
o
3
0
0

1
2
2
2
3
2
1
2
1
2
0
3
0
1
0
2
'
2
2
2
1
1
1
2
1
2
5
1
0
1
2
1
2
1
1
0
4
1

-
w
O O O = W o MM N NS & NS O e o

o RN = = o O NSO NO
RN W W N DT E o W N

o o o @ o o0 o O O O O & O 0 0 & 0 0 5 0 0 S8 0 00 0 e 0 0 oo o o o e o0 o0 e 8 e o oo

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
]

o o O O B O &6 O c & & 9 8 00 8 8 0 6 o o © @ 9 0 e 0 0 8 geo o oo o o0 0 5 8 e e a0 o0
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o o o o o

o o o o

I T T X1

0
0
0
0 (0.0)

DISTRICT: LINCOLN HEIGHTS. NUMBER OF SCHOOLS: 2, REPRESENTING: 2. CITY: LINCOLN HEIGHTS. COUNTY: 31 HAMILTON. WEIGHT: 1.0

1, 898 1] 1,898 0 3 0 75 0 75
Percents X 100.0 L 0.0 100.0 i A 0.0 96,2 0.0 0.0 96. 2

In Heights (1) ... 503 503 503 100. 0 17 0 0 17
P ugns €1) 011111111{00001
Lincoln Heights (2)- . .. 1,395 (100. 0) 58 0 0 58




November 25, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

OHIO STATE TOTAL—Continued
B SERIES—SYSTEMS WITH AT LEAST 1 SCHOOL WITH MINORITY GROUP ENROLLMENT OVER B0 PERCENT—Continued
DISTRICT: LORAIN. NUMBER OF SCHOOLS: 23. REPRESENTING: 23. CITY: LORAIN. COUNTY: 47 LORAIN. ASSURANCE: 441, WEIGHT: 1.0-GRADES

Students— St Teachers—
eight:
American panish-  Minority 1, American Spanish- Mlmrliy
Indians Negro  Oriental ﬁmencan total Other Total grades  Indians Negro  Oriental American tal

Number._.__.._. 2,280 5 2492 4,80 12,488 17,308 ... ....._.__...._ 0 43 0 5
Percents. ; 13.2 0.1 ia.4 ST R e I e e e 6.9 0.8

011111110000000
473 674 59 733 92,0)
: 011111
85 347 128 475 g)g.l)
000000111100000
138 435 328 763 35}'. 0)
200 513 425 938 SR ggog)
0011111[!)050000
76 326 357 683
01111111
40 126 153 2719

01111111
336 352 431 783

230 293 445 738
0111111 IODBOM)

95 99 171 270
0000000000[1110
426 ! v & 25.9)

32 85 328 413

0111111 10050000)
10 72 354 426

000000000011 lll]

145 342 1,871
001111110030000
19 65 318 443
o1t1111l

33 88 818 906
0000000011

16 46 450 496

001111111108000
34 61 664

LIERRRRNI

17 21 255 276

0011111111
39 74

01111111
14 39 572 611

01111111
15 16 260 276

o1
5 9 187 196

01111111
14 17 878 895

=
[=]
o
=3
-
s
~ 0o

201
256
297
308
250
88
1
8l
4
289
51
61
194
4
49
30
21
4
3
24

Lowell (17)

Whittier (22)_
Oakwood (19)

il 1 PN
Brownell (23)
Washington (21)
Lorain(2)

Fairhume (6). ..
Larkmoor (13).._
Longfellow (16).. . --
Irving (11). - oo
Emerson (5).. . ----
Masson (18)

Lakeview (12).....
Palm Avenue (20)
Jane Lindsay (15)
Momewood (10)

M9 o2 0o o o O
L i U — U T R I ¥

e W o o~ o0 0 Wwekh o= wo gooco0me oo

o O o 0o 0 0O 58 00 0 00 © 00 o0 o0 0 0 0 0.
- W o -

o o o o & & O 9 &6 0 0 &8 O © 0 o c o oo o ac

o 9 0 0o o0 e 0 0 0 o0 0 0 ™ oo N oao oo M

L — S — TR — T T — T . TR TR I T — T R T Y — TN T S 7 S N R ™

1
1
0
3
0
6
0
0
0
1
0
1

-0 O O O © = N e

DISTRICT: TOLEDO. NUMBER OF SCHOOLS: 76. REPRESENTING: 76. CITY: TOLEDO. COUNTY:

Namber ..o aas
Porcents....ove e

=8

16,473 88 1,439 18,026 43,658 61,684 ... ___ .. . .. 0 379
26.7 2.3 29.2  70.8 100.0 16.5

o
o
)
=]
L]
e
w

011111110000000
946 100.0

671
547

]
2
15
3
M
23
31
36

8

Roosevelt (65).-noo.-..
Ella P. Stewart (25)....
Washington (72)
Lincoln (45)..........
Gunckel (35).

Robinson (64)........
Pickett (59).

Scott (6)......-
SeId) s
Warren (71)...... .
Ryder (66).

Fulton (29)

SSIrwin (75) . eeeceee

946 946 { )
011111111100000
675 675 100, 0

01111111
547 552

01111111

(38, 5)
0111111110000

(97.6
000000011100001
0111111111

96.7

01111111 E10)
Bllllﬂllliﬂmﬂﬂ
0111111111 00

(79.1

c o © O O O © © & 0o 0o & ©
2 & o WM O 00 0 M O O o0 o o
o o o 0 & o0 &0 O o 0o o o O
2 o0 0 0 0O = o N O 0O 0 o e
o 0 o 0 aa o 0o 0o o o o e 9

Scott evening
school (7)

Glenwood (33)

Libbey (3).....-....
Sherman (67)

Hale (52).... - ceeen.-
Westfield (73).ee. ...
Hamilton (36)

Spring (68)

51, 5)
Ullllillll&)ﬂﬂﬂ

(48.3)
011[11111100000
011111 o
011111111100000
ulllllllll(

2 o o = & o0 o0 o
2 o MM = o o o m
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE November 25, 1969

OHIO STATE TOTAL—Continued
B SERIES—SYSTEMS WITH AT LEAST 1 SCHOOL WITH MINORITY GROUP ENROLLMENT OVER 80 PERCENT—Continued
DISTRICT: TOLEDO. NUMBER OF SCHOOLS: 76. REPRESENTING: 76. CITY: TOLEDO. COUNTY: 48 LUCAS—Continued

Students— Teachers—
Weight:
American N Spanish-  Minorit 1.0— American Spanish-  Minority
Indians Negro Oriental American total  Other grades  Indians Negro  Oriental American total

000000001100000
32.9

Parkland Craft (58).. .. 76 80 131 (37.9)
000000111100001

Jones (40)............ 104 566 S?#. 9)
poi1l11111l1111
Feilbach (76)_ .. ..... 36 37 4,
01111111
Mount Vernon (51).... 73 73 %I.E)
011111111100000
Birmingham (17) 66 133 (19.2)
Macomber Vocational 000000000011110
Tech (4) 181 213 (17.6)

Whitney Vocational 000000000001110
Tech (10)_.._....... 86 100 (16.8)

0111111111001
LaGrange (43)... ... 12 123 (16.0)

000000000011110
Woodward (11).......- 241 348

(14.8)
011111110000000
Marshall (47) 1 88 (37
Dandale (55) 95 141 S :lngug)

andale .
o111 11160001
Franklin (28) 14 68 (11.5)
Motique Junior 000000001110010
High (13) 165 178 (11.4)
011111111100000
54 93 (11.3)

0000000000110
9 180 (9.6)

000000000011110
163 168 (3.3)

011111111100000

Navarre (53).... ... 43 67 8.8

: 01111111000
Bancroft Hills (15)...... 6 17 8,
IFRARRRNNY

Walbridge (70). ... 55 69 8.5)
011111100000000
Chase (19)..—wo oo 11 24 (8.3)
000000000001111

Rugers (5).---ceeeun-- 122 053,1)
011111111100000

Riverside (63)....._... 40 o111mwmf:ghg)
0

Martin (48) 13 . 0)
: 011111111100000
Stickney (69) 22 064. 6)
011111111100000

Oid Orchard (58). ... 25 3.9)

Nebury (54) 18 e [3’03)

ebury (54). - . -..-... .
01111111!103000

East Side Central (23).. 26 3.3

. 3)

011111111103000

Cherry (20)...___._.. 20

! 01111111110

McKinley (50). 011111110003063>
Fall Meyer (27) oumuuuﬁbn)
Longfellow (46) mnuumﬂﬁgbg)
Kleis (42). .. ........ 500

0111111100000¢
Grove Patterson (34)... 0111111111 1
Deveaux (22).........

(1.8)
011111110000000
Heather Downs (39).... L3
01111111000
Keyser (41)...........

061‘2
011111111100001
Raymer (61) (1.2)
011111111100000
Burroughs (18). 0111111111
Harvard (37). 30. 8)
0111111100
Edgewater (24)...._.. ?,1}1‘6
Start (8). ... ....... 0.6)
0111111100()5000
Larchmont (44) 11 0630 3)
Paint Place (60) e 50-3)
Glann (31)- oo oenen 060‘3)
| 011111111100000
Arlington (14). ... & 225%23
Lonshor (1)..._....... 3
011111110006000
Hawkins (38)

Glendale (32)

- o Mo e =
o o o o o ©
- N o e ™~
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1
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November 25, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

OHIO STATE TOTAL—Continued
B SERIES—SYSTEMS WITH AT LEAST 1 SCHOOL WITH MINORITY GROUP ENROLLMENT OVER 80 PERCENT—Continued
DISTRICT: TOLEDO. NUMBER OF SCHOOLS: 76. REPRESENTING: 76. CITY: TOLEDO. COUNTY: 48 LUCAS—Continued

Students— Teachers—

Weight:
American | Spanish-  Minorit 1.0— American Spanish-
Indians Negro  Oriental American Other grades  Indians Negro  Oriental American

Minority
total

Other

Whittier (74)
Beverly (16)
Crossgates (21)
Ottawa River (57)
Mayfair (49)
Reynolds (62)
Elkhurst (26)

011111111100000
0.2

1,492 1
ﬂlllllllDBDSOOO

520 521 0,2
o - mnmmm&gugi
04 o ouuuwuosgog)
0111111100030ho
279 279 0.0

01111111
298 298 60. )
011111110000000
326 326 (0.0)

50
17
10

9

9
10
13

DISTRICT: YOUNGSTOWN. NUMBER OF SCHOOLS: 43. REPRESENTING: 43. CITY: YOUNGSTOWN. COUNTY: 50 MAHONING

Number.
Percent. ... ...

6 10,905 50 8 11,762 14,882 26,644 ___
0.0 50.9 0.2 3.0 4.1 559  1b0.0 .-

e
-
e
L]
=]
ra

L
-

Covinglon (17)

Grant (19). . cceeenan
Jefferson (25)

Monroe (30). - -.......
Thorn Hill (37)......-.
Hillman (7). .. .. --...
White (41)_.........
Lincoln (27)..........
Roosevelt (32)

Madison (28)

Science Hill Ele-
mentary (33)

Science Hill Jr. (43)....
Harrison (27)

North (3)

Cleveland (15)

South (5).....

Richey (31)

Hayes (28)..ocrcnanura
Garfield (18)
Williamson (42)
Princeton (8). .o cvnn.-
2 -1 4 BESIRS eI NE
Rayen (4).....

Tod (38)

Haddow (20)

McKinley (29)

Bennett (13)
Stambaugh (35)
Sheridan (34)

Harding (21)

Adams (11).......
West (10)

Bancroft (12)
Washington (39)

Wilson (5)...........
Chaney (1) - .. .....
Jackson (24)

Coitsville (16).

munnumggog)
O11111110080000
655. 4)
O11111110000000
mummnﬁumu'
(92.9)
011111110000000
(32.1)
000000001110000
@1.9)
0111111100 noog}
ounnm&og‘og

566 566 22 588
618 623 30 653
523 532 36 568
740 744 57 801
336 336 29 365
705 748 851
296 300 62 362

602 741 158 899 82, 4)
Ulllllllﬂﬂﬂg?ﬂé

279 482 593 54100 )
011111111000000

426 453 146 599 09:]5, 6)
001111111000000

179 184 68 252
255
336
476
395
798
106
380
266
223
401
862
554

73

o o ©o o o o o 0o o o
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e o o o @ 20 80 86 o O
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o
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M3 153 496 sse. 2)
48 27 703 Dso 51?)
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400 181 591 66?.?)
0000000000 éug

824 468 05 3, 8)
011111111000000
115 69 184 62,5

390 255 645

276 198 474 58. 2
011111 110030000)
279 205 484 57.6

00000000005 1100
410 330 740 (55.4)
000000000111110
978 808 (54, 8)
567 0000000000133
0111111 mofmog)

n 30.
0[111]1[1080003

01111111 <
nuuuuua?go;
01111111003?360

70 300 . 9
911111110(60000}

52 330 (13.6)
Sonp ik mmmmummw g
001111111150000
33 493 (6.3)
000000001110000
34 623 053 2)
011111110000000

S )7 3.

01111111000

590 i )
000000000011111
1,520 E?. 0)
1,415 0 e {19)
0111111100000
592 05

)
011111110003000
203 (0.5)

e o o

e o o o o o e
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE November 25, 1969

OHIO STATE TOTAL—Continued
B SERIES—SYSTEMS WITH AT LEAST 1 SCHOOL WITH MINORITY GROUP ENROLLMENT OVER 80 PERCENT—Continued
DISTRICT: YOUNGSTOWN. NUMBER OF SCHOOLS: 43. REPRESENTING: 43. CITY: YOUNGSTOWN. COUNTY: 50 MAHONING—Continued

Students— Teachers—

Weight:
American Spanish-  Minority lﬁ)— American . Spanish-  Minority
Indians Negro  Oriental American total grades  Indians Negro  Oriental American total Other Total

011111111000000

Taft (36) 421 423 (0.5) 14 14
011111111000000

T ¢ L P — 681 683 00000000111 0.3) 23

Volney Rogers (9)- ... 502 503 oLLA L &'12) 22
0. 0)

West (40 501 501 L 16
ey 0111110000000
Kirkmere (26) 540 540 (0.0) 16

DISTRICT: DAYTON, NUMBER OF SCHOOLS: 69. REPRESENTING: 69. CITY: DAYTON, COUNTY: 57 MONTGOMERY, ASSURANCE: 441

o

673
28,6

oo

22,790 73 BT 22905 96580 | BOBYT e ciiiie
38.3 0.1 0l 3.5 615  100.0

o

000000000111110
(100.0)
111111111100000
100. 0)
11111

(1000
1111111100001
{wn. 0)
11111111 (nooog)
ooonnmunggdg)
111111100038’962)

1111111000000

99, 4

63
42
23
36
4“4
25
15
40

2,088
1,225
676
1,078
1,283
688
536

2,083
1,225
676
1,078
1,282
687
533

2,083
1,224
676
1,078
1,281
667
533

Roosevelt (7)

Weaver (63)_.__
Troy (59)- .- ----
Wogaman (67)....--
Macearlane (47)
Miami Chapel (52)
Monary Park (50)
Westwood (65). -....
Dunbar (2)

Residence Park
Primary (54).

Whittier (66).

Jackson (37)

Irving (36)--ococooaaen
Carlson (17)

Jackson Primary (38)..
Residence Park (55). ..
Edison (22).

Highview (34)

Greene (31)

Roth (8)....

Addams (12)

Jefferson (39)

Jefferson Primary (40).
Cornell Heights (19)._..
Longfellow (45)
Gardendale (28).
Gorman (69)

Col White (10)
Washington (62)
Patterson (6).

McGuffey (49)

Kennedy Deaf (421).....
Meadowdale (51)......
Valerie (60)

Ruskin (56)_...._....
Emerson (23)

Shoup Mill (58)
Hickorydale (33)

Drexel (20)..__..

Belle Haven (14).
Fairview (3)

0 0o © @ 0o & & O
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2 0 6 o 00 o a o
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99.3
uunmlﬁmou)
99.3

oooouum&ggbg;
1111111100000
mummﬁoohu
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B SERIES—SYSTEMS WITH AT LEAST 1 SCHOOL WITH MINORITY GROUP ENROLLMENT OVER B0 PERCENT—Continued
DISTRICT: DAYTON. NUMBER OF SCHOOLS: 69. REPRESENTING: 69. CITY: DAYTON. COUNTY: 57 MONTGOMERY. ASSURANCE: 441—Continued
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OHIO STATE TOTAL—Continued
B SERIES—SYSTEMS WITH AT LEAST 1 SCHOOL WITH MINORITY GROUP ENROLLMENT OVER 80 PERCENT—Continued
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OHIO STATE TOTAL—Continued

B SERIES—SYSTEMS WITH AT LEAST 1 SCHOOL WITH MINORITY GROUP ENROLLMENT OVER 80 PERCENT—Continued
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DISTRICT: AKRON. NUMBER OF SCHOOLS: 71. REPRESENTING: 71. CITY: AKRON. COUNTY: 77 SUMMIT—Continued
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THE NIXON-SATO COMMUNIQUE Friday by the President of the United there be a close and friendly relation-
Mr. BYRD of Virginia, Mr. President, States and the Prime Minister of Japan. ship between Japan and the United
during the weekend, I had an opportu- It was cordial in tone, as it should States.
nity to study the communique issued have been. It is important, I feel, that Prime Minister Sato’s visit to the
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United States, as President Nixon made
clear, should help achieve a better un-
derstanding between the two countries.

The text of the communique is three
columns of newspaper type. It is divided
into 15 brief sections.

The key section is number 6.

This is the section which deals spe-
cifically with Okinawa. In this section,
the Prime Minister emphasized his view
that the time had come to respond to
the strong desire of the people of Japan
to return Okinawa to Japanese control.
President Nixon expressed appreciation
of the Prime Minister's view:

Now we come to the key sentences:

They (President Nixon and Prime Minis-
ter Sato) therefore agreed that the two gov-
ernments would immediately enter into
consultations regarding speciﬂc arrange-
ments for accomplishing the early reversion
of Okinawa without detriment to the secu-
rity of the Far East, including Japan.

They further agreed to expedite the con-
sultations with a view to accomplishing the
reversion during 1972, subject to the con-
clusion of these specific arrangements with
the necessary legislative support.

Now, let us analyze the above lan-
guage.

Just what agreement was reached by
Mr. Nixon and Mr. Sato.

First. They agreed that the two gov-
ernments would immediately enter into
consultations regarding specific arrange-
ments for accomplishing the early rever-
sion of Okinawa, and,

Second. Such consultations would be
subject to the conclusion of these spe-
cific arrangements with the necessary
legislative support.

So, it seems clear that the only agree-
ment made by President Nixon is one of
prineiple; namely, an early reversion of
Okinawa.

But no details have been agreed to.

No specific arrangements have been
agreed to.

The agreement, to cite the text of the
communique, is to “enter into consulta-
tions regarding specific arrangements.”

As one who feels that the United
States must have the unrestricted use
of Okinawa, our greatest military com-
plex in the far Pacific, if we are to con-
tinue our widespread commitments in
Asia, I frankly am relieved since reading
the text of the communique.

The text does not bear out the news-
paper headlines concerning the com-
munique.

The only agreement President Nixon
made was to “immediately enter into
consultations regarding specific arrange-
ments.”

And then that was followed by the two
leaders of government specifying that
any specific arrangements would be sub-
ject to legislative support which, insofar
as the United States is concerned, means
approval by the Senate.

I am glad to state to the Senate that
I support this communique. It should
help Prime Minister Sato in Japan with-
out forfeiture by the United States of any
control over Okinawa other than agree-
ing to enter “into consultations regard-
ing specific arrangements.”

I am especially pleased that the Sen-
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ate's role in any final arrangements af-
fecting Okinawa is specifically recog-
nized in the text of the communique.

The fact that this is so clearly spelled
out in the communique results, I feel,
from the action taken by the Senate of
the United States on November 5, 1969.

On that date, the Senate, by a re-
corded vote of 63 to 14, specified that any
change in the Treaty of Peace with
Japan must come to the Senate for ap-
proval or disapproval.

In the Nixon/Sato communique 16
days later, both leaders recognized that
any ‘“specific arrangements” affecting
Okinawa would be subject to Senate ap-
proval.

In my judgment, this establishes a his-
toric precedent and one which is of vital
importance both to the Senate and to
the Nation.

President Johnson, last year, unilater-
ally returned to Japan the Bonin Islands,
which included Iwo Jima, without sub-
mitting his action to the Senate for rati-
fication.

The Senate was not aware of President
Johnson's action until the deed had been
accomplished.

But the Senate on November 5 of this
year served notice that any changes in
treaties previously ratified by the Sen-
ate must be submitted to the Senate for
approval.

This action of the Senate on Novem-
ber 5, followed by the Nixon/Sato com-
munique of November 21, makes clear
that both the Senate and President Nixon
are aware that no change may be made
in the present status of Okinawa without
Senate approval.

It is difficult to predict what the Senate
will do in regard to Okinawa—and I do
not intend to try.

The leadership of the Senate favors
an early return of Okinawa to Japan, but
I have talked with a great many Senators
who do not agree with that viewpoint.

I have the feeling that the United
States will be retaining the free and un-
restricted use of Okinawa until such
time as we reduce our commitments to
defend so many Asian nations. It is my
hope that we will soon begin to reduce
our Asian commitments.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, that the text of the Nixon-Sato
communique be printed at this point in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the com-
munique was ordered to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

THE NIxoN-SATO COMMUNIQUE

WasHINGTON, November 21.—Following is
the text of the joint communiqué issued to-
day by President Nixon and Premier Eisaku
Sato of Japan:

[1]

President Nixon and Prime Minister Sato
met in Washington on Nov. 19, 20 and 21,
1969, to exchange views on the present inter-
national situation and on other matters of
mutual interest to the United States and
Japan.

[2]

The President and the Prime Minister rec-
ognized that both the United States and
Japan have greatly benefited from their close
assoclation in a variety of flelds, and they
declared that guided by thelr common prin-

35759

ciples of democracy and liberty, the two
countries would maintaln and strengthen
their fruitful cooperation in the continuing
search for world peace and prosperity and in
particular for the relaxation of international
tensions, The President expressed his and his
Government's deep interest in Asia and stated
his belief that the United States and Japan
should cooperate in contributing to the peace
and prosperity of the region, The Prime
Minister stated that Japan would make fur-
ther active contributions to the peace and
prosperity of Asla.

[2]

The President and the Prime Minister
exchanged frank views on the current in-
ternational situation, with particular atten-
tion to developments in the Far East. The
President, while emphasizing that the coun-
tries in the area were expected to make their
own efforts for the stability of the area, gave
assurance that the United States would con-
tinue to contribute to the maintenance of
international peace and security in the Far
East by honoring its defense treaty obliga-
tlons in the area. The Prime Minister, ap-
preciating the determination of the United
States, stressed that it was important for the
peace and security of the Far East that the
United States should be in a position to
carry out fully its obligations referred to by
the President. He further expressed his rec-
ognition that, in the light of the present
situation, the presence of United States forces
in the Far East constituted a mainstay for
the stability of the area.

[4]

The President and the Prime Minister spe-
cifically noted the continuing tension over
the Korean peninsula. The Prime Minister
deeply appreciated the peace-keeping efforts
of the United Nations in the area and stated
that the security of the Republic of Korea
was essential to Japan's own security. The
President and the Prime Minister shared the
hope that Communist China would adopt a
more cooperative and constructive attitude in
its external relations, The President referred
to the treaty obligations of his country to the
Republic of China which the United States
would uphold, The Prime Minister sald that
the maintenance of peace and security in the
Talwan area was also a most important
factor for the security of Japan. The Presi-
dent described the earnest efforts made by
the United States for a peaceful and just
settlement of the Vietnam problem. The
President and the Prime Minister expressed
the strong hope that the war in Vietnam
would be concluded before return of the ad-
ministrative rights over Okinawa to Japan.
In this connection, they agreed that, should
peace in Vietnam not have been realized by
the time reversion of Okinawa is scheduled
to take place, the two Governments would
fully consult with each other in the light of
the situation at that time so that reversion
would be accomplished without affecting the
United States efforts to assure the South
Vietnamese people the opportunity to deter-
mine their own political future without out-
side interference. The Prime Minister stated
that Japan was exploring what role she could
play in bringing about stability in the Indo-
china area.

[5]

In light of the current situation and the
prospects in the Far East, the President and
the Prime Minister agreed that they highly
valued the role played by the Treaty of Mu-
tual Cooperation and Security in maintain-
ing the peace and security of the Far East
including Japan, and they affirmed the in-
tention of the two Governments firmly to
maintain the treaty on the basis of mutual
trust and common evaluation of the inter-
national situation. They further agreed that
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the two Governments should maintain close
contact with each other on matters affect-
ing the peace and security of the Far East,
including Japan, and on the implemen-
tation of the Treaty of Mutual Cooperation
and Security.

[8]

The Prime Minister emphasized his view
that the time had come to respond to the
strong desire of the people of Japan, of
both the mainlanc and Okinawa, to have
the administrative rights over Okinawa re-
turned to Japan on the basis of the friendly
relations between the United States and
Japan and thereby to restore Okinawa to
its normal status. The President expressed
appreciation of the Prime Minister's view.
The President and the Prime Minister also
recognized the vital role played by United
States forces in Okinawa in the present sit-
uation in the Far East. As a result of their
discussion it was agreed that the mutual
security interests of the United States and
Japan could be accommodated within ar-
rangements for the return of the adminis-
trative rights over Okinawa to Japan. They
therefore agreed that the two Governments
would immediately enter into consultations
regarding specific arrangements for accom-
plishing the early reversion of Okinawa with-
out detriment to the security of the Far
East including Japan. They further agreed
to expedite the consultations with a view
to accomplishing the reversion during 1972,
subject to the conclusion of these specific
arrangements with the necessary legislative
support. In this connection, the Prime Min-
ister made clear the intention of his Govern-
ment, following reversion, to assume grad-
ually the responsibility for the immediate
defense of Okinawa as part of Japan’s de-
fense efforts for her own territories. The
President and the Prime Minister agreed
also that the United States would retain,
under the terms of the Treaty of Mutual
Cooperation and Security, such military fa-
cilities and areas in Okinawa as required
in the mutual security of both countries.

[71

The President and the Prime Minister
agreed that, upon return of the administra-
tive rights, the Treaty of Mutual Coopera-
tion and Security and its related arrange-
ments would apply to Okinawa without mod-
ification thereof. In this connection, the
Prime Minister affirmed the recognition of
his Government that the security of Japan
could not be adequately maintained with-
out international peace and security In the
Far East and, therefore, the security of
countries in the Far East was a matter of
serious concern for Japan. The Prime Min-
ister was of the view that, In the light of
such recognition on the part of the Japanese
Government, the return of the administra-
tive rights over Okinawa in the manner
agreed above should not hinder the effective
discharge of the international obligations
assumed by the United States for the defense
of countries In the Far East, including Japan.
The President replied that he shared the
Prime Minister's view.

[8]

The Prime Minister described in detail
the particular sentiment of the Japanese
people against nuclear weapons and the
policy of the Japanese Government reflect-
ing such sentiment. The President expressed
his deep understanding and assured the
Prime Minister that, without prejudice to
the position of the United States Govern-
ment with respect to the prior consultation
system under the Treaty of Mutual Coopera-
tion and Security, the reversion of Okinawa
would be carried out in a manner consistent
with the policy of the Japanese Government
as described by the Prime Minister.
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[e]

The President and the Prime Minister took
note of the fact that there would be a num-
ber of financial and econcmic problems, in-
cluding those concerning United States busi-
ness interests in Okinawa, to be solved be-
tween the two countries in connection with
the transfer of the administrative rights
over Okinawa to Japan and agreed that de-
tailed discussions relative to their solution
would be initiated promptly.

[10]

The President and the Prime Minister,
recognizing the complexity of the problems
involved in the reversion of Okinawa, agreed
that the two Governments should consult
closely and cooperate on the measures neces-
sary to assure a smooth transfer of adminis-
trative rights to the Japanese Government, in
accordance with reversion arrangements to
be agreed to by both Governments. They
agreed that the United States-Japan Con-
sultative Committee in Tokyo should under-
take over-all responsibility for this prepara-
tory work. The President and the Prime
Minister decided to establish in Okinawa a
preparation commission in place of the exist-
ing advisory committee to the High Commis-
sioner of the Ryukyu Islands for the purpose
of consulting and coordinating locally on
measures relating to preparation for the
transfer of administrative rights, including
necessary assistance to the government of the
Ryukyu Islands. The preparatory commission
will be composed of a representative of the
Japanese Government with ambassadorial
rank and the High Commissioner of the Ryu-
kyu Islands, with the chief executive of the
government of the Ryukyu Islands acting as
adviser to the commission, The commission
will report and make recommendations to
the two Governments through the TUnited
States-Japan Consulative Committee.

[11]

The President and the Prime Minister ex-
pressed their conviction that a mutually sat-
isfactory solution of the question of the re-
turn of the administrative rights over Oki-
nawa to Japan, which is the last of the major
issues between the two countries arising from
World War II, would further strengthen
United States-Japan relations, which are
based on friendship and mutual trust and
would make a major contribution to the
peace and security of the Far East.

[12]

In their discussion of economic matters,
the president and the Prime Minister noted
the marked growth in economic relations be-
tween the two countries, They also acknowl-
edged that the leading positions which their
countries occupy in the world economy im-
pose important responsibilities on each for
the maintenance and strengthening of the
international trade and monetary system,
especially in the light of the current large
imbalances in trade and payments. In this
regard, the President stressed his determina-
tion to bring inflation in the United States
under control. He also reaffirmed the com-
mitment of the United States to the princi-
ple of promoting freer trade. The Prime Min-
ister indicated the intention of the Japanese
Government to accelerate rapidly the reduc-
tion of Japan's trade and capital restrictions.
Specifically, he stated the intention of the
Japanese Government to remove Japan's
residual import quota restrictions over a
broad range of products by the end of 1971
and to make maximum efforts to accelerate
the liberalization of the remaining items. He
added that the Japanese Government in-
tends to make periodic reviews of its liberali-
zation program with a view to implementing
trade liberalization at a more acceler-
ated pace than hitherto. The President
and the Prime Minister agreed that their re-
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spective actions would further solidify the
foundation of over-all U.S.-Japan relations.

[13]

The President and the Prime Minister
agreed that attention to the economic needs
of the developing countries was essential to
the development of international peace and
stability, The Prime Minister stated the in-
tention of the Japanese Government to ex-
pand and improve its aid programs in Asia,
commensurate with the economic growth of
Japan. The President welcomed this state-
ment and confirmed that the United States
would continue to contribute to the eco-
nomic development of Asia. The President
and Prime Minister recognized that there
would be major requirements for the post-
war rehabilitation of Vietnam and elsewhere
in Southeast Asia. The Prime Minister stated
the intention of the Japanese Government
to make a substantial contribution to this
end.

[14]

The Prime Minister congratulated the
President on the successful moon landing of
Apollo 12, and expressed the hope for a safe
journey back to earth for the astronauts. The
President and the Prime Minister agreed that
the exploration of space offers great oppor=-
tunities for expanding cooperation in peace-
ful scientific projects among all nations, In
this connection, the Prime Minister noted
with pleasure that the United States and
Japan last summer had concluded an agree-
ment on space cooperation. The President
and the Prime Minister agreed that imple-
mentation of this unigue program is of im-
portance to both countries.

[15]

The President and the Prime Minister dis-
cussed prospects for the promotion of arms
control and the slowing down of the arms
race. The President outlined his Govern-
ment’s efforts to initiate the strategic arms
limitations talks with the Soviet Union that
have recently started in Helsinki. The Prime
Minister expressed his Government's strong
hopes for the success of these talks. The
Prime Minister pointed out his country’s
strong and traditional interest in effective
disarmament measures with a view to
achievement of general and complete dis-
armament under strict and effective interna-
tional control.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I com-
mend our distinguished colleague from
Virginia for emphasizing the importance
of the Okinawa question to the security
of the free world, and its disposition to
the interest and participation of the
U.S. Senate, as concerns the so-called
agreement or communique between
President Nixon and Prime Minister
Sato.

I do not necessarily enjoy the same
comfort as the Senator, but I hope he is
right. I do not necessarily enjoy the same
assurance that this communique is crys-
tal clear. Having just gone through a
3-month ordeal of headline and sub-
stance, and having had the headline pre-
vail after having read the substance over
and over again, and lost, and there being
no education in the second kick of a
mule, I would like to read some of the
headlines and show what I believe Prime
Minister Sato had in mind as to this
particular communique.

The headline in the Japan Times on
Tuesday, November 11, was as follows:
“Sato Tells Opposition U.S. Will O.K.
Reversion Under 1972 Formula.” That is
the headline.
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It so happened that the Interparlia-
mentary Union group from the U.S.
Senate was in Japan on that day, and
visiting in the home of the Prime Minis-
ter. It was at practically that same time
that the sense of the Senate resolution of
the distinguished Senator from Virginia
was under consideration here. I would
have joined in support of what the Sen-
ator from Virginia presented in that
resolution. But Mr. Sato received that
resolution in the context that it had no
bearing whatsoever, and he said so very
clearly. He said if he had misunderstood
it, he did not believe he would have been
invited to the United States to continue
with discussions.

He cited the matter that under no
circumstance, for example, would the
textile talks be confused with the OKi-
nawa question. Now, Mr. President, this
is the one section of the article with
which I agree. I believe our international
security and our commitments in the Far
East transcend a singular economic
problem like textile jobs, and certainly
no one has been more attentive to that
particular problem than I.

Some have said that we are going to
swap Okinawa for textiles with Japan,
and I do not agree with that approach
in any way whatsoever. I do not think
they should be confused, because this is
far, far more important to world peace
than fulfilling our commitments in the
Far East. )

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

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
I ask consent that I be permitted to con-
tinue for an additional 5 minutes,.

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

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I
thought the Senator from Virginia had
yielded the floor. I will be glad to ask the
Senator a question.

I do not necessarily wish to join the
Senator from Virginia with my partic-
ular thoughts. However, I will continue,
if the Senator will permit me.

I think there has been some confusion.
First, certainly we should not confuse
textiles with Okinawa. Second, I deplore
the confusion of the Mutual Security
Pact of 1964 with the rights of Okinawa.

I am fully aware of the statement of
former Secretary of State Foster Dulles
and of the ultimate sovereignty. We do
not want countries. We did not want the
Philippines. We did not want Cuba. We
did not want Vietnam. We do not want
territorial gain. Everyone knows that.

We do not want the responsibility that
has been thrust upon us, but having had
it thrust upon us, we should not con-
fuse the mutual security pact with the
internal affairs of Japan.

Okinawa is so fundamental in carry-
ing out—at this particular time or any
other time—our commitment in the Far
East.

It is only, in my judegment, as I see it
from listening to Japan itself, the do-
mestic political concern with the reelec-
tion of the Prime Minister in January
that brings about this confusion. They
want to have him reelected. That is fine
with me. However, if it comes to filling
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the commitment or getting him reelected,
I think we should bring it clearly to the
attention of the people of Japan that
they should assume some of the respon-
sibilities.

I do not think that we should confuse
this with legislating the demonstrators
when we tell it like it is. And there has
been activity engaged in concerning our
responsibility or role as Senators. And I
am not sure that is appreciated yet by
the Executive.

I hope that the Senator is correct. I
believe that ultimately Okinawa should
go back. I think that if we could make an
agreement to continue our responsibility
and operations in Japan with the un-
questioned right of launching combat op-
erations, to use the expression employed
in Japan—not just nuclear, but also com-
bat operations—without having to check
with the Japanese Government, that is
all we would need.

Under the 1972 formula, we have to
check with them. This is what Mr. Sato
understands. If we could only buy a
subscription to the Japanese Times for
the Members of the Senate between now
and the election in January, we would
understand better what has been and
is being published in the headlines in-
stead of what is in the actual agreement.
I think this is an important agreement.

The Senator from Virginia interprets
the Senate’s clear language as conveyed
in the Byrd resolution as reaffirming the
obligation and right of the Senate with
respect to treaty obligation. I would wish
that if the Executive disagrees with the
Senator’s version, he would so state.

I think that the Senator from Virginia
has brought about a very important un-
derstanding and brought it to the light
of truth.

Getting behind the headlines and to
the substance of the matter, I can see
where the substance of the Senator's
interpretation is founded. However, un-
fortunately, that has not been my
experience.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
I thank the distinguished and able Sen-
ator from South Carolina. I associate
myself with his statements for the most
part.

In regard to what Mr. Sato may feel
about what should happen to Okinawa,
that is his own personal view. However,
I am taking the language of the com-
munique signed by the President of the
United States and by the Prime Minister
of Japan at face value.

I am assuming that they are being fair
with the American people and with the
Japanese people and with the Senate of
the United States, and that the execu-
tive branch of the Government will do
what the communique says it will do, and
that is, submit any proposal affecting
Okinawa to the Senate of the United
States.

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

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that I be rec-
ognized for an additional 3 minutes.

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

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
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if that is done, I am convinced that
there are enough Senators who feel that
Okinawa is vital to the United States
if our country is to continue to guaran-
tee the freedom of so many Asian na-
tions.

I have no doubt that Prime Minister
Sato will endeavor to use his discussions
with the President to his political ad-
vantage in Japan. And like the Senator
from South Carolina, I see no particular
objection to thut. He is entitled to put
whatever interpretations he wishes on it.

However, what we in the Senate have a
right to rely upon is the statement of
the President of the United States which
is inserted as a major part of the com-
munique—that any action must receive
legislative support.

I think, as does the Senator from
South Carolina, that this is a vitally im-
portant matter.

This Nation is deeply committed all
over the world.

We have mutual defense agreements
with 44 different nations.

We have committed ourselves to de-
fend Japan, Vietnam; Thailand, Laos,
Australia, New Zealand, the Philippines,
and many other places, the names of
which do not come to mind at the mo-
ment.

If we are going to adhere to all of
these commitments, I submit that we
had best keep our greatest military com-
plex in the far Pacific, which is Okinawa.
And T think the action the Senate took
on November 5 of this year in the sense-
of-the-Senate resolution will be ex-
tremely important in protecting the
Okinawa bases for the United States and
will also be extremely important in re-
asserting the Senate’s role in foreign
policy.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I, too,
agree with the Senator from Virginia
that now is not the time to return Oki-
nawa under our present commitments
and under the present circumstances
with world peace being in jeopardy in the
Far East.

I am not ready to withdraw from the
Far East. I, too, as does the Senator from
Virginia, take the communique at its face
value. I read the same words:

They further agree to expedite the con-
sultations with a view to accomplishing the
reversion during 1972 subject to the conclu-
sion of these specific arrangements with the
necessary legislative support.

It does not guarantee the accomplish-
ment of it. And the word “support” does
not necessarily mean advice and con-
sent.

I believe the President wanted to put
it clearly in light of the sense of the
Senate resolution which advised that we
felt that the advice and consent to con-
firm the treaty ratification was necessary
and that the actual exclusion of the word
“ratification” is significant in itself. And
their use of the word “support,” rather
than “ratification,” is what is disturb-
ing to me.

I hope the Senator is correct. We have
the same sentiment, I believe, with re-
spect to our commitments and the vital
nature of Okinawa at this time to the
fulfillment of the obligations of the Unit-
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ed States in the Far East and in the
maintenance of world peace.

SENATOR EVERETT McKINLEY
DIRKSEN

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent, in behalf of my good
friend, the Vice President, to have printed
in the REcorn remarks by him regard-
ing the life of Senator Dirksen.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REeCcoRD, as follows:

The Vice PREsIDENT. Few men command an
overwhelming spiritual presence. The late
Senator Everett McKinley Dirksen was such
a man, While language was important to him
and he used words with a rare grace, ideas
were central to him and inspired his elo-
quence, While appearance and stature were
important to him, his strength was gen-
erated by his character and his image was
lighted by his soul. Everett McKinley Dirk-
sen did not just sound like a Senator should
sound or look like a Senator should look. He
exemplified a Senator in his manner, his
action, his work.

Senator Dirksen was a consummate pol-
{tician and an extraordinary legislator, be-
cause he knew that the heart of law and
politics was people. And he understood peo-
ple. He not only represented them, but
dedicated his great gift of expression to artic-
ulate and defend their values.

That he was a successful man and leader
is a matter of fact. Even more, he was a man
for all seasons; interested in all things, com-
fortable with all men. He was a warm and
generous person who loved his family and
his country with a stirring intensity. He gave
much of himself to others; he was a fine
teacher, an excellent ally and an admirable
opponent.

It is not just the United States Senate or
the Republican Party but all America which
is less for his death. Yet, there is comfort.
We are a better, stronger Nation for his wis-
dom. We not only enjoyed the years of his
leadership, but know that he, too, enjoyed
being a leader. We are grateful whenever
we see a deserving man live to be a legend
in his own time.

Senator Dirksen often quoted Abraham
Lineoln, not only because he was a President,
a Republican or a citizen of Illinois; but be-
cause both men shared a profound faith in
America and a philosophy that was so purely
American. Therefore, in eulogizing the late
Senator; there can be no more fitting conclu-
slon than these words of President Lincoln:
“I like to see a man proud of the place In
which he lives. I like to see a man live in it
s0 that his place will be proud of him.”

LIFE, LIBERTY, AND SECURITY

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, there
can be no doubt that life, liberty, and
security are three of the most basic hu-
man rights. This fact is recognized in
article 3 of the United Nations Declara-
tion of Human Rights, adopted in De-
cember of 1948. This article states:

Everyone has the right to life, liberty and
security of person.

In its survey of human rights in the
United States, the President’s Commis-
sion for the Observance of Human
Rights Year 1969 stated in regard to
article 3:

The broad principle of individual freedom
and personal securlity set forth in Article 3
is similarly expressed in various provisions
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of American constitutional and statutory
law. Thus, Article 3 is markedly similar in
its terms to the “due process” clauses of the
Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the
United Stdtes Constitution, which provide
that neither the Federal nor State govern-
ments shall deprive any person of “life, lib-
erty or property without due process of law.”

Other provisions of the Federal and State
Constitutions limit more specifically gov-
ernmental authority to restrict or interfere
with personal liberty. For example, the
Fourth Amendment to the Federal Constitu-
tlon expressly recognizes “the right of the
people to be secure in their persons, houses,
papers, and effects, against unreasonable
searches and seizures.”

In addition to these basic constitutional
guarantees, the Federal and State legisla-
tures have enacted numerous statutes de-
signed to assure the freedom and securlty
of the individual, such as provisions regu-
lating the issuance of search warrants and
implementing the Federal constitutional
right to be represented by counsel in crimi-
nal prosecutions. (See also Articles 9 and 12.)

Our Nation has certainly gone to great
lengths to insure the rights of life and
liberty to us all. It should go without
saying that these rights do not belong
only to those in our Nation, but to nfa-
tions throughout the world. These most
basic human rights have been guaranteed
to the citizens of this Nation. Should they
not be guaranteed to the citizens of the
world?

The human rights conventions con-
cerning the abolition of forced labor and
on genocide are integral to the assurance
to the peoples of the world that they are
somewhat protected against the insecuri-
ties that this life offers. It is to give the
peoples of the world an assurance that
their life, liberty, and security are pro-
tected by law that I ask this Chamber
to immediately consider and ratify the
human rights conventions that I have
mentioned.

NEWSPAPERS IN THE 1970'S

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, recently
I and several other Senators joined the
Vice President in suggesting that certain
areas of our fourth estate should reex-
amine their reporting policies and under-
take a long-needed appraisal of the way
they perform their services.

No one would ever suggest censorship
of any kind. The freedom that exists in
the press is a part of its greatness and
the background of our heritage. Yet, at
the same time, we cannot deny that con-
struective eriticism is as much a part of
this freedom, Positive recommendations
are needed. In the future, the fourth
estate will continue to expand its im-
portant role in all our lives.

Charles L. Gould, publisher of the San
Francisco Examiner, delivered a most
thought-provoking, analytical essay, en-
titled “Newspapers in the 1970’s” at the
44th annual convention of the California
Newspaper Advertising Executive Asso-
ciation. In his remarks, Mr. Gould, a
newspaperman for 35 years, gives an ex-
citing preview of the future of our great
press and offers many positive programs
for America’s news media. I commend
Mr. Gould for his carefully prepared ob-
servations and ask unanimous consent
that his address be printed in the REcorbp.
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There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

NEWPAPERS IN THE 1870's
(By Charles L. Gould)

At the very outset, let me make it patently
clear that I do not presume to stand before
you as an expert in any sense of the term.

However, I do speak to you as a newspaper-
man who—in the past 356 years—has been
privileged to meet with literally thousands of
experts in all parts of the world.

It is largely because of my first-hand
knowledge of the high mortality rate of pre-
dictions made by these geniuses that I run a
little gun-shy in addressing myself directly
to the star-gazing topic that has been as-
signed me by your program chairman,

As I look Into my personal ink-stained
crystal ball I find it dificult to predict the
size and content of Sunday’s newspaper let
alone make predictions about the newspapers
of the seventies, In fact, after reading the
latest report on the Senate's fancy dance on
the Newspaper Preservation Act, I would be
out of mind to comment on the future of San
Francisco's livelliest economic shotgun mar-
riage.

While I tend to run skeptical of the proph-
ecies of many of the experts, I do not mean
to discount the truth that we are in the
midst of a scientific revolution that will
surely change many aspects of the commu-
nications industry.

In fact, if it runs unchecked it could
change the very shape of the world,

This week in San Francisco one noted pro-
fessor told a convention group that if the
Government permits, cable television is able,
ready and willing to bring a world of culture,
science, entertainment, education and medi-
cal counsel into the homes of subscribers.

Other sclentists visualized print-out ma-
chines that will one day permit cable tele-
vision subscribers to pick and choose from a
wide variety of newspapers and magazines
including, we presume, special sales mes-
sages from friendly used car dealers.

Recently in Washington a scientist testified
to the possibility of linking computers with
satellites to achleve simultaneous world-wide
transmission of news, advertising and of-
ficial announcements in as many as 76 sep-
arate languages.

Yesterday we learned of a Boston chemist
who is seeking to perfect a nylon-type paper
that can be electronically impregnated to re-
celve news reports and pictures—in full
color—while the subscriber sleeps.

If this genius is able to develop his dream,
the subscriber, when he has completed read-
ing the paper, merely gives it a charge of
negative current and it is erased and ready
for the next edition,

Each week trade papers in the electronics
and communications field are filled with
stories and charts of new break-throughs in
man's crash program to expand, improve and
speed the dissemination of news and
advertising.

Yes . . . the dreams of tomorrow are here
today. How many of them will ever come to
fruition?

To put this question in proper perspective,
let me read from a news release I have re-
produced in my remarks.

1t is from a speech made by General James
Guthrie Harbord, chairman of the board of
the Radio Corporation of America before the
engineering students of Princeton University.
Listen carefully . . . and I quote . . . “Over
a facsimile transmitter, four large New York
newspapers may soon radio-broadcast their
full editions to the home. Before the end of
the year, model facsimile attachments for
home reception will be tested. RCA has al-
ready developed a model recelver to retail for
$100."
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This statement by General Harbord takes
on added importance when measured against
these words by David Sarnoff, one of the guid-
ing forces behind the growth and develop-
ment of RCA. General Sarnoff predicted—
and again I make a direct quote—'radio de-
livery of a complete Sunday newspaper,
comics and all, to the home in one minute,"”
end of quote.

Think of it . . . a receiver for $100 . . .
and the possibility of receiving a complete
Sunday newspaper . . . comics and all in less
than one minute.

These are not the musings of mad dream-
ers , . . . these are the statements by two
men who played important roles in building
one of the greatest electronic empires in all
the world.

The greatest significance of these remarks,
however, is the timing. General Harbord
made his historic speech on November 23,
1935. And General Sarnoff made his remark-
able prediction in November 1048.

You now understand why I am reluctant
to try and lift the curtain on the newspapers
of the seventies.

Again, let me make 1t clear that I do not
underestimate the size and scope of the sci-
entific revolution that is sweeping the na-
tion and the world. It will have far-reaching
effects. It will change the technigues and
much of the hardware essential to the pro-
duction and distribution of newspapers.

I have never been one to minimize the im-
portance of modern, efficient production and
distribution facilities in this frightfully com-
plex, costly and competitive newspaper
business,

I have seen solid and substantial properties
falter and fall as a result of dry rot in the
plant, And as a result of dead wood in the
management.

However, the real heart-beat of a great
newspaper . . . the real thrust and drive and
power comes not from the throbbing roar of
the mammoth presses. . . . it comes from the
product, It comes from the words, the hopes,
the dreams, the prayers, the criticisms and
the inspiration woven into the fabric of the
stories and editorials and features and ple-
tures that are the warp and woof of a news-
paper.

Editors must care. Reporters must care.
They must be concerned. As a8 team they
must generate and project proper blends of
courage and compassion. They must be will-
ing and ready to seek out truth and flush out
evll, Newspapers must not be apathetic or
apologetic. They can be—and should be—the
consclence of the communities they serve . ..
and of the nation . . . and of the world.

They must sift fact from fictlon and dedi-
cate their energies to accurately and hon-
estly mirroring the changing parade of con-
temporary life. They must not be fooled by
the silver-tongued oratory of some who would
undermine our nation through deception
and intrigue. Neither should they permit
themselves to be taken in by the bombastic
blasts of pseudo-intellectuals or militant
extremists,

They must chart and steer steady courses,
avoiding both the far left and the far right,
despite the turbulent forces that would turn
them from their twin goals of truth and
service.

They must be on guard against the dere-
lctions and excesses of their own members,

They must be equally vigllant to the at-
tempts of some in high places who seek to
curb and control the free press . . . who seek
to restrict and limit freedom of choice in the
market place.

For make no mistake about 1t—across the
width and breadth of our falr land there are
now developing a series of campaigns that
will seek to place stifiing limitations of the
freedoms now enjoyed by many facets of our
highly complicated and highly successful pri-
vate enterprise system.

Because of my deep concern In these mat-
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ters, please bear with me while I stray from
my asslgned topiec.

Let me for the next few minutes speak to
you as a card-carrylng consumer.

To prove my qualifications in this regard,
I place In evidence a wallet that bulges with
various varieties of the plastic “play and pay
later” currency that s presently so popular
with princes, paupers and the proletariat.

I have been a practicing consumer for more
than half a century. I have conducted my
practice In most of the states of the union

- and in a hundred lands around the world.

On the basis of these experlences I am
quite convinced that the American public—
despite inflation, despite high taxes, despite
tenslon and turmoil and trouble in our
streets—despite all of these things—the
American public never had it so good.

More people have more money than ever
before. They earn more, save more, spend
more, and, yes, owe more than any other
generation since the beginning of time.

While I am a great champion of the Ameri-
can system and of the free and open market-
place, I must confess there are rare occa-
slons when I stand as a doubting Thomas
as I attempt to evaluate some of the prod-
ucts, promises and performances that are
pushed and peddled by both the private and
public sectors of our society. Note, I said
“both.”

For today, more than ever before, big gov-
ernment plays for big stakes as it uses Madi-
son Avenue tactics and technigques in mer-
chandising its programs to the public.

In fact, it seems that every sector of our
complex society is caught up in the ever
escalating game of beating last year's figures.

As a result, we live in a pressure-cooker
environment where superlatives are the order
of the day.

We live In a nation where biggest, best,
most, greatest, largest, finest, gigantic and
stupendous are employed in describing every-
thing from airplanes to zithers and from
movle stars to washing machines. And don't
exclude poverty programs or campaigns to sell
government savings bonds.

Our private enterprise system is sparked
and stimulated by the owners and operators
of our great and small companies and cor-
porations; by men and women with money,
vision, and courage. Plus the priceless in-
gredients of faith and freedom.

It is stimulated, too, by the masters of
salesmanship in action; the big guns of the
advertising profession who expend multi-
million dollar budgets to support the verve
and nerve of manufacturers who are out to
capture a bigger share of the market for .oap
or soup or cornflakes or cold cream.

But—never has any manufacturer or mer-
chant prince indulged in merchandising and
advertising slug-fests of the magnitude of
some of those launched by the brain-trusters
of big government over the past thirty years.

During these three decades, bureaucrats
in Washington—Republicans and Democrats
allke—have poured billlons of dollars !nto
programs to sell the New Deal, the Falr Deal,
the NRA, the Marshall Plan, the Peace Corps
and a hundred other grandiose plans that
were literally guaranteed to bring peace, pros-
perity, equal opportunity or mutual joy to
the citizens of the world and for our great
republic.

It is not necessary to go into ancient his-
tory to get a realistic picture of the tech-
niques and tactics used by our political pro-
fessionals when they embark on planned
programs to peddle their personal brands of
big brotherism to the consuming public.

Every four years we witness the greatest
show on earth as they make the run for the
roses . , . and let the devil take the hindmost.

Let us fake a look at the gross and costly
orgy of windy rhetoric and pie-in-the-sky
promises that marked many of last year's
elections.

Never before have candidates travelled se
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far or so fast. Never before have candidates
talked so often on so many different subjects.

Never before have candidates been seen
and heard and reported so consistently and
extensively.

Never before have so many millions of
dollars been poured into campaigns where
the winners take all.

All sides used terms and tactics in their
merchandising and advertising programs
that would have the FCC, the FDA, the four
a’s, the ANPA, the Better Business Bureau,
and a dozen other agencies hot on the trall
of any private organization that indulged in
such excesses.

But these were not merchandising and
advertising campaigns for new products. The
end results were infinitely more important.

These men and women—and their cam-
paign leaders—were pointing for the most
precious treasures in all the world.

The trust of the American people. The
faith of our future. The destiny of our cities,
our states, our nation, and perhaps of the
world.

It 1s a sad travesty indeed that the path
to offices of such glory and greatness should
be through the swamp lands of invective
and innuendo.

Let me make it clear that I do not target
in on the Presidential race alone, But, surely,
in some of its dimensions—at the primary
level in particular—some candidates failed
to reflect the dignity and character of the
high office sought.

I point the finger of shame more directly
at those desperate men and women who
believed the end justified the means.

Today, it 1s possible that some of these
men and women are seated in the halls of
Congress. Others may hold positions of
power in the city, state, or federal govern-
ment. Those who do will play roles in chart-
ing the future of this nation in the months
and years ahead.

However, I would be gullty of the same
shading of the truth that I attribute to some
candidates if I tended to tar all of our gov-
ernment representatives with these slanted
suggestions.

Nothing could be farther from the truth.

Candidates for all offices must run the
gauntlet of public opinion. They must be
tested and evaluated in the market place by
the same consumers who have been educated
to be discriminating and selective by the
high priests of our competitive, profit-ori-
ented private enterprise system.

Nowhere in all the world is there a screen-
ing system so sensitive—so eminently suc-
cessful—as this nation's polyglot population
of two hundred million citizens.

They are rich and poor, young and old,
skilled and unskilled. They are black and
white and red and yellow. They are long-
haired and short-haired and no-haired. They
live in apartments, in shacks, in mansions,
In hovels. They like all sorts of things in all
manner of degrees.

All are different. Yet, all are allke in their
determination to be different.

It is the wide range of their talents and
temperaments and tastes that provides this
nation with its complex yet highly effective
screening system.

It is true, of course, that shoddy products
or politicians or policies may win temporary
acceptance,

But woe to the candidate or company or
corporation that long fails to measure up to
its promises.

For one of the great strengths of our
highly competitive, free choice society Is its
ability to purge most of the polsons from
its system.

Look at the incumbent candidates who be-
came croppers in the last election. They bear
vivid testimony to the purging power of our
voting citizens.

And note well the truth that these same
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citizens vote in the market place as well as
in the voting booth.

Last year nearly 16,000 American business
concerns faded from the scene. They went
into bankruptcy because they lost the public
vote . . . they lost the faith and support of
the consuming public.

Despite the failure of these thousands of
companies and corporations, our nation 1s
presently economically stronger than ever
before.

In the past eight years total gross national
output in the United States increased more
than 300 billion dollars. Nearly 60 per cent.

Corporate profits soared thirty billion dol-
lars, More than 60 per cent.

Personal incomes jumped more than 225
billion dollars and the number of persons
employed increased a whopping elght million.

Now let me make it patently clear that the
fountainhead of our affluent society is not
big government. The mainspring of our ca-
pacity to produce more, spend more, save
more and share more is our private enterprise
system. And equally important the faith of
our people in this system.

Weaken that faith and the sensitive
balance of our unique and highly compli-
cated system can falter and fall. Ours is an
economy of diverse and seemingly separate
and independent elements. But they are
bound together with emotional mortar of
consumer faith.

It is thus that I share with many of our
business leaders a feeling of frustration and
futility and fear as I find men and women
in high places within and without our Gov-
ernment who look at profit as a dirty word
and are targeting in on big business in gen-
eral and at the advertising profession in
particular.

Well, profit is not a dirty word in my lexi-
con. Profit is one of the most powerful in-
gredients in the complex machinery of our
complex society.

Without profits there would be a drying
up of investment capital., Without profits
there would be a drying up of wages and
salaries. Without profits there would be a
drying up of taxes, charitable contributions
and educational funds.

It is an ironical truth that the most fre-
quent attacks on the profit system come
from those in government, those in educa-
tion, those in religion.

While all three divisions play a most vital
role in our society, none is directly involved
in commercial profit making. Yet all are
wholly dependent on the profits created by
others.

In fact, the members of these eleemos-
ynary cults are the queen bees of our in-
dustrial hive.

In preparation for today’s discussions, I
struggled through the labored and loaded
logic of dozens of directives, essays, speeches
and bulletins—critical of facets of our free
enterprise system—that have poured forth
from the weird wonderland of Washing-
ton , , . and from a dozen State Capitals
throughout the nation.

I do not cloud the honesty and sincerity of
all of these men and women who have ralsed
their volces in protest against some of the
basic planks in our free enterprise system.
Most are as sincere as they are deluded.

However, no government agency ... no
do-gooders in private or public life can pos-
sibly have as much Interest in pleasing the
consuming public as do our successful com-
panies and corporations. For—in our econ-
omy—+their lives literally depend on keep-
ing thelr customers happy.

In my pursuit of facts for today's meeting,
I found a recurring note of criticlsm in
dozens of the bulletins and speeches that
came from our Justice Department, from our
consumer councils and our alphabetical
agencies.

Advertising in all of its ramifications is a
favored target for the iconoclasts who seem
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determined to try their strength at shaking
and shocking the gods of competitive
commerce.

Some echoed the sentiments of Arnold
Toynbee, the famous British historian, who
has repeatedly charged that advertising
borders on the immoral. In one essay he
sald—and I gquote—"I cannot think of any
circumstances in which advertising would
not be evil.” end of quote.

The Honorable John K. Galbraith, an ad-
visor to at least three presidents, was equally
outspoken in his attacks. He charges ad-
vertising with being & costly luxury that
raises the prices of goods and services and
thus becomes an unnecessary and unwar-
ranted burden for working men and women.

A few weeks ago, Senator Philip A, Hart,
who heads the powerful antitrust and monop-
oly subcommittee, deplored the concentra-
tion of power in various areas of our private
enterprise system.

He exhumed an old ghost and again
paraded it before members of the American
Advertising Federation who were meeting in
the nation’s capital.

He sald: “The fellow with the most ad-
vertising dollars can, as a general rule, clob-
ber his less financially endowed rivals.”

He admitted that this was not a new charge
but he ignored completely the substantial
file of evidence that tends to cloud his the-
sis. Was Coca Cola's tidal wave of advertising
able to slow the powerful and challenging
drive of Pepsi Cola?

Was not Senator Hart's logic faulted when
Winston challenged and passed Camel ciga-
rettes in a classic example of a competitive
free-for-all?

What happened to the theories of other
prophets of doom who 20 years ago claimed
that the Great Atlantic and Pacific Tea Com-
pany had reached such a position of power
and influence that it would soon strangle
and destroy all competition. Ask Safeway
and Grand Union and Lucky Stores and
First National if they are in danger of being
gobbled up by A&P?

No Senator Hart, whiz kids and double-
domes to the contrary, no one has ever been
able to put a hammer-lock on customer
loyalty so long as freedom of choice is
maintained.

The billion dollar fiasco of the Edsel motor
car is a priceless testimonial to the dis-
criminating taste and complete independ-
ence of Mr., and Mrs, John Q. Public . . .
s0 long as freedom of choice in the market
place is maintained.

More recently, Senator Hart also referred
to a bill he planned to introduce that would
set up an independent consumer's council.
He referred to it as—and I quote—"an inde-
pendent corporation chartered by the
Congress.”

What would the corporation do? Here, the
good Benator dusted off a few of the dewey-
eyed dreams of Esther Pederson, former
queen bee of the mushrooming federal con-
sumer agency, and Donald F. Turner, former
Assistant Attorney General for the Federal
Government. The corporation envisioned by
Senator Hart would act as a collector and
dispenser of facts and figures and guidelines
on products and services offered to the con-
suming public. He envislons a nation-wide
network of bureaus and systems to achieve
these ends.

Yes—that's what the man proposed.

The bureau would grade and evaluate all
consumer goods and services. He would have
reports regularly issued so that the public
could be the beneficlaries of his costly scor-
ing system.

Would not and could not this—if it ever
came to fruition—be the most monumental
and costly boon-doggle in all time?

Who would do the scoring? How would it
be done? Who would settle disputes? Who
would pay the cost?

If this foolish fantasy ever came to pass
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and truly functioned as planned, let's look
at the consequences.

Would not the consumers buy only those
products and services with the highest scores?

Would not the also-rans soon falter and
fall and then fade away? Would not competi-
tion wither and die?

Instead of eliminating or reducing mo-
nopolies as Senator Hart envisions, would
not this socialistic scheme give birth to the
very Frankenstein of monopoly that the Sen-

. ator fears and deplores.

Carried to its fanciful conclusion, would
we not have an economy where competition
was as effectively throttled as it is in Russia
with 1ts rigid state controls on production,
distribution and display?

Now, let me make it clear that I am not out
to white-wash advertising. Neither do I pro-
pose that the Eagle Scout emblem of good
citizenship be conferred on all our merchants,
manufacturers and entrepreneurs.

I am sometimes annoyed at the shocking or
unethical behavior of some elements of the
business community. And I do not exclude
newspapers from such criticism. We are some-
times guilty of questionable conduct.

In short, I am guick to admit there are un-
healthy viruses that infect our private enter-
prise system.

But these are not malignancies. They do
not require the strictures or surgery of gov-
ernment action. I believe we presently have
the medicine and the power within our free
soclety to make the necessary cures,

In those instances where laws are broken,
the courts should, of course, take corrective
action,

In most cases, though, I believe the purg-
ing action should come from the responsible
elements of the business community that
are affected.

Responsible advertising men must acceler-
ate their fight against those who cloud their
industry.

Responsible real estate men must acceler-
ate their fight against those who cloud
their industry. Responsible movie producers,
publishers, promoters, retailers and manu-
facturers must hear a fair share of the bur-
den of policing their own industries.

Only by demonstrating this kind of con-
cern for the basic interests of the consuming
public can we hope to preserve freedom of
the market place. Such action is the best
defense against the regimented enslavement
that could be the end result of some of the
visionary dreams advanced by far too many
ambitious empire-builders within and with-
out our government.

We must not underestimate the force and
drive and ambition of these government
planners. Neither should we assume that
the Federal Government has a patent on
chastity belts for industry.

On Wednesday of this week, the senior
branch of our California Legislature voted
overwhelmingly to ban all cigarette advertis-
ing in the state of California.

Prohibitions of this kind are pushed at
this hour in Washington and a dozen state
houses from coast-to-coast. It is ironical that
many of the same real and pseudo intellec-
tuals who campaign for such restrictions are
at the same time beating the drums for
legalizing marijuana.

This, though, seems to be par for the
course in this age of confusion and con-
tradictions.

For example, while prayer Is banned in
our school rooms, the Free Speech Movement
with its gutter language and permissive sex
attitudes 1s embraced by thousands of fac-
ulty members in high schools and colleges
throughout the land.

Another sorry band of trouble makers is
able to enlist impressive support for a cam-
paign to ban the ROTC from some colleges
and universities. At the same time a similar
group makes frightening progress In selling
some educational leaders on establishing ac-
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credited courses in counter-insurgency and
guerrilla warfare.

In short, there are some who use our tax-
supported institutions of higher learning
as staging areas for mapping campaigns to
overthrow the system. We may—in truth—
be hoist on our own petard.

There is still another dimension to this
problem. The matter of instant experts.

We have had a virtual tidal wave of pub-
licity for Ralph Nader, the iconoclast of de-
spalr. My limited research does not indicate
he has ever constructed anything. He knows
not how to build but he knows too well the
art of destruction.

There are tens of thousands like him in
schools and colleges on radio and television in
newspapers and magazines and in many de-
partments of government.

They question the quality or purpose or
method or need of cars and bikes and wash-
ing machines and fur coats and airports and
girplanes and food products,

By searching out tiny flaws and imper-
fections—real and imagined—they can cloud
and damage the honest efforts of millions of
scientists, engineers, architects and work-
men who have helped to give our nation
the highest standard of living the world has
ever known.

For twenty years these self-styled experts
have flooded the alrwaves and our entire
communications system with statements
charging the establishment with corruption,
dishonesty, misrepresentation and deceit.

Is it any wonder that today's youth is dis-
turbed and concerned and rebellious and
cynical?

As I indicated earlier, I do not propose to
sanctify big business. It has its weaknesses.
But most of all it has its strengths. And the
latter are shared by all of our people includ-
ing those who scoff and deplore the merits of
the profit system.

, Within the government there are some
critics who use the techniques and talents of
the very people they profess to deplore—
the men and women of Madison Avenue.

These critlcs bulld their programs with
professional skill. They employ dramatic pres-
entations and are adept at adopting the
sales wallop of slogans and the well turned
phrase.

Who, for example, can quarrel with the
clarion ery for Truth in Packaging? ILike
Motherhood and an early Spring, it has al-
most universal appeal.

But look behind the slogan, It is only the
camel’s nose pushing under the tent.

The bureaucratic brain-trusters have an-
nounced grandiose plans for reshaping, re-
packaging, re-designing, and re-organizing
many of our basic business concepts.

They have publicly deplored the wide va-
riety of products that crowd the shelves of
our supermarkets. They have deplored their
multiple shapes, their sizes, their contents
and their labels.

They are disciples of the cult of uniform-
ity. And conformity. They fail to understand
the vital importance of freedom of choice.
And even the freedom to make the wrong
choice.

These government planners come from a
growing school of economists who are long
on theory but short on experience. These
are the Bureaucrats who never met a pay-
roll. These are the ones who demand an in-
vestigation on the higher price of bread,
while, at the same time, they applaud union-
negotiated wage increases for the men who
haul the wheat, for those who grind it, for
those who bake it, and for those who sell
it.

They fall to understand that if you con-
tinue to Increase the costs of industry with-
out commensurate Increases in productivity,
you must expect a corresponding increase in
prices.

Now—don't get me wrong. I am 100% in
favor of protecting consumers.
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As a long-time card carrying, cash carry-
ing, credit using consumer, I am heartily
in favor of any system or procedures that will
help me get higher quality and lower prices
on the goods and services I purchase.

But, having witnessed for more than thirty
years the way Uncle Sam has protected our
farmers with price controls, soil banks, bo-
nuses, quotas and other impractical gim-
micks, I have a strong suspicion that, as a
taxpayer, I can't stand much more of his
planned protection.

Now, I see my time is up. In closing—as
my friend Jim McCollum has pointed out—
when it comes to truth in packaging . . .
perhaps the government planners should
start by relabeling some of thelr own
packages,

Let them start with the dollar bill. Let
them clearly state that it lacks the purchas-
ing power of last week or last month or last
year. To quote Jim McCollum: “How can the
average housewife know if she is getting her
money's worth if she doesn’t know what her
money is worth.”

Let them also take a long look at the
nickels and dimes and quarters and half
dollars that are presently circulated.

They may be sandwiches, but they don’t
go far toward a lunch or dinner.

In fact, they actually violate the express
guidelines of the Constitution.

If a private manufacturer produced such
shoddy merchandise I suspect it would be a
case for Senator Hart.

However, just as every package of cigarettes
carries a danger warning, so, too, does every
coin produced by Uncle Sam. The language
is different, but the meaning is the same.

Every coin carries the statement: In God
we trust. To that I say amen,

————

OUR OIL IMPORT PROGRAM

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, yes-
terday, on the floor of the Senate, sev-
eral Senators participated in a most in-
teresting discussion of our oil import
program in general and its application to
the American petrochemical industry in
specific.

This discussion, which appears at
pages 34450 through 34454 of the REc-
orp of November 24, 1969, began with
a very lucid statement by my distin-
guished senior colleague from Missouri
(Mr. SymINGTON). His statement points
out the present dilemma of the American
petrochemical industry insofar as it is
restricted in its access to foreign raw
materials, the seriously inhibiting effect
these restrictions have on the industry’s
ahility to compete, and the implications
this situation will doubtless have on our
balance-of-payments position if it is al-
lowed to continue.

Other Senators—including Senators
Percy, Javitrs, Typings, HarT, PROUTY,
THURMOND, and Proxmire—addressed
themselves to the immediate problems of
the American petrochemical industry as
well as to some of the broader implica-
tions of our existing oil import program.

Mr. President, I believe yesterday's dis-
cussion to be a most interesting and im-
portant one. Our present oil import pro-
gram has many far-reaching conse-
quences.

‘While it has been argued that there are
national security considerations which
justify production for the oil industry, we
cannot afford to perpetuate our pres-
ent policy to the detriment of a modern
growth industry whose importance will
surely increase over the years ahead.
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If the United States is inhibited from
trading effectively on the basis of its
technological superiority as manifested
in the petrochemical industry and many
others, I see little hope that we will ever
be able to prosper in the world economy.
In this regard, I wish also to commend
President Nixon’'s forward-looking state-
ment of November 18, 1969, that the
“competition cannot stop at the water's
edge” and that his administration will
continue to pursue freer trade policies to
the extent that these are consistent with
our general national and economic in-
terests.

The situation of the petrochemical in-
dustry has been of concern to me for
some time, and, like Senator SYMINGTON,
I have written to Secretary Shultz, as
Chairman of the President’s Task Force
on Oil Import Control, regarding this
matter. I ask unanimous consent that the
text of my letter be printed in the REc-
ORD.

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

SEPTEMBER 22, 1969,
Hon, GeorgeE P. SHULTEZ,
Chairman, Cabinet Task Force on Gil Import
Control, Washington, D.C.

DeAr MR. SECRETARY: I realize that you are
Chairman of the Cabinet Task Force on Oil
Import Control, the broad scope of which I
know to be complex and far-reaching.

I want to bring one facet of this complex
problem to your attention, i.e. the effect of
the Oil Import Program on the domestic pet-
rochemical industry:

The Oil Import Program limits the ability
of the domestic industry to select feedstocks
suitable for its manfacturing needs. For the
most part, the industry is limited the use of
natural gas liquids as feedstocks, as these
materials are approximately at parity with
the feedstocks used by foreign competiticn.
However, industry experts forecast a develop~
ing supply-price situation on these gas lig-
uids which will make them uneconomic by
the mid-seventies.

The industry has the ability and the de-
sire to use heavier petroleum fractions—
naptha, gas oil and crude oll—the same feed-
stocks avallable to its foreign competition.
The present Import Program, however, makes
these heavy feedstocks produced In the
United States approximately 609 more ex-
pensive to the domestic pefrochemical in-
dustry than the prices being paid by foreign
competition, With feedstock costs the major
element of total chemical economics, the
domestic petrochemical manufacturer can-
not realistically consider use of these heavier
materials, Thus, with future supplies of nat-
ural gas liquids doubtful, and with use of
heavier alternates economically unfeasible,
the domestic petrochemical manufacturer is
presented with a serious dilemma as to how
to intelligently plan for the enormous invest-
ment required in the construction of future
petrochemical facilities. Obviously, the for-
ward planning for these types of projects
must commence several years in advance of
the completion of the facilities.

The industries only realistic election at
this point is to construct facilities abroad,
as I observe many U.S. companies are doing.
This type of action is bound to have an un-
favorable long-term effect on our nation’s
security, its jobs, its tax income, and its bal-
ance of payments.

I bring this situation to your attention so
that it may be considered along with all
other possible modifications and changes in
the Oil Import Program.

Yours very truly,
THoMAS F, EAGLETON,
U.S. Senator.
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Mr. EAGLETON. In conclusion, Mr.
President, I wish to emphasize the vital
importance of the report to be issued
by the President’s Task Force on 0il
Import Control. I have high hopes that
this report, which is expected to be is-
sued by the end of this year, will make
some new recommendations which will
rectify some of the inequities of our pres-
ent program without doing any violence
to our national security or to our do-
mestic oil producers. I eagerly await this
report as do, I daresay, the distinguished
senators previously mentioned who par-
ticipated in yesterday’s discussion.

A SHOT IN THE ARM

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, for the
first time in the history of our country
the shortcomings and ineffectiveness of
our corrections system is the subject of
immediate public concern and pressure
for action. Almost every day in our news-
papers we see new indictments of the
failure of the prisons, the jails, and pro-
bation and parole.

These methods have failed because
they have never been given the support
needed to make them work. They have
experienced a totality of neglect that
should weigh heavily on the conscience
of every citizen,

In 1968, Congress took the first sig-
nificant action to make up for this ne-
glect. It enacted the Omnibus Crime Con-
trol and Safe Streets Act, which set up
the machinery and authorized the funds
to bring about improvement in all areas
of law enforcement, including correc-
tions.

I invite attention to an article entitled
“A Shot in the Arm for Corrections,”
written by Richard W. Velde, Associate
Administrator of the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration, and published
in the September, 1969, issue of Federal
Probation. It relates what is being done
to begin the process of change in the field
of corrections, and it is apparent that all
of the programs of the new agency are
being brought to bear—bloc grants, dis-
cretionary funds, technical assistance,
research, and academic assistance.

If the task of improving corrections
is to be accomplished, a much greater
commitment must be made at all levels
of government.

On September 9, 1969, I introduced a
bill, 8. 2875, designed to amend the Law
Enforcement Assistance Act and provide
greater flexibility to the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration dealing
with the problems facing our Nation's
corrections and penal systems.

Since then I have received support for
this bill from penologists and corrections
officials from all over the Nation.

I urge prompt and favorable Senate
c;msideration of this necessary legisla-
tion.

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

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

A SHOT IN THE ARM FOR CORRECTIONS

(By Richard W. Velde)

Corrections is in a deplorable state in this

country. It has reached this condition after
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decades of neglect and apathy by the gen-
eral public, by many legislators, and too often
by corrections administrators themselves.
Current literature on corrections gives a pic-
ture very different from the realities—both
the realities as we have seen them and as
they are described by states in their plans
for criminal justice system improvements
submitted to the Law Enforcement Assist-
ance Administration. The literature gives the
impression that correctional treatment pro-
grams have reached a high level of sophisti-
cation. From the state plans, however, it is
evident that these programs exist largely on
paper.
STATE PLANS ARE HIGHLY DESCRIPTIVE OF
DEPLORABLE CONDITIONS

The state plans document the fact that
institutional correctional programs are often
elther nonexistent or rudimentary, Probation
is commonly lacking in resources and 1s
largely a matter of form rather than sub-
stance. Parole standards and practices vary
widely. Everywhere there are Iinsufficlent
numbers of personnel, and they are gen-
erally underpaid and lacking in training. Fa-
cilitles are typlcally wanting where they are
needed, or so hopelessly rundown and archaic
that they are virtually useless.

Much alleged progress in corrections has
been measured in terms of euphemisms. For
example, earlier this year I visited a state
prison that had recently been redesignated
a “correctional institution.” But it had obvi-
ously remained a prison in every sense of the
word.

In some places the positions of guards
have been retitled “correctional officers.” But
as often as not they have remained largely
undereducated, untrained, ill-pald, and pre-
occupied with purely custodial duties,

The “hole” has been given a number of
different officlal appellations in recent years.
It is called “isolation,” *seclusion,” or a
“special treatment unit.” (Someone with a
sense of humor must have thought up the
latter name!) But to the inmates and per-
sonnel alike it remains the “hole,” and from
the forbidding appearance of the place in
most institutions that I have seen, & more
dignified term is unwarranted.

In plan after plan, we find the same con-
ditions recounted by states. Only words
change:

+ + . "(The state's) jails tend generally to
be in abominable condition . .. a public dis-
grace and a continuing breeding ground
for crime. . . . Too often youthful criminals
are thrown in with seasoned offenders who
further indoctrinate them in the ways of
the criminally corrupt ...."

. . . “Seventy-nine percent of the county
and city jails are substandard . . . dungeon-
like facilities, unfit for human habita-
tlom™. .

. « . “Juvenile educational and rehabilita-
tion actlvities are substandard . .. ."”

. » ‘““There are no alternatives to inecar-
ceration of juveniles, such as halfway
houses . ,..”

. « . “Juvenile probation is understaffed,
underfunded, and undertrained . ...”

.+« “(County work camps) apparently keep
poor records, possibly not knowing or caring
who is where, or why, unless someone asks"

. « . “More convicted juveniles and adults
could be put on probation if adequate super-
vision could be supplied ... .”

. » “The need for improvements in the
area of probation is enormous...."”

.. » "Resources for the correction of offend-
ers except for limited educational and voca-
tional programs are almost nonexistent . . .”

... "As a result of inadequate local deten-
tion facilities, children have been placed in
situations that were reportedly unfit for
the confinement of animals and which have
resulted in suicides, injurles, and children
being subjected to unsanitary conditions and
undesirable Influences . . . ."

Perhaps the mosl encouraging thing about
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the state plans that we received during the
fiscal year 1969 is the honesty with which
the state planning agencies have described
and identified the problems in their correc-
tional agencies.

Perhaps the most discouraging fact is that
not enough of the state plans proposed any
immediate action to do away with these dis-
graceful conditions,

But, undeniably, the states at least ac-
knowledged the problems and supplied abun-
dant documentation. The next step 1s to gain
acceptance of the fact that it is time, and
tong past time, to take action—to bring wide-
spread, meaningful improvements. This is
one of the priorities of the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration (LEAA).

LEAA PROGRAMS

During the fiscal year 1969 the Law En-
forcement Assistance Administration award-
ed $25 million in action grants to the states.
For 1970, Congress has authorized, though
not yet appropriated, a budget of $300 mil-
lion. If this appropriation is forthcoming,
$225 million would go to the states in action
grants. It can be an auspicious beginning if
corrections gets its proper share. It can mean
that corrections will finally end its down-
ward drift. It can mean the start of the long
climb toward respectable accomplishment.

In addition to the $225 million in action
funds, the administrators of LEAA can ex-
pend 15 percent of the total budget on law
enforcement projects they feel have sub-
stantial significance. Corrections also oc-
cupies a higher priority in this program. We
are looking for sound ideas in the field of
corrections. If the idea is promising, we will
sit down with the applicant and develop a
formal proposal. The discretionary authority
will be used chiefly to fund innovative or
demonstration programs that may have na-
tional implications, or to initiate within a
state valuable programs used elsewhere.

Research projects will be funded directly
by the National Institute of Law Enforce-
ment and Criminal Justice, the research arin
of LEAA. The Institute gives grants and con-
tracts for promising corrections research and
to develop new techniques for the rehabili-
tation of offenders.

The Academic Assistance program is an-
other LEAA resource. It is intended to deal
with the dismal fact that the average cor-
rectional employee does not even have a high
school education, The Academic Assistance
program finances college degree studies, Cor-
rections and law enforcement personnel are
eligible for a loan of up to 1,800 a year or a
grant of up to $300 a quarter. A corrections
employee can cancel the entire indebtedness
if he will then work in corrections for the 4
years following a graduation.

In fiscal 1969, unfortunately, corrections
did not get its proper share of the Academic
Assistance funds. In some instances, college
financial aid officers did not understand that
correctional employees qualified as law en-
forcement officers and were therefore entitled
to loans and grants. In other instances, po-
lice personnel apparently were favored over
those In corrections. We learned about one
instance of this rather dramatically when
the head of one correctional institution
stormed into our office with the news that he
had been “robbed"!

This general situation has been corrected.
In the future, grants and loans will be dis-
tributed in proportion to the relative num-
ber of applications from police and correc-
tions personnel, It now is up to corrections
personnel to get their share.

Another LEAA program offers technical as-
sistance to state, county, and local correc-
tional agencles, and to state planning agen-
cles, Two million dollars has been budgeted
for LEAA technical assistance in fiscal 1970—
much of which will go to corrections. We
also have other resources upon which we
can depend, such as the Federal Bureau of
Prisons, the Department of Health, Educa-
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tion, and Welfare, the Labor Department,
and the Department of Housing and Urban
Development,

Through these and other means, we can
furnish to correctional agencies qualified as-
sistance in such fields as probation, parole,
institutions, jails, juvenile delinquency, com-
munity programs, architecture, engineering,
construction, research, and management.
And we do not charge a dime for it,

In any of these programs—action grants,
discretionary funds, academic assistance, re-
search and technical assistance—the point
of contact for correctional agencies is LEAA’s
Correctlons Division. The Divislon has the
responsibility to coordinate LEAA corrections
programs and to glve correctional agencies
all assistance within the responsibility of
LEAA,

LEAA'S CORRECTIONAL PRIORITIES

Each state must set its own priorities for
action programs. However, LEAA grants will
affect national trends and in view of that,
LEAA has developed a number of what to us
are important priorities.

On the basis of our study of the state
plans, we conclude that the field of probation
offers the best opportunity for immediate,
visible improvement in the correctional proc-
ess, Planning agencies of state after state
have observed that because probation serv-
ices are missing or weak, many judges depend
upon imprisonment as the only effective dis-
position of cases. One planning agency wrote:
“In 1967, approximately 70 percent of the
persons committed to the State Board of
Corrections were first offenders . .. ."

Another sald: "The lack of probational
services forces the court to rely heavily on
state residential Institutions. As a result, 20
percent were committed without even having
been on probation....”

Every career corrections official knows that
to use imprisonment when probation is indi-
cated 1s a short-sighted and expensive policy.
It costs £3,000 to $4,000 a year to keep an
adult in prison and as much as $6,000 a year
for a juvenile or youth offender. Probation
costs are a fraction of those sums. It is much
cheaper for a state to provide good probation
services, even if additional appropriations are
necessary, than it 1s to give the judges little
cholce but to send offenders to prison. If
rehabilitation of the offender is our primary
objective—and we belleve that it must be—
the desired result is more likely to come about
as a result of probation. The prison or the
Juvenile institution is more likely to bring
about the opposite result.

The California Legislature’s Office of Re~
search recently completed a major study of
this problem. The study indlcated that if
all California counties would reduce their
prison commitment rates to those already in
effect in some of the large counties, com-
mitments to the state prisons would be re-
duced 60 percent. This development would
save approximately 75 million in operating
costs. It would also make it unnecessary to
bulld any more prisons for the next 5 years.

A number of state planning agencies have
come to similar conclusions, As a result, we
hope to see increasing numbers of states
emphasize probation improvements in their
action proposals, And to the extent that we
can, we intend to see that our discretionary
and research funds are used to support this
priority.

Other needs also are clear., We need more
probation personnel. We need better trained
personnel, Probation methods themselves
should be refined, with more fiexibility in
the amount of personnel time given to each
probationer and the length of probation
terms. More resources are required so that
probation officers may obtain such services
as technical training or medical or psychiat-
ric treatment for their probationers. Pro-
bation officers should also be able to place
their probationers in various types of com-
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munity programs—halfway houses, new ca-
reer programs, job training, volunteer pro-
grams.

Related to the problem of improving pro-
bation is, of course, the problem of improv-
ing parole. Both need to be strengthened in
the same ways. In virtually no other phase
of corrections do policles and practices vary
so widely from state to state as in parole.
In some states, the chief means of release is
by parole. In other states it is little used.
And there is every variation in between,

The potential for improvement is pointed
up by the California study, which said: “If
mean time served in state correctional in-
stitutions were reduced by 20 percent, the
effect on serious crime would be insignifi-
cant or nil, but the cost savings great.”

Research also suggests that the longer a
person is imprisoned, the less his chances of
rehabilitation. The prison is still the best way
of insuring that criminal behavior is perpet-
uated. It may be that in the United States
we rely on imprisonment so much because
we are still primarily interested in the pun-
ishment of the offender. But if so, we are
paying a high price for our vindictiveness.
We not only are paying the much heavier
financial costs of imprisonment, but also
are producing a large corps of thoroughly
confirmed criminals.

THE SHAME OF THE JAILS

Another priority for improvement has to be
the American jail and police lockups. There
are thousands of these facllities, and, typ-
ically, they are a disgrace to our people and
our Nation. The LEAA Administrator, Charles
Rogovin, visited one recently, and after an
hour and a half went away with deep feel-
ings of disgust and revulsion. The prison-
ers were herded together in dark, dirty cells,
and for many there was nothing to do but
sit in idleness month after month, The jail
was run largely by the prisoners themselves.
The situation represented by this jail is
duplicated many times around the country.

We note the same comments on jails in
state plan after state plan. One eastern
state said: “None of these jalls provides
anything beyond custodial care. In many
it is impossible to segregate adults effec-
tively. Most are in poor physical condition.
During night hours no one supervises in-
mates and inmates sometimes inflict horrible
atrocities on each other ... .”

In one state, the jalls average more than
100 years old!

The problem of improving our jails is s0
formidable that it will take many years
and billions of dollars to obtain any notice-
able results. Many of the jails simply have
to be replaced. About the best hope for the
immediate future is to encourage such pro-
grams as work release. This is a method of at
least minimizing the damage that the jail
can do. The offender can work in the com-
munity during the day, and sleep in the jail
at night.

The White House has set for LEAA the
task of developing a prototype of a new
kind of jail—a community facility. In ad-
dition to detention, it would provide for all
types of diagnostc resources for the courts,
probation facilities, space for a community
residential center, counseling, and, of course,
classrooms and medical facilities.

We will use discretionary funds to de-
velop appropriate models and to encourage
adaptations of the models to meet the needs
of the communities around the Nation. But
very largely the task of replacing the present
jall system with something more humane
and constructive will have to be a job for
the communities, The problem is too wide-
spread for LEAA to tackle alone.

MINIMIZING DESTRUCTIVE EFFECTS OF
IMPRISONMENT

I should like to turn now to the prison,
that peculiar American contribution to
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civilization, It has not improved much since
the Quakers first concelved of It 200 years
ago in Pennsylvania.

We read and hear about programs of “cor-
rectional treatment” in prison. But a visit
to a typlcal prison usually shows that treat-
ment is so much hocus-pocus. The prison by
its very nature must be considered our least
effective method of bringing about the re-
habilitation of the offender. Perhaps it can
never be really effective in this respect, but
the damage it does can certainly be reduced.

Many prisons—at least 25 that I know of—
are more than 100 years old. And too many
of the newer facilities are no better, either
in design or physical condition. Our prisons,
typically, are nothing but human ware-
houses. Regimentation is so bad that to speak
of rehabilitation or “individualized treat-
ment,"” as it is often stated, is to abuse the
meaning of words.

We need to change our national policy on
the use of prisons. There is a great need, of
course, to protect soclety. Despite the best
rehabilitative efforts, there always will be
some men who are too dangerous to be at
large; they must be kept in prison.

But we cannot lose hope even here, and
we must continue our efforts to find some
way of minimizing the bad effects of the pris-
on on inmates. Even some hardened cases
will eventually gain the maturity that comes
with the passing of years, and eventually be
released. Prison programs must be conceived
with this possibility in mind.

We need work release to get some of these
men out of the prison until they become
eligible for parole. We need halfway houses
go that some of these men can be reintro-
duced gradually to the community. Even in
the prison, we need volunteer programs.
Neither keeper nor prisoner has an inspiring
influence on the other. But the volunteer
from the community can directly affect the
attitudes, hopes, and asplration of the im-
prisoned.

We already have educational and voca-
tional training programs in most prisons. But
often they are very inadequate. We need edu-
cational programs that really educate, voca-
tional training programs that really teach
usable occupations and skills. We deceive
only ourselves, for example, when we record
the cellhouse mop brigade as “bullding
custodians” enrolled in vocational training,
And when half a dozen prisoners are assigned
to a task that one person can easily do—
the typical situation in prison—we are pro-
viding neither employment nor training.

One state plan summed it up this way:
“Penal facilities, adult and juvenile, are in-
adequate and overcrowded . . ." But few
states planned to do anything at all for
their prisons with their 1969 LEAA money.
Is it that they share our society’s traditional
habit of giving corrections only the crumbs
of the state budget?

LEAA EMPHASIS ON CORRECTIONS

So far as the LEAA budget is concerned,
we are determined that corrections will re-
ceive its appropriate share of funds. It will
receive support and emphasis as full as that
accorded any other element of law enforce-
ment. Yet if our objectives are to be achleved,
the same principle will have to be shared by
the states and their planning agencies, and
local governments, too.

The task of improving corrections has to
be a cooperative effort. For nearly its entire
history, corrections has wallowed in neglect
and apathy. To get out is golng to be a
tremendous job. LEAA will seeks help from
all responsible sources. We will go anywhere
in the country to help.

One state plan contained this statement:
“The state’s correctional system, including
parole and probation, has been studied and
restudied, but for reasons largely financial
and political, the findings have never been
tested or implemented. . . .”
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We have no time to waste simply on
studies.

The amount of LEAA money available for
fiscal 1969 was relatively small compared to
what we anticipate will be available in the
years ahead. According to the state plans,
the 1969 action money will be distributed
approximately according to this tabulation:

Grants Percentage

$18, 600, 000
1, 400, 000
Corrections. . ......
Miscellaneous

25, 100, 000

The commitment of LEAA funds ranged
from 50 percent in Guam to zero percent in
two states.

The largest proportion of the corrections
money, $1,281,804 or 36.4 percent, went into
juvenile delinquency programs (not includ-
ing police prevention or community educa-
tion programs). Adult institutions got $872,-
196, or 24.8 percent, adult parole and proba-
tion $750,002, or 21.3 percent, jails $291,115,
or 8.3 percent, and such miscellaneous activ=-
ities as research and personnel newsletters,
$324,438, or 9.2 percent. Community programs
were well represented in all of the first four
categories.

All in all, corrections shared in the various
LEAA funding programs as follows:

Total Correction

$3,700, 000
2,900, 000
25, 100, 000

31, 700, 000

$700, 000
550, 000
3, 400, 000

4, 650, 000

Discretionary.......
Research.... e

A number of the states, including Wash-
ington, Maryland, Colorado, Connecticut, and
Massachusetts, put the 1969 money to use
on excellent programs, One of the projects
funded by the State of Washington is an in-
tensive probation service for youth who are
so seriously delinguent that they would
otherwise be institutionalized. The State also
started a project to do away with obsolete
jalls and replace them with regional deten-
tion and diagnostic and rehabilitation facili-
ties. Both address correctional problems that
are high priority issues all over the country.

Maryland is training volunteers for inten-
sive work with probationers. Colorado is at-
tempting to keep youngsters out of institu-
tions by developing group homes for proba-
tioners and parolees. Connecticut is working
on a similar program.

Massachusetts has funded a project to
provide intensive probation services to per-
sons In high risk districts, with the em-
phasis on the use of a wide range of com-
munity resources and programs. It also has
funded a number of other projects in the
corrections field. We trust it is no coinel-
dence that the Administrator of LEAA,
Charles Rogovin, is from Massachusetts!

A variety of innovative programs have been
undertaken in several other states. With
larger investments in coming years—partic-
ularly in community programs —the impact
of LEAA ald on the corrections fleld should
produce significant results in 2 or 3 years.
Within that time it also can bring about a
shift in emphasis from the large-scale com-
mitment of offenders to jalls and prisons to
a more general rellance on probation and
community programs.

SANTA BARBARA CHANNEL CHAL-
LENGES OIL INDUSTRY SKILLS

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr, President, last
weekend a bizarre new chapter was

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

added to the tragic history of oil devel-
opment in the Santa Barbara Channel.
Sun Oil Co. had hauled an oil platform
down from Oakland to be installed on
its lease, which, incidentally, is adjacent
to the Union lease where oil is still
leaking from the site of last January’s
blowout.

Unfortunately, the platform has been
less than tractable to the present state
of the skills of the industry's petroleum
technicians. Twice this last weekend the
platform has tumbled upside down and
fallen down to the bottom of the chan-
nel. This morning, the platform still
floats upside down, resisting efforts to
right it, according to reports I have re-
ceived from Santa Barbara. This inaus-
picious demonstration of industrial tech-
niques should not go unnoticed by those
of us who are concerned with how safe
our present drilling practices are. I hope
that Senators will take note of the Sun
0Oil platform saga as described by the Los
Angeles Times.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Sunday and Monday reports from the
Los Angeles Times be printed in the
RECORD.

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

PLATFORM MAY BE ErRECTED Topay—OI1L WELL
NERVE WAR HEADS FOR SHOWDOWN

(By Noel Greenwood)

The oil well platform battle is headed
for a showdown—possibly this morning—
off the coast of Santa Barbara.

Bun Ofl Co. work crews Saturday towed
their disabled 3,100-ton drilling platform to
deeper water to galn more maneuvering room
as attempts are made to right it.

Antiplatform ferces drifted nearby in a
small sloop, preparcd to attempt blocking
the area where the platform is to be erected.

Although time estimates were uncertain,
one oil company spokesman said crews may
be ready to place the platform at its planned
location sometime this morning.

That could bring on the confrontation
between work crews and protesting resi-
dents that has been bullding since the plat-
form was floated down from Oakland last
week.

The drilling platform tipped and sank Fri-
day as it was being unloaded from a barge,
preparatory to being placed in 190 feet of
water about six miles south of Santa Bar-
bara.

There, Sun Oil intends to produce oil
from 5,760 acres beneath the ocean floor,
leased from the federal government in 1968
for $38.4 million.

But foes of further oll drilling in the
Santa Barbara Channel—spurred by mem-
orles of the Union Oil spill in January—
have mounted a 24-hour “fish-in" to pre-
vent the platform from being erected.

They have rallled around an organization
called GOO (Get Oil Out), led by former
Democratic State Sen. Alvin Weingand of
Santa Barbara.

Welngand Saturday wired President Nixon
for help, saying the platform accident “once
again highlights (the) inability to control
offshore drilling at any stage.”

He added in his telegram:

“We implore you, Mr. President, to stop
this tragedy before Santa Barbara is once
again the recipient of millions of barrels
of pollution. We cannot take another dis-
aster."”

A Sun Oil spokesman, however, said the
platform accident was being exaggerated.

“Everybody talks about this as a disaster,”
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he said. “It's not. It's just a matter of this
thing having turned topsy-turvy in the
water."”

The platform, upside down with its eight
legs protruding from the water, went down
in about 250 feet of water nearly a mile from
the site where it I1s to be erected.

The oil company spokesman sald a tug
which took the platform under tow late
Saturday afternoon would haul it about 314
miles seaward to a big ocean-going derrick.

Using cables placed by divers, the derrick
will raise the platform. A *“jacket of air-
filled pipes will keep it buoyant.

Crews will then be ready to haul the plat-
form to its permanent location and posi-
tion it right-side up.

Antiplatform forces are pinning their
hopes on a ruling expected from the U.8.
Supreme Court Monday. The court has been
asked by attorneys for Santa Barbara Coun-
ty and the American Civil Liberties Union
to halt erection of the platform.

Sun Oil has sald that should the blockade
prove a problem, any attempt to break it
would be made in court—not at sea.

The Coast Guard stationed the cutter Pt.
Evans at the scene Saturday, but said it
was there for surveillance purposes only.

Harcld Beveridge and Bob Waters, GOO
leaders, sald oil company boats harassed the
GOO craft Friday night.

Waters sald he was roused from his bunk
when one oil boat passed close by.

“We couldn't have gotten a boat between
our stern and him when he passed,” Waters
sald.

0Oil company spokesmen
reached for comment.

Beveridge's 34-foot sloop, the Galadriel, is
one of several boats being used in shifts
to monitor the drilling platform site.

The floating war of nerves has been height-
ened by periodic hints from the oil com-
pany that GOO forces really don't have the
oil platform site accurately plotted.

But GOO leaders say they do, and others
assert that the site is clearly marked with
buoys.

couldn't be

Om PratrorM RaAISEp, THEN Tips OVER
AcAIN—FIRM REFUSES TO Discuss PROBLEMS
OR PLANS FOR ERECTING RIG IN CHANNEL

(By John Scheibe)

Sun Oil Co.'s drilling platform off Santa
Barbara was rajsed on its side by workmen
early Sunday, but by late afternoon it was
again floating upside down.

Company spokesmen refused to discuss any
problems they may be having with the plat-
form. They also declined to indicate when
workmen will try to erect the rig.

Seagoing protesters from GOO (Get 0Oil
Out) crulsed nearby in a sloop, determined
to block any attempt to install the platform
by positioning their boat directly over the
platform site.

The platform, which will be erected in a
tilting maneuver by a * * * large drilling
site.

The platform site, which is five and one
half miles from Santa Barbara's beaches, is
situated in an east-west line with five other
oil towers.

BARGE BEYOND DRILLING SITE

The barge carrying the derrick lay a mile
to sea beyond the drilling site Sunday night.

The Coast Guard cutter Point Evans,
berthed in Santa Barbara, stood by, walting
for the word from Sun Ol that the platform
was ready to be placed.

“We intend to be there when the platform
is positioned” said Lt. James Getman. “We're
obligated to protect life and property at sea."”

The platform, from which Sun Oil intends
to drill as many as 60 wells, turned upside
down and sank Friday. Work crews succeeded
Sunday in raising the platform on its side.
with buoyancy provided by the “jacket” of
air-filled pipes.
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Myron Elliott, Sun Oil production super-
intendent, declined to speculate when the
oil company would make its move,

Another Sun Oll spokesman, Robert Elaus,
said the company's lawyers had advised the
“silent strategy’ because “if we predict when
we're going to do what in this operation and
it's printed and somebody gets hurt and they
take it to court, then we're on very shaky
legal grounds because it's almost like we
invited them.”

DENIES CLAIMS MADE SATURDAY

He denied claims made Saturday by GOO
that oil company boats had tried to harass the
boats of protesters by swerving close to them.

“I was out there myself,"” he said. "I didn't
notice that. I did notice a couple of GOO
boats getting close to that platform.”

A U.S. Ssupreme Court decision is expected
today on a plea from Santa Barbara County
attorneys and the American Civil Libertles
Union to halt erection of the platform.

“If they rule against us, we'll have to get
out,” said Mrs. Harold Beveridge, a GOO
leader.

Sun Oil intends to begin exploring for oil
across 5,760 acres of ocean floor, leased from
the federal government for more than $61.4
million.

Foes of any new oil drilling in the Santa
Barbara Channel—spurred by memories of
the disastrous Union Ol Co. leak that began
last January, mounted their “fish-in” to
prevent the platform from being erected.

They have rallied around former State. Sen.
Alvin Weigand of Santa Barbara, a GOO
leader, who Saturday wired President Nixon
for help.

THANKSGIVING AND CHRISTMAS
ACTIVITIES FOR SENIOR CITIZENS
IN KANSAS

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, while the
National Federal of Women's Clubs is
planning activities for senior citizens for
Thanksgiving, the Kansas chapter of this
organization is going a step further.

The Kansas chapter plans to host din-
ners and other activities throughout the
Thanksgiving and Christmas holidays.

Mrs. Charles O. Smith, Holcomb, is
chairman for the Kansas events, and I
am pleased to say that I am a State
patron.

This is a prime example of how vol-
untary action at the community level can
help senior citizens who are without fam-
ily to share in the joys experienced by
others during the holiday season. The
Women'’s Federation and especially the
Kansas group is to be commended for
devoting great energy and funds to
others during an especially busy time of
the year.

A PLAN TO END VIOLENCE—HERE
AND VIETNAM

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr, President, on
October 15, the day of the first peace
moratorium, Mr. Milton J. Shapp deliv-
ered an eloquent, hard-hitting address
entitled “A Plan To End Violence—Here
and Vietnam.” Mr. Shapp, who waged an
impressive campaign for the governor-
ship of Pennsylvania in 1968, is a suc-
cessful, highly respected industrialist
and civic leader. I know him as a per-
sonal friend and a fellow advocate of
peace.

His address was delivered at Bryn
Mawr College, Penn State University,
and at a torchlight rally at Erie, Pa.
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I ask unanimous consent that the text
of Mr. Shapp's remarks be printed at
this point in the REcorb.

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

A PrAN TO END VIOLENCE—HERE AND VIETNAM
(By Milton J. Shapp)

In your Inaugural Address last January,
President Nixon, you told us about the sign
you had seen during Campalgn '68 that read,
“Bring Us Together.” I remember how your
voice quavered as you told us that this credo
would be the hallmark of your Administra-
tion. You promised to strive at all times to
bring us together. Well, here we are!

Unfortunately; we find it necessary to come
together today to protest violence, here and
in Viet Nam. We raise our voices against an
entrenched leadership in our nation that
seeks to impose its will upon the people of
other nations at the expense of our own
people.

Mr. Nixon, you've blown your cool. Last
week you warned that you would not be in-
fluenced by protests against your Viet Nam
policies. Yesterday, in that masterful “Dear
Randy” letter to an unsuspecting sophomore
at Georgetown University (by the way he’s
too young to vote) you advised the world
that “There is nothing new we can learn
from the demonstration.” It's obvious, you're
a disciple of the Ostrich School of Reality.

Come now, Mr. President. You've only been
in office nine months. I suggest you place a
collect call to Austin, Texas and ask LBJ
what happened in 1968,

The statement that there's nothing new
you can learn could be almost as fateful for
you as Marie Antoinette’s, “Let Them Eat
Cake.”

Make no mistake about it. This cake eat-
ing, coke drinking young generation believes
it has plenty to tell you and other leaders of
this nation about the type of world they
want to live in. And they are singularly un-
impressed with Presidents who claim they are
unimpressed with momentous events.

Now, I must admit that protesting to the
establishment in Washington often seems
much like complaining to a cigarette ma-
chine that has shortchanged you.

But the Viet Nam protests are bringing
progress. Don't let us belittle the results.
Conslder what has been achieved In just one
year, primarily as a result of student pro-
tests against the immorality of our Viet
Nam policies.

Go back to last October., The great debate
in this nation raged around the issue of
“stopping the bombing.”

Today we debate how and how soon we
shall pull out of Viet Nam.

Next year, if we keep up the pressure, and
certainly by 1971, we will be debating along
with returned GI's how we can prevent fu-
ture Viet Nam's.

Support for our position comes today from
many unexpected sources—sources, that last
year, no one would have suspected of lending
support.

For a specific example, I am in complete
agreement with the statement of Mr. Frank
Hilton, former National Commander of the
Veterans of Foreign Wars, who addressed the
Pennsylvania State VFW Convention this
past July:

“Never again should our country enter an
undeclared war like Korea and Viet Nam,
and never again should U.S. troops be sent
to war without approval of the U.S, Congress.
An endless serles of Viet Nams will bring
death to each generation of our nation's
youth, waste our natlonal treasury and leave
us as a nation of physleal misfits. The British
Empire, what is left of 1t, 1s a perfect example
of what more than 200 years of perlodic war
can do to a nation of people.”
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Mr. Nixon, as the young Mr. Laird, who
marches In Wisconsin today, will probably
tell his father tonight, you can do no more
to stop the anti-war tide sweeping this na-
tion than King Canute could halt the waves.

There are those in this nation who sin-
cerely believe that pulling out of Viet Nam
will represent a serious loss of face, and will
be an affront to the memory of the 40,000
Americans who have died in the war.

There are some who belleve strongly and
sincerely that for these reasons we must
carry on to victory in Viet Nam.

There are some who feel that even though
victory may not be attainable, we must, none-
theless, carry on to justify the deaths of our
young men.

I cannot accept these views anymore than
I can accept the inane utterings of a man I
heard on Philadelphia's WCAU two-way radio
last week. He said, “We must not pull out of
Viet Nam until we have won total victory
else we would be denying our men the right
to return home as victorious soldiers.”

Shades of Caesar's Leglons.

I say there has been too much slaughter
on both sides already.

The issue before us is not how we can save
the nation’s face, but how we can save the
nation itself.

If, indeed, the reason why our soldiers
patrol the rice paddies 10,000 miles away, is
to stop the spread of Communism, then the
rulers in Moscow and Pelking must be
thrilled at our display of stupidity.

They have yet to lose a man in the Viet
Nam War.

It is we, not they who are bogged down.
They are not dralning away the lifeblood of
their youth and their preclous resources.

What does it avail us to continue with dis-
credited' war policies? We do not lose face
by pulling out of Viet Nam; for there is no
thinking person in the world who does not
know that we have the weaponry to com-
pletely obliterate North Viet Nam should we
s0 desire. Discontinuing the war would be
merely the action taken by a responsible,
powerful and peaceful nation, that realizes
that this war serves no purpose; that it is
immoral to continue and that further
slaughter on both sides must be ended.

Further, I ask, can the tragedy of 40,000
dead American soldiers ever be avenged with
more unnecessary killing?

To those who sincerely seek victory to
uphold the honor of this nation, I say, there
can be no victory in this war for America in
the sense that we have had past military
victories. It is obvious today that we are
involved in what is basically a civil war be-
tween two and perhaps three or four fac-
tions in Viet Nam.

It may be very true that the Theiu-Ky
government could not stand if we should
withdraw our troops. This is no excuse for
staying in Saigon. I say, it is a prime reason
why we must get out.

Can there be any real self-determination
of the will of the Viet Nam people if this
will must be imposed and enforced by the
machine guns and bombs of an outside
power?

As one who voluntered and then served for
over three and a half years in World War IT
and who would fight agaln to stop the rise of
a new Hitler in the world, and to prevent
genocide, I ralse my voice against the cancer
that is Viet Nam. I raise my voice, as you
ralse yours, to urge sanity in a troubled
land.

We gather to prove to the world that con-
sclence still lives in these United States.
We proclalm the power of conscience, and
we are determined that it shall be the ulti-
mate power in this nation. We have declared
this Moratorium to prove fhat the concerned
of this nation are numbered in the millions.
We shall raise our voices until new policies
are forged to guide America. We jJoin hands
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today in a human chain that stretches from
the Atlantic to the Pacific and we say with a
single volce to Washington: “Stop this sense-
less killing now!!”

We protest the continued killing of our
young men. We protest the devastation of a
small, far off land. We condemn the napalm,
the flames, the bombing of the innocent
and the wanton uprooting of millions of
South Vietnamese people who desire to till
their land in peace.

Here at home, we are appalled by the ne-
glected America that permits poverty to
flourish in our festering urban and rural
slums. We protest the inflation caused by war
and endless military expenditure. We join
with the low and moderate wage earner in op-
posing the burden of excessive taxation
rooted in Viet Nam and the arms race.

We lament our misguided foreign policy,
still based upon zones of influence and a
game of dominces. We call for an end to the
arms race Armageddon, and the internal de-
cay in our cities that threatens to overwhelm
us. We are disturbed by the moral decline
in American life, and seek new direction and
renewal of the American dream.

We long for the days when our radios and
TV sets did not blurt out the news each
morning that yet another ten or twenty
American youths had been killed in the pre-
vious day's action but that this was offset
by bombing raids that killed at least 100 or
150 of the enemy; the bodies apparently be-
ing counted by the pllots of the attacking
planes,

Here today, ours is a peaceful protest sym-
bolizing the determination of aroused peo-
ple to return the nation to the true pursuit
of peace. Our desire is to heal the gaping
wounds inflicted upon all of us by this im-
moral war,

We gather to counter the erosion of De-
mocracy from within the nation, even as

tensions rooted in the Viet Nam war boil
to the surface.

This great non-violent protest movement

for peace—unfortunately—is endangered,
because here at home, a relative handful of
irresponsibles, In the name of some ill de-
fined and unstated revolutionary design,
seek violent confrontation with all who re-
fuse to join them.

I believe that the future belongs to youth
who understand the creative use of protest
and the might of numbers enlisted on the
side of conscience. I believe viclence as &
principle—even in the name of fighting in-
Justice—will only create greater injustice and
alienate the vast majority of Americans, who
like those of us here, have had enough of
the blood-baths. Let's end violence here and
in Viet Nam.

I salute the youth who so carefully forged
this October 15th Viet Nam Moratorium and
in so doing have taught their elders a great
moral lesson. We should know—but we al-
ways seem to forget—that there is nothing so
powerful as an idea whose moment has
arrived.

And the moment has arrived to get out of
Viet Nam.,

Mr. President, that's the whole idea of
today’s protest message. The nation is tired
of your hypocritical approach,

General Hershey may be gone, but his
malady lingers on.

The credibility gap yawns even wider be-
tween the White House and the people. You
are substituting sleight of hand, top level
talkfests and double-talk for performance.
The same old talk of Vietnamization of the
Wwar goes on just as 1t did during the Johnson
Administration. While Mr, Rogers, Mr. Laird
and others within the Administration de-
clare that they seek negotiated peace and
not military victory, General Earle G. Wheeler
declares in Saigon that there is no change in
military policy.
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We, the American people, demand to know
who is in charge. We demand to know
whether it is the civilians or the chiefs of
staff. We demand to Enow the nation’s true
policy. We have a right to know whether your
Administration supports Thileu in his recent
statement: “That replacement of (American)
troops is not a one year problem, it is a
problem that will take years and years,” and
further, as he told ABC recently, that he—
President Thieu, needs atomic weapons,

Are American lives to be sacrificed to sup-
port Thieu’s intent to rule?

Shall Thieu determine who shall die at
Danang or in the Delta? Our answer must be
a thundering “No!l"

You have asked for suggestions, Mr, Presl-
dent,

Well, I have a simple formula to end the
war In Viet Nam. It may sound somewhat
facetious on first reading, but there's a ker-
nel of sound reasoning upon which it is
based.

Take a sum of money—some rather small
sum in today's war market like $2 billion, or
even $3 billion.

Put this money in Swiss or other foreign
banks. Then tell Messers Thieu and Ky and
the top 500 or so leaders and generals in
South Viet Nam that all this money is
their's—yes, their's personally—to divide, All
they have to do is join Madame Nu on the
Riviera or in Rome or Parls and stay out of
Viet Nam with their families for at least five
years. With them gone, it should be rather
simple for a new group of leaders in Saigon
to sit down with the Viet Cong and North
Vietnamese and work out a coalition govern-
ment.

I've discussed this plan with several mem-
bers of the press corps who are familiar with
the Salgon problem. The main flaw they see
in this novel idea, Is that it seems that
Thieu, Ky and many of the other South
Vietnamese leaders are already making more
money out of the war than they would get
under my peace plan.

Well, we could always raise the ante. After
all, what are three or four billion dollars or
more on a one-shot basis compared to a
drain on our taxpayers in excess of $40 bil-
lion per year?

Mr. President, whether you adopt my plan
or one of your own, this Is to advise that the
American people will no longer remain silent.
Every day counts for more death and de-
struction in Viet Nam and decay at home.
We have been treated with your demands for
patience until our patience has been worn
to the breaking point.

For nine months, since inauguration day,
this nation has remained silent giving you
plenty of time to put into effect the plan
promised during the '68 campaign.

Even if you have only become pregnant
with an idea during this normal period of
gestation, it's time to Inform the natlon
what you hope to bring forth, when and
how.

This is no longer Eisenhower's or Ken-
nedy’s or LBJ's war, Mr. President. It 1s
yours—Nixon's—war,

It is your war to continue or to end.

If you end the war quickly your place in
history is assured. If you do not end the war
quickly your place in history is also assured.

You have the power to continue to lead
America on the path to peace or on the
path to self-destruction.

Mr. President, on this day of Moratorium
1969, we ask you by direct declsive action to
stop the war and to truly bring this nation
together, so that the American people can
go forward and build a more beautiful and
productive future for themselves and for all
mankind.

Turn the flow of the vast resources of this
nation and the power of our intellect in a
positive peaceful direction and you will bring
all of us together.

November 25, 1969

FOREIGN PRESS COMMENT ON
PRESIDENT NIXON'S ADDRESS

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, foreign
media comment on President Nixon's re-
cent address on Vietnam has focused to
date on its impact on American public
opinion. It is gratifying to note that many
foreign correspondents and editorialists
found that the “silent majority"” of Amer-
icans is rallying in support of Mr. Nixon's
plan to end the war.

Several commentators praised his
“clear” and “courageous” statement of
strategy for peace, stressing that he had
pointed the way to withdrawal of all U.S.
ground combat forces.

Here is the gist of what some said:

The independent Times of London
maintained that “what is important in
this statement is that it is a policy which
explicitly removes any need for a break-
through in Paris.”

South Korea’s Joongang Ilbo said the
speech had produced a feeling of relief
among the Vietnam war allies and the
people of South Vietnam. The Bangkok
World said it “seems to have gone as far
as possible” without damaging the allied
position.

Not surprisingly Soviet and East Eu-
ropean media criticized Mr. Nixon for
failing to announce either a further troop
withdrawal or a cease-fire, Hanoi radio
said that “to divert public opinion he also
insinuated that private meetings were
being held between the belligerent
parties.”

The London Daily Telegraph, a strong
supporter of President Nixon's efforts to
find peace, termed the speech “a cour-
ageous act of leadership” and commented
further:

There were already signs before he spoke
that the bulk of middle-American opinion
was beginning to react against the extremism
and near-hysteria of those who were scream-
ing for America to cut and run. . . .

Now Mr. Nixon has presented the basic
argument in the clearest and most explicit
terms yet . . . There has been criticism for
the President's speech from many quarters,
as well as praise. But none of his critics has
glven any oonvincing explanat!on of what
they would do if they were in his shoes.

In Paris the independent-left Combat
thought the most important part of the
speech was the conclusion in which he
“asked his compatriots not to jeopardize
by their peace demonstrations the posi-
tion of strength which American diplo-
macy needs to conduct the decisive nego-
tiations to a successful conclusion.” It
continued:

It is clear that the foremost world power
cannot abandon its allies or lose face with
impunity, People who sincerely hope for
peace should always have this in mind,

Also in Paris, financial Les Echos
wrote:

Everything permits the belief that the
majority of the Amerlcan people still con-
cur in the formula which Richard Nixon used
during his election campaign: “Peace but not
capitulation.”” A quickly organized poll has
confirmed this. A moratorlum backlash is
visible.

The paper observed that the North
Vietnamese delegate at Paris “under-
stood this so well that he hurriedly af-
firmed that no one wanted to humiliate
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the United States or to make it capitu-
late. Apparently this is the first show of
some understanding of the American
position.”

Duesseldorf’s pro-Christian Demo-
cratic Rheinische Post asserted that an
unconditional U.S. withdrawal would re-
sult in “a complete loss of faith in Amer-
ica’s leading role not only in Asia but
all over the world.” It continued:

Now the Americans must declde whether
they will follow the President. The answer
concerns not only Viet-Nam and America,
but the whole world.

Leading independent Die Welt of
Hamburg carried its Washington corre-
spondent’s view that:

The publication of the letters Nizon ex-
changed with Ho will convince all Americans
that the President has done everything in
his power to get a stubborn and irreconecil-
able enemy to agree to peace.

In Canada, the Montreal Gazette com-
mented that Mr. Nixon “made a noble,
and intelligent, effort to heal the divi-
sions” in America. It continued:

Mr. Nixon's speech may not have succeeded
In its prime objective of converting the anti-
war groups. But even for them, it must have
brought some sobering thoughts about the
deep and serious factors involved in finding
& solution.

From all who heard it or read it, the speech
should produce a more sympathetic under-
standing of President Nixon's greatest and
most agonizing responsibility.

BANGEOK: “NO ABANDONMENT"

Thai media today generally approved
the content and approach of the speech.
Conservative Prachatipatai of Bangkok
said Mr. Nixon had confirmed “that the
United States will not abandon the South
Vietnamese people’s right to choose their
future,” and that his speech “has brought
a sense of relief to the people of Asian
countries: The United States will not
abandon them."”

Mr. President, it is gratifying to see
that the propagandists of the cop-out
crew, those who try to present the Na-
tion as opposed to the President and for
peace at any price, have failed in most
parts of the world.

It is obvious that much of the foreign
press also recognizes that the President
and the United States have obligations
to go far beyond the wishes of a com-
paratively few street demonstrators and
that they are determined to live up to
those obligations.

OIL IMPORT PROGRAM

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. President, I am
pleased that attention yesterday was
called to this very important matter of
the effect of the oil import program on
the petrochemical industry.

It is timely that the oil import program
be reviewed not only to be sure that it
achieves its national security objectives
with respect to the oil industry, but also
to be sure that it deals fairly and ade-
quately with the problem of the petro-
chemical industry. The program must
do this in a way which permits both of
these great industries to grow and
prosper.

The petrochemical companies, several
with plants in Delaware, have presented
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a well-thought-out program to eliminate
the disadvantage this industry is suffer-
ing in the cost of its feedstocks because
of the oil import program.

I believe this diversified industry needs
a national program, I am convinced that
a fair program should be two-legged. A
company should be able to elect: First,
to have controlled access to foreign raw
materials for petrochemical manufac-
ture, or, second, when the company can-
not use foreign raw materials, to have
quota adjustments made to eliminate the
cost disadvantage of domestic feedstocks
over foreign feedstocks.

This is truly a national program. It is
good for big and little companies. It is
fair to all and gives none an advantage.

This plan is in the national interest.
It will permit this great industry to grow
and prosper and to increase its exports.
It will keep the industry in the United
States instead of stimulating the com-
panies to go abroad to look for cheap
feedstocks.

It is urgent that we get this plan im-
plemented promptly. These companies
have told me that hundreds of millions
of dollars of investment in new plants
is awaiting decision. We certainly do not
want this industry and its jobs to be
driven abroad.

If this plan is adopted, the industry
can plan ahead, can buy land, arrange
financing and can put up the plants in
the United States. This is what we need.
A program under which industry can
plan is urgently needed. I hope the Task
Force and the President will see fit to a
broad plan fair to all. If it is adopted,
we will see a stronger and better petro-
chemical industry in the United States.

PORNOGRAPHY LEGISLATION CON-
SIDERED BY THE JUVENILE DE-
LINQUENCY SUBCOMMITTEE

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I was
pleased to note in yesterday's RECORD
the majority leader’'s statement com-
menting on the need for Federal legisla-
tion to combat the tremendous increase
in the traffic in pornography through the
mails in the United States.

He referred specifically to the pornog-
raphy legislation which was recently
considered by the Subcommittee on
Juvenile Delinguency.

In order to complete the record, I
should like to add some information to
the majority leader’s statement on his
subject.

On August 5, 1969, the Subcommittee
on Juvenile Delinquency reported the
administration pornography bills to the
Judiciary Committee with a letter from
me outlining the urgency of this leg-
islation and requesting immediate con-
sideration by the full committee.

I elected not to conduct further hear-
ings because the Subcommittee on
Juvenile Delinquency has conducted
many weeks of hearings throughout the
vears on the issues of the interstate
transportation of pornography, porno-
graphic solicitations, and the actual sale
of pornography through the U.S. mails.

We all know that we have a mail order
Jpornography problem and that it is
growing worse by the hour.
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I discussed this matter with the chair-
man of the Judiciary Committee, the
Senator from Mississippi (Mr. East-
LAND), and we both agreed that further
hearings were not necessary.

So, based on the hearings which had
been conducted as recently as 1967, and
based on studies that had continued
through 1968 and 1969, the subcommit-
tee reported the administration bills to
the full committee.

I have attempted at every Judiciary
Committee meeting since that date to
have these bills reported to the Senate.

So far, however, I have not been able
to secure committee approval.

One member insists on substituting his
own bill.

Still others have objections to the bills
on constitutional grounds.

In each case, I have offered to consider
amendments immediately, or to work
the problems out at the staff level, or
to conduct hearings immediately on the
constitutional questions; in effect, to do
anything and everything possible to
move this legislation to the floor of the
Senate expeditiously.

I must admit that when I originally
reported the bills from the subcommit-
tee, I was troubled about some of the
constitutional aspects of the legislation.
I felt, however, and I feel now, that the
proper forum to discuss the constitu-
tional questions was the floor of the Sen-
ate, where we could have the advice and
counsel of Constitution lawyers on both
sides of the aisle, many of whom are not
members of the Judiciary Committee. I
still feel that the floor of the Senate is
the place to resolve any constitutional
difficulties which might be involved in
the bills.

Nonetheless, at a recent Judiciary
Committee meeting, I agreed to work
with the Senator from North Carolina
(Mr. Ervin) to consider the constitu-
tional questions on these bills in joint
hearings between our two subcommittees.
I welcome Senator ErvIN's assistance, be-
cause I consider him to be one of the
Senate’s most able constitutional ex-
perts.

Unfortunately, however, Senator Er-
vin’s schedule will not permit him to
consider this issue until January of next
year. I can well understand the sched-
uling difficulties, because I share them
myself, and I suspect that every mem-
ber of the Senate has an overwhelming
amount of work which must be completed
before Congress adjourns for the year.

For my own part, however, I wish to
assure the majority leader that I re-
main ready to report these bills to the
Senate immediately, for I still feel that
any questions that exist can be ham-
mered out on the floor of the Senate.

While we are on the subject of delayed
legislation, I would like to point out for
the record that I presided over 26 days
of hearings in the Subcommittee on Ju-
venile Delinquency on the subjects of
juvenile institutions, firearms, and nar-
cotics and dangerous drugs legislation.
In every case, however, where the sub-
committee has completed its work and
where the legislation was reported to
the full Judiciary Committee, the bills
were interminably held up by someone
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for one reason or another. This was true
of the firearms legislation last year, and
it is true this year of the legislation deal-
ing with narcotics and pornography.

The narcotics legislation is a particular
case in point, because this legislation has
been ready to report out to the Senate
floor for several weeks.

The bill is all ready to go.

If there are amendments to be offered,
they can be considered on the floor of
the Senate.

Yet this bill remains in the full Judi-
ciary Committee, and I do not know
when we can expect it to reach the floor.

Frankly, there has been so much delay
that one cannot help feeling that there
are those who want to pick the roses,
but who want all the pruning and thorny
work done before they jump into the
garden.

Mr. President, the thorny work is all
done on narcotics. It has been done for
quite some time, And the thorny work is
done on pornography. The roses are
ready to be picked off, if we could only
get the bills to the floor of the Senate.

I would hope that the majority leader
could perhaps direct his attention and
efforts to those who have thwarted action
on the narcotics legislation, for once we
have this bill on the floor of the Senate,
our attention can be directed solely to
pornography.

Again, I commend the majority leader
for his comments, and I look forward to
his help.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of a letter dated Au-
gust 5, 1969, to the chairman of the Judi-
ciary Committee be printed in the
RECORD.

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

U.8. SENATE,
COMMTITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, D.C., August 5, 1969.
Hon, JaMes O, EASTLAND,
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, U.S.
Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEeAR MR, CHAIRMAN; I am submitting here-
with two pornography bills, 8. 2073, a bill to
prohibit the use of interstate facilities, in-
cluding the malls, for the transportation of
certaln materials to minors; and 8. 2074, a
bill to prohibit the use of interstate facili-
ties including the mails, for the transporta-
tion of salacious advertising, which the Judi-
clary SBubcommittee on Juvenile Delinquency
s reporting favorably and which by a ma-
jority vote recommends that the bills do
pass.

As you know these two pieces of legisla~-
‘tion were recommended by the Administra-
tion and they consider them urgently needed
to help this nation combat our rising crime
rate. I would, therefore, appreciate your
bringing these bills up before the Full Com-
mittee as soon as it is convenient.

With kindest personal regards, I am

Sincerely yours,
THoMmAs J. Dobb,
Chairman.

FOREIGN POLICY OPPORTUNITIES
FOR THE SEVENTIES

Mr. PEARSON, Mr. President, I believe
that one of the most skilled analysts of
international affairs today is Mr,. Alf M.
Landon, On previous occasions I have
had the privilege of calling his addresses
to the attention of the Senate, and I do
s0 again today.
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Mr. Landon’s speech before the Ameri-
can Association of University Women at
Topeka, Kans., on November 15, entitled
“Leadership for the Seventies,” is a par-
ticularly perceptive analysis of world
conditions. Mr. Landon points to a num-
ber of factors which result in an extreme-
ly fluid world situation, and it is this
state of flux in world conditions which,
acccording to Mr. Landon, gives to Presi-
dent Nixon such a great opportunity to
reshape American foreign policy and to
establish new patterns of long-range con-
sequence,

Mr. Landon asserts that President
Nixon is proceeding in precisely the way
that he should: That he is proceeding
with care and through well-considered
moves to develop “a new pragmatic,
workable relationship of all governments
in place of the emotional reformation of
the world in our own image.” I agree with
this assessment. I believe that the pos-
sibilities for new policy initiatives are
considerable, and I believe that the
Nixon administration will capitalize on
those opportunities.

I ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Landon’s speech be printed in the Rec-
oRrD. I also ask unanimous consent that
an editorial entitled “Wisdom in the
Nixon Flexibility,” commenting on Mr.
Landon’s speech, and published in the
Topeka State Journal of November 15 be
printed in the REcorbp.

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

NEW LEADERSHIP FOR THE SEVENTIES

President Nixon occupies a flexible posi-
tion—new for an American president—in
fluld world situations existing on the biggest
scale at any time heretofore.

All over the globe, old men with fixed
positions are on the verge of being retired
or losing power for one reason or another.
We are in an era of new leaders and new
struggles for power with concomitant un-
certainty as to thelr future policies in the
swirling, changing world around them. These
new leaders may or may not have been tled
to the mistakes of the past. Only time can
uncover the new strong men and women with
willingness and ability to assemble new
groups with constructive objectives.

This incipient confusion can serve a
healthy purpose in providing at least a
temporary period for building new inter-
national accommodations and new arrange-
ments on which long range peace can grow
and develop.

I make a brief survey of new leadership
conditions in many countries. There are
really only three major powers in the world
today—the United States of America, Russia
and China. I mean, consldering all facets of
government—political, military, as well as
industrial—although it is true that West
Germany and Japan could be ranked prob-
ably ahead of China, and possibly Russia,
industrially.

In North Vietnam-—with the death of Ho
Chi Minh—a new leadership is taking over.
In the interim, his acting successor is an-
other old man, who has a somewhat dublous
position and is far from the forceful figure
of one boss man out of the five younger men
named by Ho as the North Vietnamese Com-
munist hierarchy.

In China, there is another old sick man—
Chalrman Mao—that throws open internal
contention as to his successor and leadership.
While Premier Chou En Lai has shown a re-
markable ability to ride successfully all the
internal political upheavals in China for
some 20-odd years, he 1s in his seventies,
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And whether Mao's designated heir, Lin Piao,
will be able to consolidate the political and
military leadership of China is now a major
guestion in every forelgn office of the world.

Indonesia—the sixth largest country in
world population today—Iis making headway
bullding back stability in its economy and
therewith the necessary condlitions that will
enable a strong and stable government to be
established in place of the former Commu-
nist sympathizers. :

In Pakistan, there is obviously a tempo-
rary political change at the top.

In Somalia, the Russians back successfully
another military coup.

In Spain and Portugal, shake-ups in the
cabinets have just occurred. All this may
mean major changes of direction In these
governments.

In India, there Is also political instability.
There are more states in India today that
have gone Communist in their local govern-
ments than heretofore existed. Indira Gandhi
was able to win a new coalltion government
in the last election only by pandering to
the Communists. However, there is still
strong opposition to her government in the
Indian Parliament and the President of In-
dia is another old man with a rather equivo-
cal position in foreign policies as well as his
country’s domestic policies. It is obvious
that, in India—whatever lts foreign policles
are, they cannot be pro-Chinese Communist
policies because of the long and deep-seated
antipathy between the peoples of the first
and second most populous countries of the
world.

Today, the Middle East Is the powder keg.
The United States of America's power is de-
clining because of political weakness result-
ing from mounting public protest against
any more Vietnams.

Former Secretary of State Dean Rusk and
Senator Gale McGee of Wyoming pointed
out six months ago the isolationist trend in
our country.

That development supports demands for
withdrawal of our military forces from South
Vietnam—Europe—cuts in foreign ald—and
in forceful constructive leadership in world
affairs, Ironically, these demands come from
conflicting sources that want one, or some,
or all of these changes. That is not the lso-
lationism of the 1940's, It is clear today that
the American people are Internationalist in
some areas and isolationist in others.

Following Israel's amazing victorles in the
brief war of 1967—Russla again started
building up the military equipment of
Egypt—and other Arab countries—which was
destroyed by Israel in that war. But Israel's
amazing alr superiority over Egypt, the sec-
ond time, has once more proven the weakness
of the Russian policy—either in the equip-
ment that she furnished Egypt the second
time—or in the ability of her techniclians in
training the Egyptian military forces—or in
the ability of the Egyptian forces to respond
to that tralning. Yet in the recent election,
the government of Israel won only a plurality
in the Parllament. That has plagued the
Israeli government for some years.

In Egypt, there is Nasser—a weak—per-
haps alling—figure—who has been the chief
beneficlary of Russlan support in the Mid-
dle East. His public existence depends on
Soviet financlal and military support., Fur-
thermore, many of the Arab countries have
shaky governments.

The Soviet is confronted with elither mak-
ing a major effort to bulld up, for the third
time, Egypt and Arab countries’ military
strength, or, in the light of the Chinese-
Russian situation and the mounting trend
toward isolationism In America—being sat-
isfled with a stalemate for the time being,
at least, in the Middle East.

The Soviet is confronted with the exorbi-
tantly high price it paid in bad public re-
actlon to the Czechoslovaklan affair in re-
affirmation of its imperialist policy of ruling
its colonles by suppression with military
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troops stationed in those colonies. In Russia,
the old Stalin Communists are more power-
ful than they have been for some years. No
one can be sure what that means,

For the last three weeks, a momentous
conference in Peking with Soviet representa-
tives has been going on. Whatever the re-
sult, that can be a turning point in world
history.

If Russia and China are able to compose
their animositles, it means the Sovlet
Union—relieved of war on that front—is
confronted with history-making decisions:

1. Can it trust the Chinese if it gets em-
broiled by continuation of its high pressure
tactics on the western front?

2. Can it trust any country unoccupied by
Russian troops or threatened by their occu-
pation?

3. Therefore, does it have the vision to
match its situation by reversing its perilous
mode of operations in the moderate direc-
tion of survival in our nuclear age?

4. Do we have the vision to encourage this
change in Soviet Union strategy by remov-
ing some of our vulnerable policies that are
an irritant to normal international rela-
tions?

A case in point is the statute that pro-
hibits American firms selling to Russia some
1300 strategic items. Senator Mondale's bill
reduces this to 200, At stake is a big fast
growing market. But, laying that asside is a
greater one of opening better relaticns with
Russia through trade. Our President wishes
to keep the present statute, which authorizes
him to release any one of the blacklisted
items—for a better position in negotiating.

While I generally agree that is of value In
negotiating, I think in the present era a posi-
tive measure by the Congress and the Presi-
dent is more substantial evidence of Amer-
ican thinking. Furthermore, it gives some
assurances to all governments that Congress
will not return to a high protective tariff
through a quota system.

If the Soviet Union can trust the Chi-
nese, it occupies somewhat the same posi-
tion that Hitler did in 1938 after his occu-
pation of Czechoslovakia and faces a weaker
Europe than Hitler did that year—but oc-
cupies a stronger position in the Middle East.

The Soviet Union occupies somewhat the
same postiion with China that Stalin did
with Hitler. Will the Chinese turn on Rus-
sia if it gets deeper embroiled with continued
high pressure tactics on the western front as
Hitler turned on Stalin?

Former Secretary of State Dean Acheson
sald recently there had been no change in the
Soviets' willingness to push westward. “They
have not mellowed—there has not been a
process of adjustment to the rest of the
world.,” Canada’s former Prime Minister Les-
ter Pearson also said he saw a continued mill-
tary threat from the Kremlin.

Europe is as unprepared to face the Rus-
sians today as it was the CGermans in 1914
and 1938, except for the possible use of atomic
weapons by France and England. Once they
are forced to start throwing them around,
there is no stopping place in a world atomic
war,

What Tfaces Soviet power
Europe?

In Italy, there is a weak coalition govern-
ment beset by dissension and labor troubles
getting weaker day by day In every way.

England is in a jam caused by wildcat
strikes and unrest and labor rivalry. Prime
Minister Wilson was forced to yleld to the
left wing of his Labor Party on his attempt
to correct the industrial and economic prob-
lems of his country. The last by-elections of
two weeks ago continued the strong anti-
government vote. Yet he must follow that
soft line until it is confirmed or denied in
the next election.

DeGaaulle is gone—leaving the new untried
coalition government in France facing stormy
times with the problems he left unsolved.

in Western
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That brings us to Germany, which, as I say,
is one of the great industrial powers of the
world, but lacks any sizable military strength
or influence.

The result of the recent election is another
new coalition government which includes the
Free Democratic Party formed with the Social
Democrat Party. Walter Scheel, the head of
the Free Democrat Party—which denounces
the folly of an arms race and advocates lim-
itation of military weapons—is the new for-
eign minister in this new coalition that will
probably be more favorable to conservation
with East Germany and Russia than the old
one. The French are fearful this new German
coalition government will support stronger
ties with Britain through the Common Mar-
ket than FEuropean political integration
through Paris-Bonn axis.

An outstanding result was the crushing
defeat of the National Democrat Party, which
had created widespread fear of the danger
of a new Nazl Party arising in Germany. How-
ever, there is a bigger nucleus for this Na-
tional Democratic Party than Hitler started
with.

In Sweden, there is a new government
friendly to Communist Russia.

In the European area, England, France,
Italy and Greece all have wobbly economies
and ineffective governments. So do North and
South Vietnam, Indonesia, Malaysia, Paki-
stan, India, Egypt—and most of the govern-
ments of Latin America. China and Russia
have dictatorship economies based on mili-
tary control, primarily, rather than basic de-
velopment of a modern social economy.

In Puerto Rico, terrorists are beginning to
plan a vigorous campalgn of sabatoge to
separate the mutuality of interests between
Puerto Rico and America.

In the Western Hemisphere, there are three
new military governments and, in Canada,
an untried government.

As I sald at the start, Presldent Nixon oc-
cupies a more flexible position than any of
his predecessors in this vast changing of
world governments replacing older men with
fixed positions by younger men mnaturally
more peacefully oriented than the Stalin-
Mao and Ho old-liners focused on world
conquest for Communism by force.

President Nixon’s moderating of President
Johnson's containment policy and rejection
of Demoerat administrations’ negative policy
for open minded reception of these new gov-
ernments fits the times, despite the opposi-
tion’s attempts to force on him the inflexible
policles of the Democrat administrations.

President Eisenhower occupied some fiexi-
bility, but that was a flexibility based on
popular confidence in his leadership—rather
than the world conditions at that time. And,
furthermore, his flexibility was offset by
his Secretary of State, John Foster Dulles,
who had an inflexible policy of the threat
of massive retaliation and the contalnment
policy.

President Kennedy—involved early with
the Bay of Pigs, which had largely been
developed by the Eisenhower-Dulles admin-
istration—Ilater showed strength and maneu-
verability in his bold challenge to Russia
on the missile bases in Cuba. He was start-
ing to develop a more flexible policy known
as inter-dependence—particularly In his
American University speech in 1963—when
his untimely death prevented the full de-
velopment of his policy.

President Johnson—in his campaign in
1984—dealt in rhetoric in outlining a flex-
ible position, which he promptly contradicted
with the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution in Au-
gust, 1964, and his Vietnam policy based on
that resolution in 1965—which substituted
a fixed containment policy for his 1964 cam-
paign rhetoric on a flexible policy.

So President Nixon today really inherits, as
I say, more of a fluild position in the world
today than any of his predecessors—really
since before the start of World War II—when
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you come to examine the broad outlines of
all his predecessors’ policies. And that fluld-
ity is contributed to by the probing and
searching by the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee.

Progess toward stabilizing global affairs cn
which peace is ultimately based will of neces-
sity include many issues and many govern-
ments.

It is fortunate for the people in this rum-
pus world that the Chief Executive of the
mightiest power in the world is not stamped-
ed by emotional clamor from different
groups in this country to take one fixed posi-
tion or another while these major events are
still in fiux. Time is working on the side of
developing a new sound and workable for-
eign policy in the interest of the United
States of America—and what iz to the
interest of the United States of America is
to the interest of peace for all peoples of the
world.

It now appears that—in our President and
his Secretary of State, Willlam Rogers—our
great and beloved country, and the world at
large, may have two leaders with the patience
and the foresight to watch the turn of ma-
jor global events that I have briefly outlined
and fit their country’s policies to them as
they develop—instead of trying to guide
their development by force or the threat of
force—either economic or military.

Roughly, the President and Secretary of
State occupy and are following, by and large,
the policy of the great English statesman of
the eighteenth century—Willlam Pitt, the
elder—who, by his patience and skilliful han-
dling of the power of Great Britain—avoid-
ing premature decisions and waiting for
events to develop which he could use ad-
vantageously—sought with great success a
Peace Britannica for one hundred years.

Pitt, also, was bitterly attacked by the op-
position and some of his own party and by
the press for his inaction—a do-nothing
policy. England was widely sneered at as
“Perfidious Albion.”

President Nixon's swing around the cir-
cle was first labeled by his opposition more
of a publicity stunt than policy making. Yet,
when followed by Secretary of State Rogers,
the new foreign policy began to shape up—
one of other peoples and other governments
doing more to help themselves. Apparently
no longer is Uncle S8am going to be “Uncle
Trusty” in its foreign policles.

This so-called do-nothing policy of the
Nixon administration seems to be develop-
ing into a calm and iron-willed policy of
flexible adjustment to the major changes
in the offing all over the globhe.

Our President has indicated that he is not
going to be hurried In making momentous
decisions on crucial policies when he knows
time i1s fighting on his side—as long as he
keeps America's military forces organized—
efficienty honed for immediate effective re-
sponse to another major war or threat of war.
The demands for national security and do~
mestic stability are also coming into focus
along with the international relations.

No one can be sure what variations in for-
eign policles and International relations
these new men in forelgn governments will
make.

We can be sure they will be major and,
while reflecting emotional and local issues,
they will also have diverse implications.

At this time, it is impossible to define with
accuracy either the dominant attitudes or
policies of these new leaders—or who is going
to speak with authority. There is also evi-
dence of a difference of opinion in the Soviet
Union of major policies between the military
and the political hierarchy.

We are ourselves in the midst of a long-
required review of United States commit-
ments abroad—economic, political and mili-
tary.

All this can be described as the era of in-
terim governments—to be followed shortly




35774

by a time of new governments that can mean
a beginning of new policies—new ideologiles
—new forces at work.

This, then, seems to me to be the measure
of our President’s policy—sound In its con-
ception of using this opportunity for the re-
turn to a balance of power policy—of build-
ing on the hopes and fears of new govern-
ments without compromising with Com-
munism's goal of world conquest. Our Presi-
dent is developing a new pragmatic workable
relationship with all governments in place
of the emotional reformation of the world in
our own image.

You will remember the hysterical clamour
at the time of his inauguration that he had
a hundred days to demonstrate his leader-
ship. That has been generously extended to
a longer perlod by some—although others
hold that time is now running against our
President.

Well, I think time is running his way—not
only in the impending changes in so many
governments strewn around the globe, but
also because he now faces with some assur-
ance the prospect of golng on seven more
years to shape and mold his policles to bring
a real prospect of peace once more to the
world by old successfully tried pragmatic
prineciples in places of myth and mumbo-
Jjumbo,

It is monstrous strange—when Mr. Nixon
is the first President since Theodore Roose-
velt—with the exception of the lamented
John Fitzgerald Kennedy—to be initiating a
flexible United States of America foreign
policy—that he is belng pressured from the
so-called doves to take a fixed position even
down to a timetable for ending the South
Vietnamese war by unconditional surrender.

On the other hand, he is belng pressured
by the so-called hawks to end the Vietnam
war by escalating military actions.

Elther way, it reduces our President's trad-
ing stock in negotiations.

We were once known as a nation of Yankee
Traders. Our Presldent is belng accused by
the strange combination of opposition as
having a “do-nothing foreign policy.” Well,
that can be called watchful waliting, which
fits this world situation.

With internal struggles for power and in-
fluence going on all over the globe, it is real-
istic to stand by—for a while, at least—until
there 1s a semblance of permanence in the
new governments of the world,

It is high time for us to leave the shaky
sixties policles in order to try to Inaugurate
the sensible seventies,

That is what President Nixon proposes to
do in Vietnam. Facing four years of fallure
by the Johnson administration to establish a
viable government there with broad base
democratic processes—and the adamant re-
fusal by the Communists to consider his
make peace advances—President Nixon is
solving the stalemate by turning over to the
South Vietnamese government the responsi-
bility of building up a real Vietnamese army
80 that they can have thelr own adequate
defense forces and we can go home.

WispoMm 1IN THE NmoN FLEXIBILITY

A direction in Presldent Nixon’s present
policy—by its very flexibility for which he is
being criticized as a do-nothing—is convinec-
Ingly brought into focus by Alf M. Landon
as the logical course for the United States in
the current global shakeup.

The former governor and keen student of
world affairs makes a searching assessment
of today's leadership uncertainties in other
nations, He cautions that !t is realistic to
stand by until there is a “semblance of per-
manence” in the new governments.

Meanwhile, he told the American Assn, of
University Women in his speech here today,
“This incipient confusion can serve a
healthy purpose in providing at least a tem-
porary period for bullding new interna-
tional accommodations and new arrange-
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ments on which long range peace can grow
and develop.”

In view of that, Landon believes Presi-
dent Nixon is wisely assuming the proper
stance for the times.

“All over the globe,” says Landon, “old
men with fixed positions are on the verge
of being retired or losing power for one rea-
son or another, We are in an era of new
leaders and new struggles for power with
concomitant uncertainty as to their future
policies in the swirling, changing world
around them.”

He mentions a score of important nations,
their alliances and domestic upheavals—
all of which he points out need watching as
the United States moves cautiously, under
the Nixon flexibility, to develop the new
relationships.

For the present, Landon observes, it is an
era of interim governments. “At this time,”
he sald, “it 1s impossible to define with ac-
curacy either the dominant attitudes or pol-
icles of these new leaders—or who is going to
speak with authority.”

As for Nixon’s role Landon sees the Presi-
dent in a better position, “more of a fluid
position in the world today than any of his
predecessors—really since before the start
of World War II," to pick his, course.

“It is fortunate for the people in this
rumpus world that the chief executive of the
mightiest power In the world is not
stampeded by emotional clamor from dif-
ferent groups in this country to take one
fixed position or another while these major
events are still in flux,” Landon observed.

“Time is working on the side of developing
a new and sound and workable foreign policy
in the interest of the United States of Amer-
ica—and what is to the peace interest of the
United States is to the Interest of peace for
all peoples of the world.”

By their policies, Landon said it now ap-
pears that President Nixon and Secretary of
State Willlam Rogers are leaders “with the
patience and foresight to watch the turn of
major global events . . . and fit their coun-
iry's policies to them as they develop—in-
stead of trying to guide their development
by force or the threat of force—either eco-
nomic or military,”

He mentions the new foreign policy be-
ginning to shape up—one of the other peo-
ples and other governments doing more to
help themselves.

Apparently Uncle Sam is no longer going
to be "Uncle Trusty” in foreign policies, he
adds.

“This so-called do-nothing policy of the
Nizon administration seems to be develop-
ing into a calm and iron-willed policy of
flexible adjustment to the major changes in
the offing all over the globe."”

To those who have felt some uneasiness
over not being able to discern President
Nixon's intentions beyond Vietnam, the Lan-
don analysis provides a reasonable and assur-
ing explanation,

THE “PINKSVILLE" MASSACRES

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, re-
ports in recent days of the “Pinksville”
massacres in South Vietnam have
shocked many Americans. We are fa-
miliar with our own press and television
reports on these alleged incidents.

We have, however, only a hazy idea
of the impact these reports have on our
friends abroad.

“Pinksville” has driven Apollo 12 off
the front pages in many countries.

In an effort to get some idea of for-
eign press treatment of these alleged
massacres, I have examined two recent
reports published by the U.S. Informa-
tion Agency.
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I hope that Senators will read the ex-
cerpts which I shall place in the REec-
orRp—excerpts from the November 19
and November 21 issues of “Worldwide
Treatment of Current Issues.”

I ask unanimous consent that the ex-
cerpts be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

ALLEGED Mass EKmrinGgs BY U.S, TroOPS IN
VIETNAM

News media In Britain, Sweden and India
are playing varlous stories alleging that U.S.
soldiers killed large numbers of Vietnamese
villagers in March 1068. Little comment has
appeared.

“COULD GIVE INITIATIVE TO WAR CRITICS”

The conservative London Daily Telegraph,
which supports the U.S. position in Viet-
Nam, today warned that the massacre story
could harm the Administration’s cause:

“The moderate demonstrators . .. the police
and the President all emerged with credit
from the weekend marches, Mr. Nixon is
showing resclution in his policy of withdraw-
ing as fast as possible consistent with safety.

“He lIs, however, still dangerously vulner-
able. If, for instance, there proves to be any
substance in allegations of an American mas-
sacre in Viet-Nam, his critics will regain the
initiative."

The conservative London Daily Mail today
headed a story on the incident, “The Candy
Bar Killers: All the Americans Had Rifles.
People were Begging and Crying.”

The liberal Guardian of Manchester and
London headlined yesterday: " ‘Army Kill-
ing’ Inquiry by U.S."” The pro-Labor Daily
Mirror’'s head was “U,S. Stays Silent Over
‘Massacre.” "

Commercial television yesterday ran ex-
tracts from a CBS report on the alleged

massacre. On Monday, a BBC radio com-

mentator predicted that the allegations
would arouse renewed storms of protest
against the war. A correspondent for com-
mercial TV declared that while the atroeclty
allegations were “nothing new,” the numbers
of persons supposedly killed were “the blggest
yet.”
STOCKHOLM: “AMERICAN CRUELTY"

Liberal Exrpressen of Btockholm, which is
highly ecritical of U.8. Viet-Nam policy,
argued today that “the new disclosures about
American cruelty have a direct counterpart
in the massacre staged by the National Lib-
eration Front at Hue . . .

“The disclosures ... came only after
American opinion had changed . . . Faced
with the horrors of war, we must not forget
to ask what would have happened in Viet-
nam if truth had as little chance in the U.B.
as it has had in North Viet-Nam, China and
the Soviet Union.”

TREATMENT IN NEW DELHI

The independent-moderate Statesman of
New Delhi and Calcutta, which generally
shows a basle understanding of the U.S. posi-
tion in Viet-Nam, front-paged a Reuters re-
port of the account by “survivors"” of an
American “massacre” of over 300 in Mylal
village in March 1968.

It also carried an unidentified South Viet-
namese colonel’s statement that he asked the
American command to investigate the in-
cident in June 1968, but that nothing hap-
pened until June 1969. -The head over the
two stories was “Genocide In Viet-Nam Vil-
lage.”

The extreme-left Patriot of New Delhl also
front-paged the Reuters story.

MOSCOW: “YET ANOTHER U.S, CRIME"

TASS on Monday distributed a report by a
New York correspondent on *“yet another
crime” by U.S. forces in Viet-Nam—"the
execution of 667 unarmed men, women and
children and the razing of the village of Song
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My." He added that the Defense Department
“simply refused to comment on the reports
about the crime committed by an American
punitive force.”

A Radio Moscow commentary yesterday
began:

“If I tell you what happened to the vil-
lage of Song My, you will probably think that
I am talking about one of the Nazl crimes in
World War IL . . .”

ALLEGED Mass KinriNgs BY U.S. TroOPS IN
ViernamMm—II

As additional allegations were made that
U.8. soldiers killed large numbers of civilians
in a cluster of South Vietnamese villages in
March 1968, comment appeared in volume in
Britain and sparsely in various other coun-
tries.

CALL FOR COMMONS DEBATE

All but two London newspapers gave prom-
inent coverage to “massacre” storles today.

The independent Times of London headed
its story, "Call For Debate on Massacre—
Wilson Still Backs Nixon's Policy.” It re-
ported that “back-bench MPs, deeply shocked
by allegations of a massacre carried out by
American troops in South Viet-Nam, are
pressing for a Commons debate before Mr.
Wilson goes to Washington in January.”

DOES NOT AFFECT MERITS OF U.S. POLICY

The conservative Dally Telegraph, which
generally supports the U.8. position in Viet-
Nam, headed a story, “U.S. Row Grows at
‘Massacres’ in Pinkville.”

The paper’'s editorial held that “even if
there was a massacre, this would hardly af-
fect the merits of Mr. Nixon's policy in Viet-
Nam." It said further:

“It is natural that public opinion should
be shocked at such detalled allegations. Even
if they are substantiated to the extent of
only 1 per cent, they would leave forever a
blot on Amerlcan military honor.

“It must be assumed that the investiga-
tion will proceed with the utmost speed and
thoroughness, taking no account, in any
wider ramifications, either of rank or of any
supposed overriding national interest.

“In such cases the highest national inter-
est is that the truth ghould be convincingly
laid bare. The high-level independent South
Vietnamese investigation will contribute to
this end.”

The mass-circulated Daily Sketch banner-
headlined, “If this can happen, Amerlca has
lost.” Its extensive story included this state-
ment:

“. . . Although American troops may have
behaved like Nazi S8 men or Soviet storm
troopers at Mylal, it is important to remem-
ber that the U.S. is not a totalitarian state.
It is the freest nation in the world. And the
facts have come out. The truth is known,
despite the damage it can do to America. For
this very reason, America’s honor is saved.”

“MASSACRE THAT CHILLED WORLD"

The pro-Labor Daily Mirror devoted all of
its front page and part of its back page to the
story under the headline, “The Massacre that
Chilled the World.” Its lead reported, “A
horrifying story of a massacre by rampaging
American troops stunned the world yester-
dﬂy."

The conservative Daily Mail ran an article
titled “The Brutal American,'” with a sub-
headline, “What Really Startles Me is that
These College Boy Soldiers Do Not Go Mad
More Often.” The writer sald:

“The Americans are great believers in fire-
power, And dead gooks in black pajamas
can't get up and protest, ‘Please, Mr. All-
American boy, I am not really a Viet Cong.’
. . . Firepower corrupts and absolute fire-
power corrupts absolutely.”

In Paris, Paris-Jour reported that the 43rd
session of the Paris Viet-Nam talks had been
“dominated by the feeling of horror created
by Mme. Binh's tragic account of the mas-
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sacre by American forces in March 1968 of 546
Vietnamese civilians . . .”

“AMERICANS WILL NOT HUSH ATROCITIES

In Bonn, independent General-Anzeiger
found it “particularly shocking" that “20
months elapsed before the Truong massacre
was made known and was investigated, Those
who kept silent have harmed the reputation
of other U.S. soldiers who are simply doing
their sad duty in Viet-Nam.

“The investigation shows that the Ameri-
cans will not hush up these atrocities. This
indiscriminate mass execution . . . will be
grist for the mill of the home-front foes of
the war, and will considerably interfere with
Nixon's efforts to get the nation to adopt a
rational attitude toward the war and end
it as soon as possible."”

Most Dutch papers today carrled “massa-
cre'” reports but there was no comment.

CHALLENGE FOR AMERICANS

Sweden’s liberal Goteborgs Handels och
Sjofartstidning declared today:

“We know that the opposite side does not
act against similar transgressors, This must
not bring the Americans to let their own war
criminals go free. They now face the chal-
lenge of demonstrating that they will do no
such thing.”

In New Delhi, Mrs. Gandhi’s paper, the
National Herald, and the extreme-left Patriot
carried Sgt. Bernhardt's “eye-witness” ac-
count.

Freetown's Daily Mail wrote today, “Let
every American bow his or her head in
shame.”

MOSCOW: “PENTAGON PROTECTS KILLERS"

Communist media gave heavy replay to
reports and “eyewitness' accounts.

A Soviet military affairs commentator sald
in a radio broadcast on Wednesday:

“The Pentagon is pleading ignorant. . . .
This is not the first time the Pentagon has
tried to protect killers.

“A trial of the killers would amount to
an indictment of the entire American pol-
fey in Southeast Asia.”

TASS yesterday distributed a report from
New York rounding up U.S. press coverage of
the incident, adding:

“Nobody knows if a trial will take place,
since the lawyers of the killers fry to white-
wash them by pointing to ‘an absence of evi-
dence,’ But in any case, the witnesses’' testi-
mony is a wrathful indictment of the bar-
baric crimes committed by the American
military in Viet-Nam."

TASS sald today:

“The crimes again showed the hypocrisy
of officlal Washington which hushes up facts
of the real situation In South Viet-Nam
while trylng to accuse the DRV of ‘inhuman’
treatment of American prisoners of war.”

NATIONAL STUDENT LEADERSHIP
SEMINAR

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, last
October 23, 24, and 25 a group of stu-
dents from throughout the Nation met
for the National Student Leadership
Seminar. The purpose of the seminar
was to explore the possible basis for re-
conciliation among the various segments
and polarized groups in our society. One
of the participants in the seminar, Scott
McBride, the former student body presi-
dent at Stanford University, has sent me
his summary of his impressions. I and
other Members of Congress were privi-
leged to participate in part of the semi-
nar and to talk with students attending
this event.

Believing that Senators will be inter-
ested in those who are searching for
reconciling relationships throughout our
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Nation, I ask unanimous consent that
this material be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the material
was prdered to be printed ir the Recorp,
as follows:

WasHINGTON, D.C., November 21, 1969.
Hon, Marg O. HATFIELD,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: You will recall we
had breakfast together at the National Stu-
dent Leadership Seminar last month. The
seminar had such an impact on me that after
it was over I wrote a short diary of my
impressions. I am taking the liberty of send-
ing you a copy. I hope that you find it a
meaningful chronicle of the events which you
were unable to attend.

Not long ago I refurned from military
service in Vietnam. My experiences in combat
have intensified a deep concern I have felt
since attending Stanford and Harvard. My
concern is that men today seemingly have no
basis for really getting together.

At the university I saw human polarization
in the form of intellectual aloofness—the
readiness to share the currency of the intel-
lect but the reticence to open the bank vault
of the heart.

In Vietnam, disengagement among people
took the paradoxical form of apparent in-
volvement. We spent most of our waking
hours in each other’s company. Yet, too often
it was togetherness without content. For ex-
ample, if T asked a soldier to tell me about a
dead comrade, often he would admit com-
plete ignorance, even about his friend’s own
family.

I have never met a more diverse group of
people in the military or college as I en-
countered at the National Student Leader-
ship Seminar. The differing viewpoints of
these people could have easily fostered
alienation. But they didn't. Instead, we
talked openly about possible bases for recon-
ciliation among men. Many honestly ad-
mitted that they had no answer. Others felt
that the basis could be love emanating from
A bellef in Jesus Christ.

But we seemed united in an honest search
for reconcillation among men. In that, is
the hope for reconciliation rather than sur-
render to allenation. For me, firmly grasp-
ing that hope was the real significance of the
seminar,

Sincerely,
3 J. Scortr McBRIDE.

THURSDAY, OCTOBER 23: THE PEOPLE AND

THE SETTING

I was helping with registration when peo-
ple began arriving at the Washington Hilton
Hotel for the National Student Leadership
Seminar,

The first person to catch my eye was a
young man with long hair which drooped
to the top of his faded Marine fleld jacket.
He wore an opened-neck work shirt and bell
bottom trousers. His clothes starkly con-
trasted with the luxurious decor of the hotel,

Behind him was a second man, He was the
antithesls of the first—the very picture of
an old Napolean., He was short, yet braced
in a military-like posture which made him
appear to stand taller than he was. His
short hair was snow white, matching that
of his neatly cropped mustache.

These men were joining with 200 other
men and women in a program which nor-
mally would never have occurred because
they ostensibly had nothing in common. Or
did they?

‘Who were these men?

The first man was Dan Campbell, He grad-
uated from Louisiana State University this
year and plans to enter law school soon.
Currently he participates in the anti-war
movement. He has been involved in civil
rights actlvities In the South.
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The second man was Merwin Silverthorn,
a retired Lieutenant General in the Marine
Corps. He fought in World War II and has
three sons who followed him through the
military., He supports U.S, military involve-
ment in Vietnam,

These men were taking part in an inter-
play between campus and national leaders
that Included John W, Gardner, Chairman
of the Urban Coalition; John W. Macy, Jr.,
President of the Corporation for Public
Broadecasting; John M, Houchin, President of
Phillips Petroleum Company; John Hannah,
Administrator of the Agency for Interna-
tional Development; and twenty-two con-
gressmen and senators. In addition, some of
the younger participants included Jefl Don-
feld, White House Staff Assistant; Charlie
Palmer, President of the Natlonal Student
Association; Herm Pirchner, Executive Secre~
tary for the Associated Student Govern=-
ments; Spencer Oliver, President of the
Young Democrats; and Phil Luce, Director
of College Services, Young Americans for
Freedom.

That's just the beginning of who was there.
The great majority of attendees were stu-
dents. They represented colleges and univer-
sitles In 36 states stretching from Harvard
to the University of California at Berkeley
and from the University of British Columbia
to the Unlversity of Mississippl. Some were
student body presidents, others newspaper
editors. Some were black. Others white. Some
had slanted eyes of Orlental extraction.
Others rounded eyes of European heritage.
Some were active in the peace movement.
Others supported U.S. involvement in Viet-
nam.,

FIRST NIGHT

Alan Boles, a former editor of the Yale
Daily News, opened the seminar, He sald it
was a program conceived and planned by a
group of about 15-20 students from around
the country who met at past Presldential
Prayer Breakfasts.

“It's purpose,” he sald was two-fold, “to
create an atmosphere in which meaningful
dialogue between a broad varlety of campus
and national leaders could take place and
second, to provide an open opportunity for
men to discuss the relevance of the person
of Jesus Christ in modern times.”

The theme selected to spur the discussion
was "Resignation? Revolution? Reconcilia-
tion?"

FELICIA'S BIRTHDAY PARTY

The seminar began Thursday night with
a fancy hors d'oeuvres reception followed
by the viewing of three short films. All of
these films shared the theme that man is still
wrestling unsuccessfully to solve the peren-
nial problems of human estrangement. The
first movie, “Happy Birthday, Felicia,” began
with scenes of fighting G.I.'s in Vietnam,
starving children in Asia, and chanting pro-
testers in the U.S. interrupting the frivolity
of a little girl’s birthday party. I wished Feli-
cla's party could be isolated from all of this.
I wished I could escape these problems too.
I was sad for Felicla. And for me. I was
anxious, and frustrated, and angry. My
stomach churned with visceral manifesta-
tions of my anxiety about these grave prob-
lems,

My stomach didn't settle during the show-
ing of the next two movies. They were ani-
mated cartoons, though, so I laughed. Now I
wonder why. The cartoons were actually
satires which mocked man’s inabllity to solve
the fundamental “people problems™ of war,
hatred, and prejudice. At the conclusion of
the movies the emcee, Bob Mattson from
Stanford University, told us soberly to form
into little groups to discuss what we had
seen.

I couldn’t talk., All I could do then was
feel, but I wanted to communicate those
feelings. That's when I began to realize that
maybe this was why we were all there. But
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nothing really happened in the small group
that night. Perhaps that was predictable: we
needed to learn something about one an-
other before we would want to share feelings.

FRIDAY, OCTOBER 24: SCHAEFFER'S SPEECH:
A PERSONAL HIGHLIGHT

Senator Mark O. Hatfleld, who assisted the
students in sponsoring the seminar, spoke
first at breakfast. He was followed by the
principal speaker of the morning, Dr. Francis
A. Schaeffer,

Dr. Schaeffer is a philosopher-theologian.
He is an author of three books. Though he
is an American, he has been residing in Hue-
moz, Switzerland for the last fifteen years in
a small community called L’Abri. In this
study center he and the other permanent
residents live with guests from all parts of
the world who journey there to study and ex-
perience how men can live together in the
transcendent love of Christ.

Dr. Schaeffer analyzed the major philo-
sophical and historical developments since
the time of the early Greeks and then identi-
fied the influence of these streams of thought
on contemporary life. I found myself taking
copious notes on what he sald. His principal
ideas were:

“We are treating men like machines. The
reason we are treating men like machines is
we believe they are machines. And if they are
only machines, Soclety is a Big Machine deal-
ing with little machines . . . It’s not a fluke
modern man is treating man as a machine
. .. It’s rooted into the philosophy and think-
ing of our own generation.”

- - - L] L

“Because people think and act like ma-
chines,” Dr. Schaeffer said, ““they have no
basis for their values. They only function on
the basis of memory. When a child asks
‘Why?' parents have no answer . . . We are
faced with a ‘plastic culture’. This is the
thing many of the young people are scream-
ing out agalnst . . . You can think of the
Beatles record, ‘we gave her everything
money could buy’. And the Beatles sald it all
in this tremendous thing . .."

-

- * " *

“In modern theology ‘God is dead'”
“Schaeffer pointed out. “Reason has no place.
All content about God is dead. All we are left
with are high motivation ‘God words’ with-
out content. Banners without content. But
there they sit—high motivation words—
‘Christ!" ‘Cross!" 'God!’, ‘Resurrection!" Man
picks them up and puts his own content to
them and says ‘follow me’. I hate ‘God
words'! ‘God words’ can lead into tyranny.
They can take us anywhere, unless there is
content, unless reason has something to say
about it, unless there is a possibility of cate-
gories on the basis of the God who is there
speaking.

“What we have then is religion in the
modern theological sense being just another
kind of trip. And if reason is gone how do
you choose between one kind of trip and ane-
other? It doesn't matter.”

I thought this analysis of our present day
situation was both pointed and accurate. But
I was even more fascinated with his solution
for our current problems.

“My answer is that we need reconciliation
on the basis of a different kind of revo-
lution. It must be love. Not love alone,
but also a God who is holy and gives cate-
gories which can be the basis for reconcilita-
tion. It must be a personal God. On this basis
man is not dead. On this basis all Is not
hopeless. Man is wonderful. He is made in
the image of God. On the basis of the sub-
stitutionary death of Christ there is an an-
swer for man’s true moral guilt. On this
basls man can be returned to fellowship with
God and horizontal fellowship with men.”

As Dr. Bchaeffer concluded, I looked at my
watch: he had talked for 75 minutes. It
seemed like fifteen. I began to wonder why
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he had captivated me so? Why was his talk
50 meaningful?

First, he is a man of strongly felt beliefs.
I admire a man who has real convictions
about the important things in his life. But
Schaeffer's convictions do not appear to be
a defense for ignorance as they are for some
people. He clearly understands why he be-
lieves what he does.

At a time when it is not popular to volce
Christlan beliefs, Schaeffer displays no
temerity. He offers a positive solution for
reconciling men, And he does not tolerate
anyone trying to disregard what he says by
categorizing his comments under a mean-
ingless “God word"”.

VISIT TO CAPITOL HILL

The next activity was a serles of small-
group visits with twenty-two congressmen
and senators. This provided an opportunity
for dialogue between campus and national
leaders which Alan Boles had mentioned the
night before. It was quite a change from Dr.
Schaeffer's talk because here we discussed
the gutty, pragmatic issues of politics, eco-
nomics, and social reforms.

In this arena men's differences of opinion
on specific issues soon became distinet. But
then it occurred to me that this was the
testing ground for any basis for reconcilia-
tion. Can men be reconciled in the face of
reasonable, or even unreasonable differences?
As I left the Hill, it seemed that this could
only happen if men shared a basis for recon-
ciliation such as an awareness of God's love.

Later in the afternoon, each of us partic-
ipated in one of four panel discussions with
panelists from around the country. These
discussions brought into focus many of the
thoughts we had been consldering through-
out the day.

From the panel discussions we adjourned
into our small groups again. This time some
of the groups “got going'. However, others
were bogged down. In those groups which
did provide meaningful experiences for indi-
viduals, the discussions were characterized
as frank and personal. In the groups which
did not “move” the discussions were largely
intellectual and impersonal.

Alan Fong from the University of Cali-
fornia at Berkeley, and Steve Whitmore from
Sacramento State were two students who did
not feel the group discussions were very
meaningful. In an “ad hoe'” meeting we had
Friday afternoon they expressed the view
that the conference wasn't focusing on spe-
cific problems in our society, They wanted to
“take over” the seminar that night and direct
the discussions to wurgent political, social,
and economic problems. Just then Luke
Lukoskie sald that he had disagreed with the
notion' that the conference wasn't focusing
on the important needs of today. He said
that in his group students were beginning
to feel a common concern for each other,
It was this experience that he felt must pref-
ace a significant effort to deal with thorny,
national problems.

I don't know if Luke changed any minds
but he must have had an impact. That night
I ate dinner with Alan and just during dinner
I perceived a noticeable change in his atti-
tude toward me. Initlally I felt he had en-
gaged me in intellectual discussion only for
the purpose of trylng to “shoot me down”
on any point of disagreement, Yet by the end
of dinner I felt he was more interested In
me as a person than as a computer full of
information and opinions, I thoroughly en-
joyed our conversation. And for some reason
he decided against taking over the meeting.

JOHN GARDNER'S MESSAGE

Our dinner speaker was Dr. John W. Gard-
ner, former Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare, and now Chairman of the Urban
Coalition. He spoke about meaning in life.
“Life is a process and meaning is IN the
process,” he saild. “"Meaning is something you
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build into your life, starting fairly early and
working at it fairly hard.” He also frequently
stated the idea that values “come alive only
when a living person—or a generatlon—re-
creates the values for its own time by living
the faith, by caring, by doing.”

I liked the activist tone of his speech. He
clearly tolerates no apathy in the pursuit
of meaning in life, His active life of public
service is an authentic demonstration of this
philosophy.

Later in his talk he added a new emphasis
to his remarks. He said, “let me remind you
of the real problem. It is not to find a frame-
work of values. It is to bring these values
alive.”

I disagreed with this assertion. Yes, mil-
lons of people in our country are apathetic
about living the values, or moral and spirit-
nal tenets they confess. But I think this is
because most of them do not understand
what they mean.

Most people's actions are stalled by an in-
ability to answer the questions, Why should
I want peace, liberty, justice, and a sense
of community? Why should I believe in the
dignity of man, the fulfillment of the in-
dividual, and quality of opportunity? People
today can't bring their values alive because
they don't understand them. They have little
or no faith in them.

SATURDAY, OCTOBER 25. THE INNER CITY

Saturday morning we moved from the shel-
tered environment of the Washington Hilton
and our philosophical messages to the prac-
tical problems of the inner city of Washing-
ton. I liked that, I think if bellefs or values
have any validity it ought to be demonstrated
in practical living experiences.

I was amazed to hear John Staggers, As-
sistant to the Mayor of Washington, and
other black residents describe how they had
initially come together in weekly prayer
breakfasts. He sald the groups were “diag-
onally” structured. That is they included:
black and white, rich and poor, Christian
and Jew. The basis for meeting together is
their willingness to meet in the love of Jesus
Christ regardless of their religious convic-
tions. Now men and women in this associa-
tion have started many social action projects
which are having a significant impact in the
city.

I could write much more about the panel
discussions and other group meetings we had
that afternoon. Or I could try to recapture the
regal and peaceful mood of the closing
banquet at the Australlan Chancery where a
folk group—the Kinsfolk from Australia—
entertained us with thought provoking songs.

But the real value of the conference is
determined by the people who attended it.
I was particularly Interested with what the
students said or wrote about the seminar,
One student from the Pacific Northwest
asked, “would you help us do something
like what happened here on our campus?"”

One Yale law student returned to school
to find it embroiled in a strike over some
faculty decisions, “I ended up wandering up
and down the hall,” he wrote, “wondering
about reconciliation as I carried my picket
sign to protest faculty actlons. The seminar
gave me a chance to stop and look at myself
and try to discern where I was going and
why. It helped me define some things for
myself.”

An animated Jewish student from the Uni-
versity of California at Berkeley surprised me
when he sald, “I am glad I came. It was a
very meaningful experience.”

I too was glad I came. What happened to
me in two and one-half days helped me un-
shoulder feelings of pessimism and despond-
ency.

These emotions had been welling up in me
since my encounter with suffering and in-
humanity in Vietnam. In July I left Viet-
nam and traveled through Asia and Europe.
For three months I thought about our na-
tion. About life. About people. About inflexi-
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ble stubborn people. About all the human
problems which I would soon inherit when
I got home.

It bothered me that so many people seemed
to have everything. Everything except hap-
piness and meaning. Everything except unity
with one another.

Then at the seminar, I saw a black soclal-
ist and a member of the Young Americans
for Freedom talk with one another. I saw a
student in the peace movement and a Marine
general really communicate with one an-
other.

I'm still wondering, why was it possible
for these men to communicate? Maybe I was
observing the power of love in action. What-
ever it was I liked it.

For the first time in months I felt the
warmth of new hope—hope for reconciliation
among men.

FAILURE OF THE GENEVA
PROTOCOL

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, the
President’s announcement this morning
of his intention to resubmit to the Sen-
ate the Geneva Protocol of 1925 and to
discontinue the production and stock-
piling of biological warfare agents by
the United States represents a very sig-
nificant turning point in our Govern-
ment's attitude toward the question of
chemical and biological weapons. The
President’s actions will be welcomed by
all who advocate the confrol and even-
tual elimination of these uniquely re-
pugnant forms of warfare. Our failure
to adhere to the Geneva Protocol has
long been a source of dismay and em-
barrassment to those, like myself, who
would like to see our country in the
forefront of efforts to overcome the ir-
rationality of the arms race.

It is a tragic irony that the United
States, which played a leading role in the
formulation of the Geneva Protocol of
1925, has never become a party to it. Ear-
lier this year, several Members of this
body, led by Senator HARTKE, introduced
a resolution urging the President to re-
submit the Geneva Protocol to the Sen-
ate. Today the President has made known
his intention to take such action and I
warmly applaud his decision.

In recent years and months, the United
States has become increasingly isolated
by its failure to adhere to the Geneva
Protocol. We are today virtually the only
major power which has not done so.
Twice in the last 3 years, the United Na-
tions called upon all nations which had
not done so to accede to the Geneva'
Protocol. Only this past summer at the
Geneva Conference on Disarmament,
several new proposals for the further
limitations on chemical and biological
warfare were introduced. These have
successively added to our embarrassment
and isolation and have placed us con-
tinuously and needlessly on the defensive.
As a result of the President’s announce-
ment today, we are now on the way to
restoring our respectability.

I am especially pleased, of course, that
the President went beyond the state-
ment of intent to resubmit the Geneva
Protocol and embraced the principles of
the United Kingdom’s proposal to ban
the production and possession of bac-
teriological weapons. Furthermore, the
President’s intention to dispose of our
existing stock of biological agents rep-
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resents an almost unparalleled initia-
tive in the field of arms control. It is to
be hoped that the Soviet Union might
join with the United States in a destruc-
tion of similar agents in its possession.

The conscience of the American peo-
ple, aroused by information which has
only recently become available, clearly
demanded a rethinking of our chemical
and biological warfare program. The
President has responded to this senti-
ment and I hope that my colleagues will
join me in endorsing the President’s de-
cisions.

Our previous chemical and biological
programs, and the secretive, unthinking
manner in which they have been pur-
sued, have constituted an ever-present
danger to our own population. Our pos-
session of such weapons, and the fact
that they were accorded legitimacy in
our military planning, contributed to the
possibility that mankind might some-
day have been subjected to untold and
unpredictable horrors,

While approving the decisions an-
nounced by the President today, there
are some points of terminology and in-
terpretation which must be clarified. I
am confident the Senate will, in due
course, ensure thet these questions are
addressed. The Committee on Foreign
Relations will move promptly fo see that
this is done. I offer my congratulations
to the President for having undertaken
the review which led to today’s decisions.
That review, plus the continuing efforts
of Members of both Houses of Congress
and of concerned members of the pub-
lic, created a climate of enlightened
opinion and concern in this body and
throughout the country. I look forward
to continued progress which will remove
the United States from its reluctant po-
sition on these critical issues and re-
store us to a rightful position of leader-
ship among nations.

PRESIDENT NIXON RENOUNCES
BIOLOGICAL WARFARE

Mr, CASE. The President’s action to-
day in renouncing biological warfare,
limiting first use of chemical weapons,
and ordering steps toward the disposal of
existing bacteriological stocks, is a po-
tentially far-reaching decision. No less
than nuclear armaments, the prolifera-
tion of chemical and biological weapons
has represented a grave threat to world
security.

Together with yesterday’s joint ap-
proval of the Nuclear Nonproliferation
Treaty by this country and the Soviet
Union, today’s declaration by President
Nixon represents an initiative which
could bring the world closer to the real
security of genuine arms control. Such
initiatives are critical if we are to break
through the mutual distrust and suspi-
cion which otherwise will stalemate the
strategic arms limitations talks just be-
gun in Helsinki,

PORTLAND, OREG., COURTS EXPE-
DITE CASE BACKLOG

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, great
concern exists in our country regarding
court delay. The old adage that “Justice
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delayed is justice denied” is so true. We
must concern ourselves with this prob-
lem and act on court reform measures
which will lessen court congestion and
delay.

At the State level, I am proud to see
that the circuit courts of Multnomah
County—the courts of Metropolitan
Portland—again are among the leaders
in insuring a speedy disposition of law-
suits. My praise also goes to the Sena-
tors from Pennsylvania (Mr. ScorT and
Mr. SceweIker), for the court of com-
mon pleas in Delaware, Media, Pa.,
edged out Multnomah County for first
place in 1969.

The national average for court delay
is 22.1 months, according to the calendar
status study of the Institute for Judicial
Administration. This figure represents
the delay between service of the answer
and jury trial. In 1969, the delay in the
Delaware, Media Court of Common Pleas
was only 4.2 months. The Multnomah
County, the delay was only 4.8 months.
The courts in third position—the circuit
court of Shelby, Memphis County, Tenn.,
was 9.5 months,

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcorp the list
of State trial courts in counties over 500,-
000 having delays of under 1 year. It is
a credit to the judges, the court admin-
istrators, the lawyers, and the public in
these seven areas. All parties should be
proud of this record. I am sure that I
speak for my fellow Senators from all
these areas when I commend them for
working to see that our State court case
backlog is lessened and congestion is re-
lieved.

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

COURTS SHOWING DELAYS UNDER 12 MONTHS IN COUNTIES
OF OVER 500,000

From service
of answer
to trial
(average
in months)

1968

Population

Court and county (1960) 1969

Court of common pleas, Delaware
(MediaYPa_.__ .. .
Circuit court, Multnomah (Portland)
RS R ] Y
Circuit court, Shelby (Memphis)
Tenn A AT S
Circuit court, Dade (Miami) Fla..._.
Court of common pleas, Cuyahoga
(Cleveland) Ohio_._____..._____.
Circuit court, Jefferson (Louisville)

553,154 4.2 A3
522,813 48 4.1

627,019 9.5 119
935,047 9.7 10.6

1,647,895 110.5 35.4
610,947 10.8 1L7
687,151 11.6 10.0

exar (San Antonio)

| [ ESREE e

I Estimate.

Mr, SCHWEIKER. I would like to
commend the senior Senator from Ore-
gon for his comments on the critical
problem of court backlogs, and for print-
ing the Institute for Judicial Administra-
tion’s list of courts with the best records.

I am proud to recognize the common
pleas court of Delaware County, Pa., as
the 1969 leader, and proud to commend
the judges and administrators of this
court for their significant achievement.

In addition to what the Senator from
Oregon had to say concerning State
court problems, the same problems exist
on the Federal level. The Senate recently
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passed the omnibus judgeship bill to add
70 new district court judges, and it is my
hope that this bill will pass the House
and be signed into law in the near future.

All of us are concerned with the grow-
ing problems of crime and law enforce-
ment, and it is paramount that our court
backlog problems be solved so that re-
sponsible crime control measures are not
rendered inept due to judicial backlogs
which prevent speedy resolution of cases.

Equally important are the civil cases.
It is lamentable that long delays in suits
being considered often make legal re-
dress impossible for many lower and
middle class citizens who cannot afford
extensive counsel fees, and who cannot
wait years for final disposition.

With modernization of judicial admin-
istration, increased numbers of judges,
and necessary legislation, all court sys-
tems can hopefully achieve the record of
Delaware County, Pa., common pleas
court and Multnomah, Oreg. -circuit
court.

IMPROVING JUDICIAL
ADMINISTRATION

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, disre-
spect for the law and its institutions
represents a critical national malaise. A
burgeoning crime rate, city streets aban-
doned after dark, university buildings
seized and educational processes dis-
rupted, public officials physically and
verbally abused are but some of the rep-
rehensible consequences.

One underlying cause of disrespect for
law is the inability of our courts to fairly
and expeditiously decide cases which
come before them. Unfortunately, the
continued use of outmoded judicial tech-
niques in the face of a veritable flood of
criminal and civil litigation has resulted
in prolonged delays, seriously reducing
the effectiveness of our judicial machin-
ery. As the staff report to the National
Commission on the Causes and Preven-
tion of Violence recently has stated:

Delays resulting from poor court manage-
ment thus help to create conditions of dis-
respect for law and legal Institutions, which
in turn can increase the chances for vio-
lence in our soclety,

My good friend, the distinguished
junior Senator from New Mexico (Mr.
MonTova) well understands the impor-
tance of court improvements to restore
and cement respect for law. Senator
MonToYA is himself a lawyer and legisla-
tor who has grappled with court conges-
tion and administration problems, In a
farsighted speech recently delivered be-
fore the National Association for Court
Administration, Senator MonTOYA called
for new techniques of judicial adminis-
tration to revitalize our system of justice.
His remarks deserve widespread circu-
lation. I ask unanimous consent that his
speech be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the remarks
were ordered to be printed in the ReEcorbp,
as follows:

ReEmArkS BY U.S. SBENATOR JOosSgPH M. MonN-
TOYA BEFORE THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR
COURT ADMINISTRATION
It is a genulne pleasure for me to partici-

pate in this first annual national Associa-

tion for Court Administration Conference, I

want to extend to the assoclation—and par-
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ticularly to Ron Porter who has so capably
organlzed this gathering—my sincere grati-
tude for belng invited to be with you today.
As a member of the legal profession, I share
your concern over the administration of our
judicial system. I can assure you that I share
your concern over the backlogs that exlst in
the courts across the nation. It is fundamen-
tal to any solution to the crisis facing our
judicial system that we critically examine
the administrative process of our courts—
and this examination must of course focus
on the role of the court clerk's office.

Addressing the Harvard Law School two
years ago, former Chilef Justice Warren sur-
veyed the problems facing our courts at that
time:

The former Chief Justice reminded us that
our courts today face the heaviest caseloads
in our history. “Backlogs continue to mount
and the time span between the commence-
ment of action and the termination of the
case continues to rise. For the ninth consecu-
tive year—(and this was two years ago)—
the number of appeals on the dockets of our
courts of appeals in the federal system has
increased. Ten percent more cases were filed
in these courts In 1967 than in 1966. Since
1960 the number of appeals in these courts
has more than doubled. Cases in the Federal
District Courts are increasing every year.”

Since Chief Justice Warren recited those
statistics, our judiclal dilemma has con-
tinued to deteriorate. During Senator Tyd-
ing's Subcommittee hearings last year on
improving our judicial machinery, it was
brought out that the caseload of the Federal
courts reached record proportions during
fiscal year 1968. Judge Payne, Judge Bratton,
and Gene Greeson will tell you that their
workloads are rapidly increasing, and I as-
sure you that our New Mexico Federal Court
is a model of effective and efficlent justice.
Our Federal District Courts across the Na-
tion are simply not going to be able to cope
with the increased workload unless and until
we recognize the demands that our soclety
is placing upon them. And the judiclary at
every Governmental level faces the same
crises.

Ours is a nation dedicated to liberty and
Justice for all. We enact laws to insure the
attainment of this goal. The progress we
make toward this end depends upon the
commitment of the vast majority of our so-
ciety to obedience of law. As Aristotle once
noted, “In all well-attempted governments
there is nothing which should be more jeal-
ously maintained than the spirit of obedience
to law, more especially in small matters: For
transgression creeps in unperceived and at
last rulns the state, just as constant recur-
rence of small expenses in time eats up a
fortune."” Obedlence to law can only be forced
on a small percentage of soclety. The society
which must compel obedience to law by force
or threat of force cannot long endure. Obedi-
ence must therefore be the product of re-
spect.

It grieves me to say that respect for the
law 1s at an all time low, Our cities and
campuses are tinderboxes which have in the
recent past burst into the flames of anarchy
and destruction. But contempt and subver-
sion of law are not limited to a small minor-
ity of our youth and poor, Their numbers are
minuscule in comparison to those who falsify
insurance clalms, bribe public officials, fix
their parking tickets, cheat on their income
tax or engage in any of the other so-called
white collar crimes that erode the foundation
of society.

Those of us who have made the law our
profession have no greater responsibility than
to restore respect for law. For respect and
disrespect for our system of justice results
from the way we perform.

Mr. Howard James in his prologue CRISIS
IN THE COURTS describes this decay of the
respect for law graphically:

It (Crisls in the Courts) was concelved
in the fall of 1966 when the editors of The
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Christian Science Monitor pondered the
weakened foundations and crumbling pillars
of American justice.

For 1966 was a year when more and more
citizens expressed alarm over soaring crime
statistics—apparent evidence of a crime ex-
plosion in the United States.

It was a year that brought verbal attacks
on the police, even as they battled minority
groups in the streets over the effects of social
and economic injustice of centuries.

The Supreme Court of the United States
remained under fire from those who believed
it had gone too far in forcing desegrega-
tion, in eliminating prayers from schools, in
the reapportionment of State Legislatures,
and in protecting the rights of men and
women accused of criminal acts.

Others berated the high court for moving
too slowly. The logjam in our civil courts
made it almost impossible to bring about
speedy and fair justice.

New scandals were uncovered In the Na-
tion's lower courts. Philadelphia’s magis-
trates’ courts were so bad that it was being
proposed that they be abolished. The Justice-
of-the-Peace system had already been re-
placed in Maine and Illinois, and other states
were pondering similar changes, and New
Mexico has since re-ordered its judiclary.

There was a great deal of talk about the
“generation gap”"—the breach between adults
and children—in 1966. There were more di-
vorces, and the family lost more ground,
while state and institutional responsibility
increased.

While the things some youngsters did were
worse than before, other things that were
“childish pranks” before World War II, when
this writer was growing up, had become
“‘Jjuvenile delinquency’ by 1966 as our society
grew more mobile, citified, and impersonal
and less tolerant.

In 1966 television was still growing up,
and sometimes the more bizarre aspects of
our soclety were brought into our living
rooms so often that they began to seem like
the Norm.

As in years past, the number of traffic ac-
cidents climbed. Safety experts told us this
was the result of speeding, drinking and a
youthful love for the daring and reckless
(sometimes involving Immature adults)
combined with flaws in automoblles. More
and more Americans were—whatever the
reason—hauled into court.

The headlong, sometimes violent rush of
urban areas continued to be a concern, Yet
Wilfred Owen, an authority on urban af-
fairs, predicted that this Nation could be-
come “urbanized and civilized, as well as mo-
torized and mechanized!",

It caused Governor Danilel J. Evans of the
State of Washington to comment in a citi-
zens’' conference called to improve his State’s
courts:

‘Too few people, I am convinced, under-
stand the vital role—the key role—which
the courts must play, and which the ad-
ministration of justice must play, in an ur-
banized society. The sweep of history that
lies behind us—whether of the Nation or of
this State—has been largely constructed on
the law.”

Government derives its power from the
laws established by the people; people derive
their freedom from the laws, and limit it
according to the majority consent of those
who are governed.

The courts are bound by the law, and laws
in turn are both adjudicated by the courts
and administered by them.

Laws govern the formation of citles, the
conduct of commerce and industry, the con-
trol of traffle, and the relationship of every
citizen to every other citizen.

And it is therefore the law and the courts
of law which In large measure determine
whether or not we can succeed as a clvilized
people in a complex, integrated, and urban-
ized soclety.
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American society has indeed become inte-
grated, complex and urbanized. And yet our
courts at least until recently, were adminis-
tering justice with a methodology much the
same as had been done in the circuit riding
days of Lincoln.

For many years we were concerned about
the administration of justice in our courts
but considered the just and efficient admin-
istration of our courts as too menial for
much of our attention, or too professional
for consideration by nonlawyers, or both.

The administration of our courts was so
antiquated that it was impossible to identify
the problems, to say nothing of solving them.
It was, In short, a mess. In many places it
still is a mess. Courts in this country, and
the legal profession as a whole, have been
too slow to recognize the need to increase
the number of officlals who are experts in
efficient administration with some knowledge
of the law. In the past too often administra-
tive responsibilities have been entrusted to
staffs ill-equipped in expertise, personnel and
frequently In competence.

But I am telling you things you already
know too well. I feel something like the
minister who unleashes threats of fire and
brimstone on his congregation knowing that
those in attendance are already aware of it
and that those who need it most are
absent.

Those of you In attendance at this con-
ference have demonstrated your awareness
of the need to upgrade the American system
of justice. Clerical problems plague every
office—judicial and otherwise—of our gov-
ernment. The public must be alerted to the
critical importance of the court clerk in the
adjudication of a particular case. Effective,
swift justice requires more than able judges
and attorneys, and the formatlon of this
Assoclation this past December represents
a significant advancement for our judicial
system. I am aware of the preliminary work
which has predated the establishment of the
Association, I might add, and I assure you
that the legal profession is appreciative of
those efforts.

Let me say in closing that I certainly ap-
preciate the opportunity to participate in
this Conference.

I believe that thls meeting marks a new
direction and role for the Court Clerk's
Office. The Association itself is a product of
positive efforts to improve American justice.
Let me pledge to you my own continuing
efforts to improve our judiclal machinery,
and let us work together towards that
goal.

Thank you very much.

THE SILENT MAJORITY OF THE
LEWISTON-AUBURN AREA OF
MAINE

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. President,
the silent majority of the Lewiston-
Auburn area of Maine has spoken out in
support of the President’s efforts to nego-
tiate a peaceful settlement of the Viet-
nam war. They have done so in a two-
full-page advertisement in the Lewiston
Daily Sun signed by 750 citizens of that
area.

This is truly a remarkable demonstra-
tion of support of the President. It is
remarkable not only in the number of
signatures but as well in the fact that the
signatures were achieved in a very mini-
mum time attesting to the spontaneity
of the feeling, :

It is bipartisan support—or nonparti-
san support—for this remarkable expres~
sion comes from what is often called the
capital or heartland of the Democratic
Party in the State of Maine. Lewiston is
overwhelmingly Democratic; Republi-
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cans receive only a very small fraction of
the total votes.

I presented this “Message From the
Silent Majority” to the White House this
morning when attending a bipartisan
breakfast that the President had for the
top members of the armed services and
Foreign Relations Committee of Con-
gress with respect to his decision to stop
the production and stockpiling of chemi-
cal and biological warfare material.

I am keenly disappointed that the Pres-
dent has been too busy for a formal pres-
entation with pietorial evidence to be
provided for the 750 signers of the mes-
sage of support but I am gratified with
what the White House staff told me—
that the President was receiving so many
of these messages of support that it was
impossible to make prompt responses to
all of them and would require a consider-
able delay before he could formally ac-
cept this message which it was my honor
to deliver on behalf of the 750 signers
from the Lewiston-Auburn area.

Reluctantly, I concluded that it would
be far more meaningful to deliver the
message this morning because of the
important time element rather than to
wait until a distant time when a formal
presentation could be made.

I ask unanimous consent to have print-
ed in the REcorp an article reporting on
this remarkable message, and published
in the Lewiston Daily Sun of Novem-
ber 14, 1969.

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

AREA “BILENT MAJORITY" ANSWERS NIXON

APPEAL—T50 S16N MESSAGE
(By Alyce Bouchard)

President Nixon's plea for support of his
administration’s Vietnam War policy re-
celved enthusiastic response among Lewiston-
Auburn area citizens, and through the efforts
of Dr. Cyprien L. Martel Jr. and Dr. Jou 8.
Tchao, these members of the “Stlent major-
ity"” had the opportunity to express their
support of their government.

Following a thoughtful discussion on the
war, Drs. Martel and Tchao went to Mayor
John B, Beliveau on Wednesday of last week,
asking him to put their thoughts together in
a statement to be circulated in the Twin City
area In the form of a petition.

This statement, called “Message From the
Silent Majority,” reads, “We the undersigned,
being conscientious Americans, support our
constitutional form of government and the
Presidency of the United States, in its efforts
to negotiate a peaceful settlement of the
Vietnam War.”

“The reason we did it was because the
President asked for our support,” said Dr.
Martel. “We wanted to make a public state-
ment of this support and involve as many
people in it as possible.”

FANTASTIC RESPONSE

Dr, Martel said the response was “fan-
tastic” and that better than 90 per cent of
the people approached were “eager to par-
ticlpate.” Within six days, some 750 sig-
natures were gathered, and there easily could
have been many more.

The petition and the 750 signatures ap-
pear in two full-page adds in this edition
of the Sun. The expense was pald by con-
tributions from the signers of the petition.

Newspapers containing the published peti-
tion will be sent to Maine's Congressional
delegation, to members of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee and key government offl-
clals, especlally in the State Department.




35780

The signatures represent a true cross-sec-
tion of the community, Dr, Martel said. “Peo~
ple in all walks of life were involved.”

He and Dr. Tchao agreed that “it was an
overwhelming experience to see people so
eager to support their government and thelr
country. This in itself is rewarding.”

TRULY BPONTANEOUS

This was not an organization of any sort,
Dr. Martel pointed out. “It was a truly spon-
taneous thing, to show our support for the
President, particularly during this difficult
time."”

Asked what he thought about the Friday
and Saturday march on Washington, Dr.
Martel said, “I think it is fine if it is peace~-
ful, but most of us think this is an attempt
to force the President to do something he
doesn’'t feel he can do at this time. We want
to demonstrate to him that he has our sup-
port in doing what he feels he must do as
President of the United States.

‘“We learn from this that a vast majority
of the people are supporting the President
in what he feels he has to do. Peaceful dem-
onstrations are fine,” he concluded, “but we
must ultimately follow his (the President’s)
leadership.”

IN PRAISE ON NIXON'S CBW
POLICIES

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, now
that nuclear agreements are under seri-
ous consideration with the advent of the
SALT talks, it is with great pleasure
and high regard that I view President
Nixon’s decision announced this morn-
ing to move forward with the limitation
of chemical and biological weapons.

Since Richard Nixon assumed the office
of the Presidency our Nation has made
great strides toward establishing a ra-
tional policy for the development and
use of CB agents. Although the history
of international attempts of CBW con-
trols can be traced back to the Hague
Conference in 1899, our Nation did not
have a national policy delineating such
controls until the first month of Nixon’s
Presidency. In January shortly after tak-
ing office a meeting was convened of high
officials representing all Federal agencies.
The result of this meeting was an agree-
ment to ban first the germ and gas
warfare, with the exception of herbicides
and tear gas, and that any combat use
of the CB weapons has to first be au-
thorized by the President.

Today President Nixon announced an-
other milestone in the history of CBW
controls. He has requested that the Sen-
ate move to ratify the Geneva Protocol
of 1925; that all biological stockpiles be
disbanded; and made official the previous
agreement that the United States would
never initiate first use of CB weapons.

The beneficial results of this an-
nouncement cannot even be estimated.
In international scope the ratification of
the Geneva Protocol will mean that the
United States will at long last join over
60 other nations that have agreed to
banning gas and bacteriological methods
from warfare. These other parties in-
clude all members of NATO except the
United States, all the Warsaw Pact mem-
bers, all the European countries except
Albania, and all other nuclear powers
including China. The dismantling of the
biological stockpiles heralds a great
moment in the history of arms control
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and limitation. And the ban on first use
in military and strategic strategy pre-
vents the use of CBW as an offensive and
highly escalatory weapon.

The fact that the stockpiling limita-
tion is geared to only affect biologics—
agents which are living and can repro-
duce as opposed to chemical agents
which do not possess reproduction ca-
pabilities—is somewhat disappointing,
as I have for some time believed that
our stockpiling efforts should be greatly
reduced in both of these areas. How-
ever, I praise this announcement as a
giant step in the right direction and
will pledge myself to do all that I can to
insure the ratification of the Geneva
protocol as soon as possible.

President Nixon's announcement fol-
lowed a very alarming and important re-
port by the United Nations concern-
ing the development and use of chemical
and biological agents. The recent U.N.
report warned that chemical and biolog-
ical weapons could result in mass exter-
mination of populations with the result
that weather conditions and infected
individuals could return the reaction to
the perpetrators of such warfare. The
effect would be that the entire world
population could be decimated by a lim-
ited war between two nations. As weap-
ons, chemicals and biologics are very
difficult to control in spacial and tem-
poral terms they are dependent on vari-
ous conditions. for maximum effective-
ness, and decontamination of areas af-
fected is at times impossible. Given these
facts I have opposed chemical and bio-
logical weapons as not being feasible,
tactical, strategic, or humanitarian and
in terms of benefits derived not a valu-
able addition to our already substan-
tial arsenal of conventional and nuclear
weapons. I have never understood how
it could be rationalized that militarily we
would fight wars with epidemics, starva-
tion, and mass extermination, while at
the same time our foreign aid and policy
has centered around medical help and
agricultural aid in order to prevent
those conditions which give rise to the
trouble spots in today’s modern world.

With the President’s announcement
this morning I look forward to this as
the turning point in what has come for
many to be a truly insane arms race.

INTERNATIONAL SPACE
COOPERATION

Mr., ANDERSON. Mr. President, on
October 1, Mr., Arnold W. Frutkin, the
Assistant Administrator for Interna-
tional Affairs at the National Aeronau-
tics and Space Administration, at Cloud-
croft, N. Mex.,, addressed a confer-
ence of the International Academy of
Astronautics. In his address, Mr. Frutkin
recounts what has been achieved during
the past decade in international space
cooperation, discusses the problems and
gaps in space cooperation, and suggests
an approach to greater cooperation.

A great deal has been achieved by the
United States in a wide variety of joint
space projects with many other coun-
tries around the world. This cooperation
runs the gamut from such things as co-
operation in the building and manning
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of ground tracking stations to our larg-
est international cooperative satellite ef-
fort with the Federal Republic of Ger-
many. In this program German and
United States joint contributions are in
excess of $100 million, with the Germans
putting up by far the major part.

Mr. Frutkin says:

The problems in space cooperation are not
80 much technical as political, financial and
mmmgarlal or organlza.tion.a.l -

He defines two gaps in cooperation:
No significant development in the coop-
eration and use of major hardware for
exploration programs, and the gap of po-
litical geography as it applies to the
Soviet Union and nations in the Soviet
bloc. In accounting for these two signifi-
cant gaps he points out that in the case
of Europe where most of our program-
matic cooperation in science and appli-
cations has taken place, the problem is
in the low level of expenditures for space
activity in Europe. Mr. Frutkin points
out that all of the European countries
together spend roughly $300 million a
year on space research; less than one-
tenth the expenditures of the United
States or the Soviet Union. Mr. Frutkin
says this is clearly the product of politi-
cal decisions in Europe and has pre-
vented Europe from not taking up
NASA's proposals to cooperate in major
programs or to undertake major pro-
grams in their own behalf. Mr. Frutkin
sees this as underlying Europe’s com-
plaints about its role in Intelsat, stem-
ming from the fact that Europe made too
small and too late a start in the develop-
ment of communications satellites.

As for the gap in political geography
between the United States and the Soviet
bloc, Mr. Frutkin points out that the
Soviets during the first 10 years of space
developed only a single cooperative
satellite project—with France—and that
is presently in a suspended stage. Only
recently has the Soviet Union reported
flying experiments of some eastern Eu-
ropean nations. On the other hand, the
United States has offered many times
to launch experiments of Soviet,
Polish, and Czechoslovakian scientists.
He concludes that Soviet policies so far
do not require direct and substantive en-
gagement in international cooperation.

As to the charge made by some that
NASA has “given up” in trying to co-
operate with the Soviets, listen to this
statement by Mr. Frutkin:

We are open to any suggestions . . . we
mean to leave no stone unturned in making
clear the opportunities which exist for Soviet
cooperation.

Mr. President, Mr. Frutkin's address
is a frank, accurate, and hard-hitting ap-
praisal of the status of international co-
operation in space. He concludes by say-
ing that we cannot act alone—that we
must have partners and he provides fur-
ther suggestions on how to achieve this.

All those interested in this important
area of international cooperation will
want to read what Mr. Frutkin has to
say:

Mr. President, I ask unanimous ocon-
sent that Mr. Frutkin’s address be
printed in the REcCORD,
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There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

STATUS OF INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION IN
SPACE

(By Arnold W. Frutkin, Assistant Adminis-
trator for International Affairs, National
Aeronautics and Space Administration)

Mr. Chairman, distinguished ladies and
gentlemen. It is a very great pleasure to be
here with you this evening.

The meeting in Dr. van Allen's home in
Maryland in the early '50s, to which the
chairman referred, not only introduced the
International Geophysical Year, it also led
to the space programs in which we are en-
gaged today. It was at a meeting of the In-
ternational Geophysical Year International
Committee in Rome in 1954, that sclentists
proposed that artificial satellites be intro-
duced as a contribution to the IGY program.
Not only did this stimulate both the U.S. and
Soviet space programs, but it also introduced
those programs in the context of an inter-
national cooperative effort. We have been
trying to realize the full potential of that
beginning ever since.

Today we stand literally at a crossroads
in the exploration and use of space. We
stand between the first decade and the
second decade. We stand between the suc-
cessful completion of the prime commit-
ment of the first decade, the manned lunar
landing, and the need to commit to the
major programs of the next decade. This
crossroads applies equally well to the inter-
national programs which construe a part of
the space effort here and abroad. Again there
is a past achievement of which we can be
very proud, I think—a successful and fruit-
ful international cooperation in space which
I will try to describe more fully somewhat
later. Yet if we look at what has been done
in the past decade with objectivity, then we
will find, as Senator Anderson has said In
the letter read by the Chairman, that there
are significant gaps. There is a serious ques-
tlon, as we proceed into the next decade,
whether the next giant step in space will
be taken by the space powers alone or by a
broader group of nations in partnership.

The kind of discussion that you have been
having here in the IAA in the past few days
is very important because it suggests what
could be done together in space. You are
helping, through your professional, unofficial
meetings, to define the progress which could
be made in space if official cooperation could
be organized to carry out specific programs.
In fact, I believe that the difficult issues
are not so0 much in the technical questions
as to what might be done in space, but in
the more fundamental question as to how we
can achieve the cooperation which is neces-
sary to do these projects on an international
basis. The problems, in other words, are not
so much technical as political, financial and
managerial or organizational, if you will. The
real problems are not In the hardware, but
really in the sofitware, very broadly defined.
And it is to the non-technical aspects of
cooperation that I mean to direct my re-
marks this evening.

If we are to analyze our future course in
space cooperation objectively, we have to ask
ourselves four guestions: We have to iden-
tify the gaps or shortfalls in cooperation that
have been left by cooperative efforts in the
first decade. We have to account for them so
that we can understand just why these gaps
exist. We have to consider what would be
needed to correct them. And we have to
conslder what quite new opportunities may
exist for us in the future.

If we look first at the gaps In space co-
operation, I think they are fairly easy to
identify. We have only to consider what ele-
ments in the basic programs of space re-
search and exploration have not been covered
by cooperation and, in addition, we have to
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look at a political geography to see what
areas of the world are not fully represented
in cooperation. But I don’t want to identify
the gaps quite yet. I would like first to re-
count what we have done in the past decade
rather generally so as to insure that when we
do look at the gaps themselves, we do so with
some perspective.

If we start by looking at what has been
achieved in space sclence programs, we see
a wide variety of joint satellite projects, sup=-
ported by NASA in our international pro-
grams, and supported as well on an inter-
national basis by the European Space Re-
search Organization in that region. So far
NASA has launched eleven (now twelve) for-
eign satellites in cooperative projects in
which the foreign participants conceive and
design, construct and fund those satellites,
and we launch them with our boosters. We,
in effect, gain a free satellite, they gain a
free launching. And there is no exchange of
dollars between us. It has been a remarkable
program of true cooperation and it has been
very successful. To give you some sense of its
dimensions, I can say that the proposed Ger-
man probe to the sun, the largest such co-
operative satellite effort In which NASA is
engaged, combines German and U.S. contri-
butions in excess of $100,000,000. The pros-
pects of continuation of this type of pro-
gram are excellent. There is a long list of
countries continuing to submit proposals
under it, the cooperation and the sclence
have always been successful, and the fact
that these proposals are negotiated on a basis
of mutual program interest ensures that a
full contribution is made to space science.
The countries involved have been the United
Kingdom, Canada, France, Italy, Germany
and the ten nations which are members of
ESRO. I hope that before very long we will
add Spaln to that list as well as the Nether-
lands and Sweden,

Similar cooperative contributions have
been made by individual experiments flown
on our own U.S. satellites by foreign scien-
tists. Their proposals are invited at the same
time that we invite proposals for experiments
from American investigators; they are se-
lected on their merits and are, again, carried
out without an exchange of funds. A large
number have already been flown, and a
larger number are in preparation or under
consideration. This program has been of con-
siderable value to our NASA satellite observ-
atory effort and has greatly expanded op-
portunities for foreign scientists to partieci-
pate in useful research.

Our broadest cooperative effort in flight
projects is in the sounding rocket area. To-
day mnearly half of all NASA's sclentific
sounding rocket launchings are conducted
in cooperation with other countries, Almost
two dozen countries are involved in this
kind of work and, because of the somewhat
lesser cost, it is possible for the less-developed
countries to participate so that we bring in
such nations as India, Brazil, Pakistan, Ar-
gentina, and so on. Launching facilities have
been developed in all of these regions, plus
others, facilities which can be used by sci-
entists for investigations which actually re-
quire access to special locations for research
into polar, auroral, and equatorial phenom-
ena.

The recent Apollo 11 mission is a rather
interesting example of our efforts to provide
for the maximum International participation
in any of our programs. I think most of you
know that among the very first experiments
deployed on the surface of the Moon was a
Swiss device to Investigate the solar wind
and Its composition. The laser reflector which
was deposited-on the Moon by the astronauts
was advertised as available to all countries to
use, and It is indeed being used by other
countries today, notably France and, we may
safely assume, others as well. I think you
know that the first samples of lunar surface
materials have now been distributed or are
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being distributed not only to American in-
vestigators but also to some 36 foreign sci-
entists, whose proposals for analysis of those
samples have merited their participation in
the program.

There is a whole range of cooperative
ground-based observations (distinguished
from flight programs) that scientists abroad
have been able to carry out in support of
orbiting satellite projects, many of them ac-
tually necessary to the discharge of those pro-
grams. These ground-based efforts include a
variety of ionospheric observation programs.
Some 40 countries have been involved in this
iillt;;:t of activity and many hundreds of scien-

sts.

Apart from our own US-based cooperation,
ESRO, the European Space Research Organi-
Zation, including 10 European countries, has
brought together much scientific coopera-
tion. Today’'s launching is their fourth satel-
lite in orbit. Se it is quite clear that in the
sphere of science, there has been very rich
and full cooperation and very widespread
progress. The projects have been somewhat
modest, but they do include such an ambi-
tious effort as the German solar probe. I have
no doubt, therefore, that if we do establish
an orbiting space laboratory, it will be a
comparatively simple matter to insure in-
ternational scientific participation in the use
of that laboratory,

Now if we look at the practical applica-
tions of space, I think we see a record in the
past ten years which 1s comparable to that
In the sclentific aspects. In the first experi-
mental communications satellite work, we in-
volved some 13 countries, nearly all of which
built their own ground terminals, at their
own expense, as an admission ticket, so to
speak, for participation in that first experi-
mentation. Today, that modest beginning
has evolved into the Intelsat consortium of
65 countries, which has already greatly ex-
panded our intercontinental telephone com-
munication capacity, provided real-time rou-
tine TV coverage of events of great interest
around the world, and cut the cost of over-
seas telephone calls. Also in the communica-
tions field, we are providing reimbursable
launching facilities for foreign national ap-
plications which are in the immediate fu-
ture, For instance, we will launch Canada’s
national communication satellite system.

I am most proud to include in this ac-
count of cooperation in the applications
field the agreement NASA signed only last
week with India. Under this agreement,
NASA will, in 1972, launch the synchronous
ATS-F satellite which will later be made
available to India for use in direct broad-
casting of TV, the first direct TV broadcast-
ing, into village receivers, making a con-
ventional TV distribution system as we
know it unnecessary for India. The program-
ming will go into 5,000 remote Indian wvil-
lages, bringing instruction for the purpose of
population control and the increase of agri-
cultural productivity, and so on. Clearly, this
Is a tremendous new venture, bringing to
a developing country the advantages of ad-
vanced technology in a totally constructive
form, creating a new opportunity for a peo-
ple to improve their economic and social
situation. I think the world will watch this
experiment very closely.

In the weather field today, we have rou-
tine operational deployment and use of
weather satellites. As you know, some 50
eountries have installed simple equipments
(the APT stations) which permit them to
receive data from our satellites daily and
directly.

We are engaged with the French in an ex-
perimental meteorological satellite and bal-
loon program, Project Eole, to track the
global circulation of the winds. We have a
further informal proposal from France for
& synchronous meteorological satellite as a
contribution to GARP, the Global Atmos-
pheric Research Program, another very am-
bitious international effort to advance mete-




35782

orological science. In geodesy there are very
similar international programs growing out
of and supporting our own national geo-
detic satellite projects. Thirty-seven coun-
tries are cooperating in this.

There are additional prospects of co-
operation in experiments for air traffic con-
trols by satellite, and we have already de-
veloped cooperative programs to prepare for
future earth resources surveys by satellite.
We are working, for example, with Mexico
and Brazil in developing their basic earth
survey capability through the use of aircraft
in this fleld. Here, I should note the Presi-
dent's statement made in the United Na-
tions a few days ago, dedicating this coun-
try to Internationalizing the benefits of
eurth resources surveys as the program de-
velops and as it reallzes its promise. So,
again, in space applications, too, a rather in-
teresting international record has been es-
tablished.

The same thing is true in operational ac-
tivities in space. You know that our track-
ing stations, spread about the world, are
operated with active support and often direct
staffing by nationals of the host countries.
In fact, in several locations the costs of oper-
ating the stations are borme by the host
countries. We have close relationships with
the ESRO and French tracking nets as well.
Many of you do not know, perhaps, of the
very extensive operational arrangements
made with the literally dozens of countries
in Africa, Asia and South America for the
staging and overflight of US aircraft in
conjunction with contingency rescue oper-
atlons for the Apollo program. There is also
an extensive, unprecedented, and sophisti-
cated information exchange arrangement
with the European Space Research Organiza-
tion, and I think the extent of publication
of information pertaining to NASA programs
is probably also unprecedented. Thus, in op-
erations, too, we have had very substantial
cooperation in the past decade.

Now let us turn to the gaps in cooperation.
I think they can be seen very clearly in the
space program elements which I have not
covered, There has been no significant co-
operation in the development and use of the
major hardware for exploration programs,
the Apollo and Saturn hardware. There has
been participation in scientific aspects, but
not in the planning of the big hardware pro-
grams, not in their study, not in their de-
slgn, nor in their development, or use. And
I might say that this gap is related to another
gap which is in the area of major cost-shar-
ing for the human exploration of space. These
are expensive programs, but they have not
had international cooperation.

Another major gap I want to point out is
in the political geography. It is quite clear
that I have not mentioned the Soviet Union
in a slgnificant way in my account of co-
operation in the first decade. It is very much
to our regret and, I am sure, to the regret
of our Soviet colleagues represented here
tonight, that we have not been able to de-
velop significant cooperation in this wide
range of space programs. In view of the very
substantial capability of the Soviet Union
in space, there s much we could do together.

Now, let us attempt briefly to account for
these two significant gaps. We have not very
far to look. If we think of the programmatic
gap, the lack of cooperation in the big hard-
ware program, we can look first to Europe
where most of our programmatic cooperation
in sclence and applications has taken place.
Why has this cooperation not been greater?
The answer is quite clearly in the level of
expenditure of space activity in Europe. All
of the European countries together spend
roughly $300,000,000 a year on space re-
search. This is an order of magnitude less
than space expenditure by the United States,
and presumably the same order of magni-
tude less than the space expenditure of the
Soviet Union. That level of expenditure ob~
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viously is the product of political decisions
or judgments in Europe, based upon assump-
tions of the value of space activity to Europe
at this stage. These value judgments are im-
plicit in the decision of the European Space
Research Organization not to tackle the
proposed large astronomical satellite a cou-
ple of years ago—which would have been a
$200,000,000 project. I think it implicit also
in the decision of Europe not to take up a
NASA proposal some four years ago to coop-
erate In a major program such as a large
deep space probe project. Europe's com-
plaints about its role in Intelsat, I believe,
stem Inevitably from the fact that Europe
made too small and late a start in the devel-
opment of communications satellite capa-
bility.

One must say that Europe has set its
sights at a very much lower level of activity
in space than either the US or the Soviet
Union and that this does not permit major
participation in programs like Apollo, the
planetary grand tour, a Mars lander, a space
laboratory, or timely applications programs.
Perhaps this reflects only an early judgment
of the potential value of space activity, Per-
haps it reflects too modest a view of early
European capabllities. Perhaps 1t reflects
only a wait-and-see attitude. In any case,
with the ending of the first decade of space
activity, I would hope Europe will review
these judgments. Whether Europe engages
in future technology or continues to engage
in past technology hangs in the balance
here.

Now, as we look at the gap in political
geography, it is clear that the Soviet Union
does not figure significantly in any map of
space cooperation partners. We have
achieved some token but not substantial
cooperation with the Soviet Union. We have
throughout the years made many overtures,
but we have unfortunately very little to
show for them. Soviet officials have often ex-
plained their unwillingness to respond in
terms of prior conditions, like total disarma-
ment or withdrawal from Vietnam, Person-
ally, I question these explanations.

I don't belleve the Soviet Union has a spe-
clal problem toward cooperation with the
United States. My reason is that the Soviet
Union did not, in the first decade, develop
slgnificant international cooperation in space
research and exploration with other coun-
tries not Involved in Vietnam. In the first
ten years of space, the Soviet Union devel-
oped only a single cooperative satellite proj-
ect—with France—and that is presently in
a suspended stage. (Only since this paper
was given has the Soviet Union reported fiy-
ing experiments of other nations and those
only eastern European nations.) We, on the
other hand, have long since offered to our
Polish and Czechoslovakian colleagues oppor-
tunities to fly experiments on U.S. satellites
and more recently these opportunities were
opened to Soviet scientists. But we don't
hear of Soviet programs like our direct broad-
cast program with India or our earth re-
sources programs with Mexico and Brazil,
One can conclude only that Soviet policies
s0 far do not require direct and substantive
engagement in international cooperation.
Now, changes are, of course, possible; changes
could be taking place right now, and we
hope very much that this is the case. Later
is better than never.

Now, what can we do about these gaps?
As a general approach to this question, let
me read to you a brief section from NASA's
report to the President's Space Task Group
which has recommended to the President the
desirable course of space activities in the
next two decades. The report states that:

“The challenge we now face with our col-
laborators overseas is to develop significantly
greater international participation in the
next decade of space, which will require more
advanced technology and increased invest-
ment in space activities in Europe and the
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other advanced countries. This ralsing of
sights is fundamental to increasing Inter-
national participation in future space prog-
ress. To accomplish this several actions must
be taken:

We must fully inform prospective colla-
borators of the future direction and scope of
United States programs.

These collaborators must become involved
in the detailed definition of space objectives
and In the conceptual and design studies re-
quired to achieve them.

We must approach future decision points
for United States and other nation commit-
ments to new space programs within a frame-
work of common knowledge, experience, and
close assoclation so that every nation’s space
interests may find focus in the development
of new capabilities for space exploration and
utilization.

Domestic policies and procedures in the
United States and other participating nations
will have to be reviewed to facilitate coopera-
tive activities.

New international mechanisms for develop-
ing and managing major multinational space
ventures must be brought into being.

“Many specific projects have been identi-
fled and are available for joint consideration
if basic decisions are made in Europe or
other countries to explore increased inter-
national participation in space.”

Now let me illustrate one attempt, a very
recent attempt, to involve our collaborators
in a basic program and to bring them onto
common ground with us as we approach de-
cision points for future programs, In the last
few weeks, we have sent abroad NASA's con-
ceptual studies for a space shuttle, or re-
usable booster, distributing these studies to
seven or eight European firms and govern-
ment laboratories through the space agencies
with which we deal. We have invited these
firms to critique the studles and to visit
here in mid-October to participate in a NASA
meeting with possible contractors, looking
toward the definition of design studies which
will take us one step further toward a space
shuttle, Thus, the words we use on the sub-
ject of cooperation are meant quite seriously
and in each case there are concrete actions
which we have taken to follow up on the
points we make,

Now let us be still more specific, If we
take the space funding level in Europe, how
is that level to be escalated? Well, we know
that the gross national product of Europe is
comparable to that of the Soviet Union; In
fact, it considerably exceeds that of the So-
viet Union, so it is at least theoretlcally pos-
sible for Europe to have as large a program as
the Soviet Unlon does, and one not too dif-
ferent from our own, On the other hand, cur-
rent space funding in Europe may be shrink-
ing today rather than increasing. So, there
is a major task and there is a need for the
best thinking in Europe on its future role in
space and the implications of its policles and
decisions on this point.

The problem covers not only the question
of funding but also the question of organiza-
tion. A central European organization such
as Europe is even now considering, a Euro-
pean NASA, could be an important mecha-
nism for optimizing the funding which can in
fact be brought to bear on space programs.
Clearly, a single regional organization could
in fact move forward more effectively than
funds-starved nafional organizations. It is,
however, for Europe to determine the rela-
tionship and compatibility of national pro-
grams with a pooled regional effort. And it is
for Europe to consider how far it will go to
accept central management institutions sup-
ported by in-house capabllities which are so
important for space systems development
and integration. And it is for Europe to de-
cide whether it wants to take a short-term
view or long-term view of the problem of
national sharing in the contracts given for a
central space program. So long as the GNP
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is roughly comparable to ours and the
Soviets, everything else is possible.

Let us look now at the second gap, in
political geography, and ask how the Soviet
Union can be made a partner in the space
efforts of the future. Again, let me refer to
the report of the Space Task Group:

“Progress would only be possible if the
Soviets were to accept the principle of co-
operation in space despite the presence of
abiding political issues in other areas. They
would have to be convinced at the highest
level of government that substantive coop-
eration in space is a desirable path to detente
and the establishment of broader mutual
confidence. A series of graduated steps to this
end could easlly be formulated. The lowest
level could consist simply of full and frank
exchanges of detalled space project results.
The next level might involve prearranged
complementary activities, for example,
mutual support of tracking requirements or
coordinated satellite missions for specific
tasks in space. A third level would reach
fully integrated projects in which subsys-
tems provided by each side would contribute
to an agreed, coherent space mission. Such &
graduated approach need not be a precon-
dition to cooperation, but might contribute
to a growing base of confidence and an in-
creasing level of future cooperative ven-
tures.”

This is simply one possible approach to
the problem. There are others. We are open
to any suggestions. Until these can be ex-
plored in depth on a bilateral basis, we mean
to leave no stone unturned in making clear
the opportunities which exist for Soviet co-
operation. I might say that it has been made
clear to our Soviet colleagues at the highest
level, that proposals by their sclentists for
experiments to fly in our satellites would be
welcomed. They have been given detalled
information to permit them to use the laser
corner refiector left on the moon by our
astronauts. They have been invited to par-
ticlpate in the analysis of the lunar samples.
They have been invited to participate in
early discussions of the sclentific experi-
ments to be flown on our Viking-Mars 1973
mission; and while our invitation in that
case was rather late, we have offered to hold
& special meeting-for this purpose and, in
addition, to consider Soviet proposals for ex-
periments and to discuss coordination of
our planetary programs.

And so, we here will do all we can to
remedy the major gap in the political geog-
raphy of international cooperation in space.
President Nixon in his recent UN speech left
no doubt that this nation wishes to in-
crease very substantially the level of inter-
national participation in space programs.
His remarks should be read together with
the record of concrete cooperation which we
have established in the past decade. If they
are taken all together—his policy statements
and our tangible performance—Iif should be
clear that this is a real, not rhetorical issue
that we are addressing. Cooperation by defi-
nition must engage two or more actors. We
cannot act alone, we must have partners,
We, together with our partners and poten-
tial partners, must work out new ways to
arrive at increased cooperation and more
significant projects and programs in a com-
mon future,

PRESIDENT NIXON TAKES HIS-
TORIC STEP FOR MANKIND

Mr. GOODELL, Mr. President, Presi-
dent Nixon has taken an historie step
toward peaceful relations among nations
with his decision to send to the Senate
for ratification the Geneva Protocol out-
lawing the use in war of poisonous gas
and germ weapons.

The President’s decision to reactivate
the protocol after it has laid dormant for
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43 years is welcome from the standpoints
of morality, sound policy judgment, and
military comomnsense.

Today the United States moved to join
the international community in banning
the use of lethal gas, incapacitating
chemicals, and disease-producing germs
in war. This is a great decision for the
future of mankind,

In Senate floor action on the ommnibus-
antichemical biological warfare amend-
ment this summer, I stated that anything
so infamous as germ warfare should be
deterred ultimately by eliminating germ
weapons from the arms arsenals of na-
tions. I urged then that we fight germs
with medicine; not with germ weapons.
With the President’s statement today,
this conviction is moved to reality.

In view of the growing concern to con-
trol chemical and germ weapons, I wish
to share with Members of Congress my
views on these weapons as ‘“‘targets for
further disarmament.” I ask unanimous
consent that the article entitled “Tar-
gets for Further Disarmament: CBW” be
printed in the RECORD,

There being no objection, the publica~
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

TARGETS FOR FURTHER DIsSARMAMENT: CBW
(By Senator CHARLES E. GOODELL)

(Policy Paper published by the Center for
International Studies, New York University,
Summer 1969.)

“Whereas the use In war of asphyxiating,
poisonous or other gases, and of all analogous
liquids, materials or devices, has been justly
condemned by the general opinion of the
civillzed world . . . the high Contracting
Parties . . . agree to extend their prohibition
to the use of bacteriological methods of war-
fare and agree to be bound as between them-
selves according to the terms of this declara-
tion.”

GeNEVA PROTOCOL,
June 17, 1925.

Bince World War II, discussion on dis-
armament measures and security matters
has focused on nuclear weapons, Significant
achievements in regulating nuclear weapons
while bullding international confidence have
included: the “hot-line” agreement; the
Limited Nuclear Test Ban Treaty; the Treaty
on Outer Space; the UN Security Council
Resolution regarding non-nuclear natlons;
and the Non-Proliferation Treaty.

Although international attention has con-
centrated on nuclear armaments, there
should be no misunderstanding as to the
underlying aim of these arms control talks.
The aim has not been merely nuclear regu-
lation. The ailm has been toward general
disarmament. Evidence of this is seen In
Article VI of the Non-Proliferation Treaty
providing that each party to the Treaty
“undertakes to pursue negotiations in good
falth on effective measures relating to ces-
sation of the nuclear arms race at an early
date and to nuclear disarmament, and on a
treaty on general and complete disarmament
under strict and effective international con-
trol.”

The plain fact is that regulation of one
weapon gystem is not going to accomplish
much in abating the eerie sense of doomsday
capability, in stemming the tide carrying us
toward world extinction, if on the other
hand, natlons of the world are engaged in
a competitive build-up In another weapon
system also potentially capable of world
annihilation,

A U.S. policy, then, which charts a course
for nuclear arms control agreement must
necessarily be weakened when paralleled
with an expanding military program of re-
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search, development, testing and production
of chemical and biological weapons (CBW).

In this light, chemlcal and blological
weapons as well as the consequences of ac-
tual or potential use become a necessary
subject for present-day disarmament con-
cern. A re-examination of U.S. pollecy toward
these weapons becomes imperative given the
tactical use of chemical agents in Vietnam
operations.

I. CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS

Rational discussion of chemical and bio-
logical weaponry requires some knowledge
of its component parts. Traditionally, scien-
tists have claimed that the technical jargon
of weaponry “befoozles” the ordinary man.
And traditionally, military men have de-
clared that weapons decislons are matters
for the weapons expert. Nevertheless, some
attempt must be made by the non-expert to
know these weapons if we are to respond to
CBW with sustained understanding rather
than to react sporadically on impulse and
ignorance. .

Briefly, the CBW system consists of an
agent, dissemination device, and method of
delivery. Among chemical agents are nerve
gases (GB and VX); incapacltating agents
(BZ); riot control gases (CN and CS); har-
assing agents (DM and HD also known as
mustard gas); incendiary agents (napalm
and WP); and defollants and herbicides—
although chemical in nature, these agents
have also been considered related to biologi-
cal warfare since they are plant killers. Bio-
logical agents have been chosen from at
least four kinds of microorganisms: bacteri-
al diseases (plague, anthrax, and tularemia);
rickettsial diseases (Q fever and Rocky Moun-
tain spotted fever); viral diseases (yellow
fever and encephalomyelitis: VEE, EEE); and
anticrop fungal diseases (rice blast and
potato blight).

Some chemical and biological agents are
categorized as “lethal,” that is, they are de-
signed for killing man. Lethal chemical
agents include nerve gases: GB and VX,
Lethal biological agents include the bacterial
diseases: plague, anthrax, and tularemia.

Other CBW agents are categorized as “non-
lethal,” that is, they are designed to con-
trol & combat situation—to flush an enemy
from hiding or remove his ability or morale
to fight. While deslgned to control rather
than to kill, non-lethal agents in concen-
trated doses can be “lethal" in effect.

B8till other CBW agents are designed to
attack man indirectly by destroying food
sources, crops and livestock.

Dissemination and delivery of agents—be
agents solids, liquids, or gases—to targets can
be accomplished in a variety of ways. Re-
search has demonstrated that aerosol sprays
are especially effective to disseminate germs,
Delivery of agents can be by alrcraft and even
missile warheads.

The fact is that any country possessing
chemical factories has some potential for
chemical warfare; and biological warfare is
within the grasp of any country which can
produce vaccines. Another point regarding
chemiecal and biological weapons is that they
are comparatively cheap to produce. It is
estimated that countries with a viable in-
dustrial and scientific infrastructure can
acquire significant chemical and biological
warfare capability with annual expenditures
in the millions rather than billions of dollars.

Beyond CBW production, however, is the
problem of accurate delivery of the agent to
targeted areas with sufficient destructive
capability to warrant its use over another
weapon system. This problem has been a
significant factor in restraining nations with
a chemical and biologoical weapons arsenal
from actually using agents extensively in
combat.

II. MILITARY AND NON-MILITARY
CONSEQUENCES OF CBW

It is acknowledged that possible military

consequences of large-scale chemical and bio-
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logical warfare range unpredictably from
minus-zero—the attacker becomes the vic-
tim; to zero—a flasco; to something close to
total world destruction. The key word is this
assessment is “unpredictably.” The fact is
that we just do not know what the conse-
quences would be from a strategic attack by
chemical or biological weapons. We do know
that a country prepared to take the risk
of initiating such a CBW attack would have
to assume non-retaliation by the country at-
tacked or by its allies. If this assumption
proved wrong, the initiator would have to be
prepared defensively to meet retaliation, be
the counter-attack CBW, nuclear, or whatever
in nature, In addition, the country initiating
CBW would have to be assured that the at-
tacked population lacked civil defense pre-
paredness. Without these contingencies cov-
ered, a country would be foolhardy to initi-
ate a strategic attack with CBW.

Regarding tactical use of chemical agents
in combat, we know from World War I ac-
counts that the use of gas—tear gas, chlorine,
phosgene and mustard—resulted in over a
million casualties. We do not yet know with
any degree of certainty what military gains
have been achieved by the use of defoliants,
herbicides and riot control gases (CN and
C8) in Vietnam.

According to a March 1969 statement to
Congress by General Hebbeler, Director of
Chemical and Biological Research for the
Pentagon, defoliants aimed at destroying
jungles have proved “useful"” In Vietnam as
part of the anti-ambush program; and riot
control gases have been '‘valuable"” to Viet-
nam commanders in clearing the enemy from
their tunnel hideouts. General Hebbeler also
mentioned that herbicides are heing used
against enemy crops in an anti-food program.
He made no comment on military effective-
ness, but did say that herbicides are “harm-
less” to life or to the soil, with “no residual
effect” on the soil since they are “effective no
longer than one growing season.”

In contrast to this military assessment and
nonassessment of United States use of chemli-
cal agents in Vietnam, are the evaluations
and opinions of the nonmilitary experts.

Roger Hilsman, Professor at Columbia, in
observing results of defoliation in Vietnam,
cast doubt on the effectiveness of the anti-
ambush technique. He has observed that it
is not so much the leaves and trunks that
guerrillas use for cover, but the curves in the
road and the hills and valleys.

Ecologists and nutritionists take a grim
view of the defoliation and herbicide tech-
niques in Vietnam. A 1968 report on ecologi-
cal consequences of defoliation by the United
States Department of Agriculture concludes
that 1t i1s Impossible to know how far-reach-
ing and how lasting will be the changes in
ecology brought by the wide-spread chemical
spraying in Vietnam, but the report warns
that forest recovery may take at least 20
years. Others contend that there may be
serious damage to soil and agriculture, Nutri-
tionists including Dr. Jean Mayer, Professor
of Nutrition at Harvard, say that the victims
of food shortages in war are children, women
and the elderly. In assessing the anti-crop
techniques in Vietnam, the point made by
Dr. Mayer is that only the innocent bystand-
ers can be hurt.

oI, MOMENTUM FOR CBEW DISARMAMENT TALK

In addition to these negative-effect assess-
ments of chemical warfare in Vietnam, there
are the political repercussions. The question
is: Have possible military gains outwelghed
the adverse consequences of United States
initiated chemical warfare in Vietnam? In my
view, the answer is that they have not.

Political repercussions to United States
use of chemical warfare in Vietnam have been
both International and national,

Internationally, the United States has pro-
voked mistrust and evoked criticlsm, Coun-
tries of the world have spoken out agalnst
United States use of chemical warfare in
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Vietnam, declaring that it is immoral, in-
human, in violation of the provisions of the
Geneva Protocol of 1925, and contrary to cus-
tomary international practice which has de-
veloped as a result of the Protocol.

Within the United States, there has been
an erosion of confidence from people-to-gov-
erment and within government, from legisla-
tive branch-to-executive branch. The Ameri-
can people have protested against the secrecy
of United States chemical operations in Viet-
nam. They have resented the fact that while
the United States defoliation program began
in 1961 and while appropriations for the
Pentagon’s chemical and biological program
tripled in 1963 to approximately $300 mil-
lon, it was not until 1965 that official com-
ment was publicized on United States use of
gas in Vietnam operations and its legality.

It was then that Secretary of State Rusk
declared that the United States is not en-
gaged in using the kind of chemical agents
prohibited by the Geneva Protocol of 1925.
The State Department made a distinction
between “lethal” and “non-lethal” agents.
With this distinction made, the State De-
partment concluded that the Geneva Protocol
of 1925 prohibits only lethal agents; hence,
the use of non-lethal riot control, defoliant
and herbicide gases is not within its
prohibition,

Besides the time lag between TUnited
States use of gas in Vietnam and official
acknowledgement, the public is loath to ac-
cept the State Department's interpretation
of legality-ln-use of mnon-lethal agents.
There 1s also a growing skepticism as
to Presidentlal-Security Advisor-Pentagon-
State collusion: that the Pentagon sets com-
bat requirements, “oversells"” them to the
President and his Security Advisors and then
the State Department proceeds in a game of
legal leapfrog to justify such requirements.

Nor has Congress escaped public criticism
over United States build-up In its chemical
and biological arsenal. It is true that Con-
gress can check the growth of defense pro-
grams through authorizations and appropri-
ations. It is equally true, however, that
Pentagon proposals protected by the shield
of classified information—available to Con-
gress, but not for public disclosure—have in
effect bulldozed democratic control of de-
fense program expenditures. The Pentagon's
presentation of defense programs follows a
familiar pattern, Porgrams are presented as
“an urgent requirement to national security”
and ‘vitally neecssary to the defense of the
country”; programs are justified in terms of
perceived international threats, that is, “as
long as other nations maintain such pro-
grams, we must maintain our defensive and
retaliatory capability.”

This state of governmental aflalrs—mili-
tary command over Congressional control—
is becoming increasingly subject to Congres-
sional attack. There is mounting feeling in
the Senate that Pentagon programs are over-
sold and underprotested. No longer can the
Pentagon expect an automatic acceptance-
response to its requested program. And the
Pentagon can expect the question: do we
really need this CBW program?

Among other things, the effects of the
above-mentioned international and national
repercussions will activate debate on United
States policy on biological and chemical war-
fare and its divergence from the spirit of the
Geneva Protocol of 1926 outlawing the use
of chemical and biological warfare.

IV. U.5. POLICY ON CBW: A REVIEW

By the outbreak of World War II, 42 na-
tions had ratified the Geneva Protocol of
1025. Of these, 19, Including France, Great
Britaln and the Soviet Union, reserved the
right to use CBW against a non-signatory
and a signatory enemy which used them first.

The United States slgned the Protocol and
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee re-
ported it out favorably on June 26, 1926. The
Senate, however, did not ratify the Protocol
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and on December 13, 1926 referred it back to
Committee, where it remained dormant. In
1947, President Truman withdrew the Pro-
tocol from further consideration by the
Senate.

Looking back at Senate floor debate on the
Protocol, we find the following statement by
Senator Wadsworth (R., N.¥.) which might
well summarize the general thought of those
then opposing ratification. As reported in the
Congressional Record of December 9, 1926,
Senator Wadsworth stated:

“I realize perfectly well that the United
States . . . has established a precedent in
this matter of attempting to prevent by
treaty stipulation chemical warfare, ... It
is true that in 1022, as a result of the de-
liberations of the Washington conference,
the Senate did ratify such a treaty (which
did not become effective since France failed
to ratify). I opposed the treaty at the time
in open session, pointing out what I believed
to be its essential fallacles, and it is for very
similar reasons that I am opposing this
treaty. . . .

“I think it fair to say that in 1922 there
was much of hysteria and much of misinfor-
mation concerning chemical warfare. I was
not at all surprised at the time that the
public very generally—not only in this coun-
try but In many other countries—belleved
that something should be done to prohibit
the use of gas in warfare. . . . Today we have
much more information. . . .

“It may not be a pleasant thought, Mr.
President, but I cannot get it out of my mind
that we shall never be able to prevent in war
the use of a weapon which is militarily effec-
tive. When a nation is fighting for its life,
like an individual, it will seize any weapon
which will save its life. . . . I contend that
you cannot prevent it.”

To most of the Senators then, a perceived
threat was that gas would probably be used
in future conflicts and the United States
would have to be prepared to use it in
retaliation,

This “military preparedness” theme runs
throughout the evolution of United States
policy on CBW and has over the years been
used to justify a Defense program for re-
search, development, testing and production
of chemical and biological weaponry.

The CBW program has consistently been
urged by the Army Chemical Corps with vary-
ing degrees of support from Secretarles of
Defense. Over the year, added support has
come from scientists and engineers, In a
February 1967 survey of 1,800 scientists and
engineers, 89 percent favored continuation of
the CBW development program.

Regarding United States policy on use of
chemical and biological agents In combat,
there has evolved what might be called a
CBW policy of alternative cholce.

The policy of no-first-use was set by Presi-
dent Roosevelt in 1943 and re-affirmed by
President Eisenhower in 1960,

Much has been said, however, of the
changes in provisions found In the Army
Field Manuals of 1954 and 1956. The 1954
edition, indicating the non-first-use policy,
stated:

“Gas warfare and bacteriological warfare
are employed by the US against enemy per-
sonnel only in retaliation for their use by the
enemy.”

The 1956 editlon, however, deleted this
provision and implied a freedom-of-use pol-
icy in a new provision which stated:

“The United States is not a party to any
treaty, now in force, that prohibits or re-
stricts the use of warfare in toxic or non-
toxic gases, or smoke or Incendiary materials
or of bactericlogical warfare."”

Whether the United States would or
would not use chemical and biological agents
in combat remained in effect a subject of
Presidential discretion. There would be a
variety of options open: (1) no-first-use of
asphyxlating poisonous or other gases and
bacteriological methods as suggested by the
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Geneva Protocol; (2) use of toxic gases, non-
toxic gases, incendiary materials, bacterio-
logical—all or some or perhaps even a mix-
ture of the toxic and non-toxic gases—as
suggested by the Army in view of the no-
treaty-restrictions interpretation. A presi-
dent’'s choice would also be between first-
strike and a retaliatory second-strike.

Presidents Kennedy and Johnson chose
the option of first-strike with nontoxic gases
for Vietnam operations.

Legality of use was explained to the na-
tion by the State Department in 1965 and
to the nations of the world by Ambassador
Nabrit before the United Nations General
Assembly in 1966. He stated:

“The Geneva Protocol of 1826 prohibits
the use in war of asphyxiating and poison-
ous gas and other similar gases and liquids
with equally deadly effects. It was framed to
meet, the horrors of poison-gas warfare in
the first World War and was intended to re-
duce suffering by prohibiting the use of poi-
sonous gases such as mustard gas and phos-
gene. It does not apply to all gases. It would
be unreasonable to contend that any rule of
international law prohibits the use in com-
bat against an enemy, for humanitarian rea-
sons, of agents that governments around the
world commonly use to control riots by their
own people. Similarly, the Protocol does not
apply to herbleides, which involve the same
chemicals and have the same effects as those
used domestically in the United States, the
Soviet Union and many other countries to
control weeds and unwanted vegetation.”

This is the present United States position
on the use of CBW in combat. Interestingly
enough, however, Ambassador Nabrit voted
for the UN General Assembly Resolution of
December 5, 19668 which called for strict ob-
servance of the “principles and objectives”
of the Geneva Protocol and which urged all
non-signatories to accede to the Protocol.
In voting for the Resolution, nevertheless,
the United States Representative again re-

treated by qualifying that although the
Unlted States supported the Protocol's “prin-
ciples and objectives,” It was for each State
to decide whether to adhere to the Protocol
“in the light of constitutional and other
considerations.” To date the United States
has not acceded to the Protocol.

V. UNITED POLICY ON CBW. AN APPRAISAL

In examining United States rejection of the
Geneva Protocol, let us consider whether the
points raised against its acceptance with-
stand argument.

Let us assume that the Senate had ratified
the Geneva Protocol in 1925. Would this have
prohibited second-strike capability? The fact
is that it would not. There is nothing in the
Protocol which impairs the right of self-
defense. Indeed, that right 1s inherent in
every nation and is implicit in international
agreements. Although express recognition of
the principle seems unnecessary, 19 ratifying
nations declared the right to use CBW against
non-signatories and an ememy which used
them first. There can be no question in view
of accepted International practice or declared
right that violation of the Protocol through
resort to CBW by one party would automati-
cally release the other parties from their ob-
ligations to the Protocol-breaking State.

Moreover, would the Protocol have pre-
vented the United States from building up
its chemical and biological weapons arsenal?
The fact is that it would not, The Protocol
does not call for a limitation or reduction of
CBW. What it calls for is a prohibition of
use of CBW in war. Indeed, it was acknowl-
edged in the 1920’s that qualitative and
quantitative disarmament in CBW was diffi-
cult, if not impossible to enforce. United
States delegates to the Geneva conference of
1925 suggested the control of CBW by pro-
hibiting international trade in poisonous
gases designed for use in war. The suggestion
was dropped when confronted with the fact
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that it would be impossible to establish a
qualitative distinction between chemicals for
war and those for industrial and pharmaceu-
tical purposes.

Whether United States ratification of the
Protocol would have prevented the develop-
ment of a CBW policy of alternatives choice
allowing for the use of non-lethal chemical
warfare is difficult to say. Perhaps it would
not. Ratification of the Protocol by Italy and
Egypt did not prevent them from using gas
in war.

The United States, then, had nothing to
lose militarily in ratifying the Protocol. But
what could be gained in political terms and
in humane term was lost.

The United States could have agreed with
other signatories that CBW—even if not all
agents, then at least lethal agents—would
not be used in future wars. Such agreement
would mean restraint or escalated use of
chemical and biological weaponry., Such
agreement would have built yet another bar-
rier to the leap forward among nations in
the direction of catastrophic world destruc-
tion.

The United States could have contributed
to a reduction of the dangers confronting
our own people and all mankind, Dangers
of CBW range from acclidental injury and
death due to CBW laboratory and field test-
ing to the risks involved in obsolete agent
disposal; to calculated casualty and death
from use of CBW in war. Also included is the
danger of miscaleulated destruction con-
celvable in a CBW first-strike and retalia-
tory second-strike exchange. It is conceivable
in terms of a “surprise” CBW attack by x
country on y, that y, unable to identify the
attacking country, could counter-attack z
through miscalculation.

We know that war is one of the oldest in-
stitutions known to mankind. Throughout
centuries, abhorrence of arms has not
averted the use of arms. War continues to be
an inefficient way to settle disputes, but still
it continues. Enemies continue to become
friends, and friends then enemies. So too,
does the cycle repeat itself where the victor
pays for destruction of his enemy; then for
reconstruetion of his friend. Meanwhile,
armaments have reached a point of destruc-
tion capability unheard-of in human history.

What we have failed to grasp is that war of
the past and war of the present, however
cruel, destructive and inefficient, can be
viewed and must be viewed as significantly
different from war in the future. It is this
fundamental difference, however, with which
we seem unable to come to grips. Yet if we
fail to do so, it is at the peril of world survi-
val.

But the United States has chosen to forfeit
the political gains and the gains for human-
ity which ratification of the Geneva Protocol
offers. Along with this, we have falled to take
steps to ensure against a future chemical and
biological war.

Indeed, the United States has taken a
major step to weaken the prohibition of
chemical and biological warfare by means of
the State Department’s interpretation of
1965. The Protocol prohibits the use In war
of “asphyxiating, polsonous or other gases,
and of all analogous liquids, materials or
devices."” In my judgment this would include
non-lethal gases. The State Department in
making its case for use of non-lethal gas in
Vietnam, however, has preferred the French
translatlon of the provision: “gaz asphyx-
iants, toxiques ou similaires, alnsi que de tous
liquides, matieres ou procedes analogues.”

Still the question remains: is our CBW
policy of use of non-lethal chemical agents
in war in the best interest of the country?
In my judgment it is not. At best, it has con-
tributed marginal short-term advantage in
war., At worst—in view of the fact that in
war, targets may be singled out for multiple
attacks over time; hence, creating the possi-
bility that non-lethal gas in multiple doses
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may become lethal in effect—the use of non-
lethal gas is just a dose or two away from the
use of lethal gas.

Meanwhile, present CBW policy and
weapon development programs merely create
a wedge between our often stated general
disarmament alm and an actlon program to
achieve it. What is so disturbing about this
wedge is not so much its present size, but
its driving force which could in effect split
meaningful action from gereral disarma-
ment, This driving force is the competitive
race among nations to build up a viable CBW
arsenal. We have already witnessed CBW
escalation since World War I.

There has been escalation in the potency
of CBW agents. In gases: chlorine replaced
tear gas, phosgene replaced chlorine and the
arsenal expanded with the addition of mus-
tard gas and the nerve gases, GB and VX.
Then microbiological replaced biologicals. It
was in the mid-1950's that military scientists
determined that germ particles ranging in
size from 1 to 5 microns could evade natural
body defenses and hence, be more effective
in germ warfare.

There has been escalation in delivery sys-
tems. Chemiecal warheads for the Sergeant
brought CBW to the missile age; and now
there are biological warheads for the Ser-
geant. We have come some way since 1044
and the Army's ill-fated scheme to use bats
to deliver incendiary bombs.

There has been escalation In target po-
tential and in the number of countries re-
sorting to chemical agents in combat. The
size of the budget for CBW program de-
velopment has also been built'up. In the last
ten years, our expenditures for a CBW pro-
gram have increased seven-fold to over $350
million estimated for fiscal year 1970.

This momentum has merely taken us up
the steps of the “balance of terror” ladder
bringing us yet another weapon system with
potential capability for world destruction.

From this vantage point, then, is general
disarmament made meaningless and an ac-
tion program toward this end unrealistic?
Are we fated for development and use of
CBW in war as predicted in 19267 Such an
inference could be made and appear sound.
In my view, however, such an inference is
not only a conception with dire conse-
quences but a dangerous delusion. I am re-
minded here of the warning given us by the
philosophers. It was Karl Jaspers who wrote
In The Origin and Goal of History:

“Anyone who regards an impending war as
certain is helping in its occurrence, precisely
through his certainty. Anyone who regards
peace as certaln grows carefree and uninten-
tionally impels us into war. Only he who sees
the peril, and does not for one instant for-
get it, is able to behave in a rational fash-
ion and to do what Is possible to exorcise it."”

The peril of further escalation in develop-
ment and use of chemical and biological
weaponry in combat is the progression to
possible world destruction, The point to be
realized is that general disarmament is not
a nicety, or luxury, but a necessity. Its best
argument is humanity and its survival.

In 1966 and 1968, the United States re-
affirmed its acceptance of the “prineciples and
objectives™ of the Geneva Protocol. To date,
this acceptance has been mere rhetoric.

If United States support of the Protocol
is more than rhetoric and if our aim for gen-
eral disarmament is not to be withered in
weaponry, the following series of steps must
be taken:

1. Immediate action by the President to
present the Geneva Protocol to the Senate
for “advice and consent” on ratification,

2, Pursue negotiations in the Eighteen-Na-
tion Committee on Disarmament (ENDC)
outlawing the use of microbiological methods
in war, The British draft of August 1968
prohihiting “the use of microbiological meth-
ods of warfare of any kind and In any cir-
cumstances” should be supported.
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3. Abandon the use of defollants and her-
bicides in Vietnam. The possible negative
side-effects of their use both in anti-ambush
programs and anti-crop programs not only
justify this step, but require it In view of
post-war Vietnam economic recovery and
reconstruction needs.

4, Initiate talks, both bilaterally and multi-
laterally, with the alm of achieving a micro-
biological test ban treaty. The nec tools
are already being developed for policing such
a ban, Alarm systems include: (1) monitor-
ing of air at CBW testing fields on the as-
sumption that if blological testing has oc-
curred the air will be marked with a sharp
increase in number of 1- to 5-micron sized
particles; (2) collecting and staining par-
ticles from the air to distinguish living from
non-living material.

5. Ban unilaterally chemical and biological
weapons testing at all testing stations until
and unless the study being prepared by the
Office of Sclence and Technology in connec-
tion with the UN study of the effects of CEW
can report no harmful effect to environment
and no hazard to population within a range
of 400 miles of the testing station.

We have made attempts to face nuclear
regulation. We now need to negotiate con-
trols on CBW. It must be recognized, how-
ever, that arms control agreements are
doomed to fallure if they are not coordinated
and incorporated in an acceptable scheme of
security among nations.

Security of this nation, both at home and
among nations, is and must continue to be
our first and foremost priority in decision-
making. It will not be achieved by the mili-
tary scientists. It will not be achieved In
stages of false security derived from an ABM
system. If we fail to regulate CBW now, secu-
rity will not be gained by defense requests
for an antimicrobiological monitoring sys-
tem.

The insatiable race for over-kill, with its
risk of war and its inherent threat of world
destruction, has reached the point of dimin-
ishing returns.

Time still remalns to take the risks of
peace; in economic competition, in soclal de-
velopment, in binding arms control agree-
ments and in international cooperation. Time
still remains to pool the tremendous re-
sources of scientific talent, both at home and
throughout the world, to convert knowledge-
to-kill to knowledge-to-preserve; to redirect
creativity from war-like purposes to peace-
ful purposes; and to free the energies of man
from a threatened world to a more liveable
world,

We can and must use this time now to see
if these peaceful avenues to security and
survival will not be more successful than the
other.

MERCHANT MARINE LEGISLATION:
WHERE IS IT?

Mr, TYDINGS. Mr. President, the
shocking decline in our merchant marine
is widely known and well documented.
Nearly everyone concerned with mari-
time matters, in the industry and in gov-
ernment, is familiar with the dismal
statistics.

Three-fourths of the U.S.-flag fleet is
over 20 years of age, Our merchant fleet
carries less than 7 percent of American
cargo. U.S. shipyards are simply not
turning out the 30 new ships per year we
require. Our fleet is faced with block
obsolescence, for by 1982 our merchant
marine will number only 202 ships, as-
suming no new construction after 1970,
instead of the present 650 vessels.

Without doubt, the disintegration of a
strong merchant marine threatens the
economic prosperity and national secu-
rity of the United States.
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The administration, to its credit, has
recognized the importance of restoring
our merchant fleet to its once preemi-
nent position. We in Congress have heard
time and time again that major mari-
time legislation will be sent up for our
review and approval. Yet for 9 months
we heard only promises, and then, in late
October, when a maritime message at
long last appeared, no legislative proposal
was in tow.

A Presidential message is not a piece of
legislation. It is interesting and impor-
tant, and this one was both, but it is not
a specific bill upon which the Merchant
Marine Subcommittee can act. Unfor-
tunately, the public tends to equate a
Presidential message with legislation.
And usually, such a message is accom=-
panied by a bill.

But this did not occur when the Con-
gress received the maritime message on
October 23. That was a month ago, and
we still have no legislation. The long-
awaited maritime legislation has still
not arrived.

I point this out to Senators and urge
the administration to send us the pro-
posed legislation now. Further delay will
mean an increased time lag before the
ships we desperately require are ready
to go.

I realize the complexity of the prob-
lem and recognize the difficulty in pre-
paring specific legislation, but the fact of
the matter is that if it cannot be done in
a year, it probably cannot be done at all,

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr, Pres-
ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will eall the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, is there further morning business?

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. I have a bit of morning
business.

TAX REFORM ACT OF 1969

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour
of 12 o’clock having arrived, the Chair
lays before the Senate the unfinished
business, which will be stated.

The LecistATIvE CLERK. A bill (H.R.
13270), the Tax Reform Act of 1969.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized.

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

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

Mr. JAVITS. Does that end the morn-
ing hour officially?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is concluded.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Virginia.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield to me, I have a piece
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of morning hour business that will take
approximately 5 minutes. I hope that I
may be accommodated.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield to
the Senator at this time.

Mr. JAVITS. I am not quite ready at
this time.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will eall the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

PRESIDENT NIXON'S NEW PEACE
INITIATIVES

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, at the
White House this morning, President
Nixon demonstrated once again his un-
ceasing search for peace.

In a statement of far-reaching impor-
tance, the President made it clear that
the United States has renounced the use
of lethal biological weapons and all other
methods of biological warfare.

He also said that the United States
will confine its biological research in the
future to defensive measures, such as
immunization and safety measures, and
that recommendations will be considered
concerning the disposal of existing stocks
of bacteriological weapons,

In addition, the President reaffirmed
the oft-repeated renunciation by the
United States of the first use of chemical
weapons, and he announced that the
United States is extending this renun-
ciation to the first use of incapacitating
chemicals.

In keeping with this purpose, the Pres-
ident said he will submit to the Senate
for its advice and consent the Geneva
Protocol of 1925,

I applaud and welcome the President’s
announcement this morning as still a
further initiative by this administra-
tion in the direction of peace and better
understanding in the world.

I ask unanimous consent that the
statement of the President be printed at
this point in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorbp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT, NOVEMBER 25,
. 1969

Soon after taking office I directed a com=-
prehensive study of our chemical and biolog-
ical defense policies and programs. There had
been no such review In over fifteen years. As
a result, objectives and policies in this fleld
were unclear and programs lacked definition
and direction.

Under the auspices of the National Secu-
rity Council, the Department of State and De~
fense, the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, the Office of Sclence and Technology,
the Intelligence Community and other agen-
cles worked closely together on this study
for over slx months. These government ef-
forts were aided by contributions from the
sclentific community through the President’s
Scientific Advisory Committee.

This study has now been completed and
its findings carefully considered by the Na=
tional Security Council. I am not reporting
the decisions taken on the basis of this re-
view.
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CHEMICAL WARFARE PROGRAM

As to our chemical warfare program, the
United States:

Reaffirms its oft-repeated renunciation of
th first use of lethal chemical weapons.

Extends this renunciation to the first use
of incapacitating chemicals.

Consonant with these declisions, the Ad-
ministration will submit to the Senate, for
its advice and consent to ratification, The
Geneva Protocol of 1925 which prohibits the
first use in war of “asphyxiating, polsonous
or other Gases and of Bacteriological Meth-
ods of Warfare.,” The United States has long
supported the principles and objectives of
this Protocol. We take this step toward for-
mal ratification to reinforce our continuing
advoecacy of international constraints on the
use of these weapons.

BIOLOGICAL RESEARCH PROGRAM

Biological weapons have massive, unpre-
dictable and potentially uncontrollable
consequences. They may produce global
epidemics and impair the health of future
generations. I have therefore decided that:

The U.S. shall renounce the use of lethal
biological agents and weapons, and all other
methods of blological warfare,

The U.S. will confine its biological research
to defensive measures such as immuniza-
tion and safety measures.

The DOD has been asked to make recom-
mendations as to the disposal of existing
stocks of bacteriological weapons.

In the spirit of these decisions, the United
States assoclates itself with the principles
and objectives of the United Eingdom Draft
Convention which would ban the use of
Biological methods of warfare. We will seek,
however, to clarify specific provisions of the
draft to assure that necessary safeguards are
included.

Neither our assoclation with the Conven-
tion nor the limiting of our program to re-
search will leave us vulnerable to surprise
by an enemy who does not observe these
rational restraints. Our intelligence com-
munity will continue to watch carefully the
nature and extent of the biological pro-
grams of others.

These important decisions, which have been
announced today, have been taken as an
initiative toward peace. Mankind already
carries in its own hands too many of the
seeds of its own destruction. By the examples
we set today, we hope to contribute to an
atmosphere of peace and understanding be-
tween nations and among men.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. JAVITS. 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. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

THE SPEECHES OF VICE PRESIDENT
AGNEW

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the
speeches which have been made recently
by Vice President AcNEw have aroused
considerable interest.

Last night I did a videotape interview
on the David Frost television show for
broadcast next week on WNEW-TV in
New York and other stations. In re-
sponse to questions of Mr. Frost, I set
forth my view of the controversy which
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has arisen concerning the recent
speeches of the Vice President. I feel it
is only fair to say on the Senate floor
what I said on television, and I ask unan-
imous consent that the portion of the
transeript dealing with the Vice Presi-
dent be inserted into the Recorb.

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

TRANSCRIPT OF SENATOR JAVITS' REMARKS
REGARDING VICE PRESIDENT AGNEW ON
VIDEOTAPING OF THE Davip FrosT SHOW,
MonpaY, NOVEMEBER 24, 1969

Frost. Those are three things that you'd
like the President to do. How about the Vice
President? Does he . ..

Javrrs. I'd lke the Vice President to take
President Nixon's advice that we speak in
quiet voices and so forth (applause).

I think he—you know, we've had
attacks on the press and in other days, even
in Harry Truman's day, and he attacked the
press. There was no—there were—the media
weren't all that vital, that is, the radio and
television. Now, the Vice President has kind
of swept them all off together and attacked
them all, and he's also, I think, I don't think
he’s helped the situation very much by try-
ing to lump those who dissent from the Ad-
ministration’s view on the Vietnam as some-
what less patriotic, in terms of the ultimate
interests of . . , (applause).

Now, you could say, well, all these
are political techniques. Politicians have used
them before. They tend to be diversionary.
That is, you know, if you can't solve a prob-
lem, you raise the devil with the people who
are criticizing you about it. So, this is very
understandable. The difficulty, I think, comes
in the timing which is now, when the de-
bate on Vietnam is hot and which orig-
inated from the fact that the—that the Vice
President complained that the President's
speech of November 3 on Vietnam was criti-
cized. Well, what are the media for, if not
for that? And, the overtone, that somehow
or other there might be some sanction, to
wit, every radlo and television station is
licensed, and maybe that’s going to count
when it comes time for renewal. This is very
disconcerting. But I would discount it all,
on the grounds that it's an old politieal
technique. You attack somebody, The press
is most convenient, and it takes people’s
minds off the policy. You know—is our
policy In Vietnam succeeding? Is our policy
against inflation succeeding and so on?

What bothers me about this is the un-
certainty as to the extent of the President’s
backing for it. This is left completely up
in the air. Who's doing this? Is this the Vice
President? Or is this the Administraton’s
policy? Now, I am willing to say that the
President didn't know anything about what
Agnew was going to say. But he knows now,
and he can stop him any morning at 9:00, and
I think we’'re entitled to know what the Presi-
dent thinks about this and what is the Ad-
ministration’s policy (applause).

FrosT. Do you—do you know what the
President thinks?

Javirs. I wish I did. You hear all kinds of
rumors and discussions about who wrote the
speeches and about the calls that went out
from the White House, but I've been asked
this too long—and I think all of us are foo
sophisticated—to assume that's the evidence,
But I think the time is fast approach-
ing, if this thing burgeons and the Vice
President keeps it up, when the country will
have a right to know. If this is the Adminis-
tration’s policy, then it's a very frontal strug-
gle In respect of the—the first Amendment,
the freedom to express yourself. But if It's
just the Vice President's way of breaking
into the headlines—well, perhaps it isn't all
that ponderous and serlous.

Frost. If you were the President and it
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didn't have your support, what would you
do?

Javirs. I'd stop it because I think that
the—I think it tends to be divisive and to
polarize the country at a very critical time.
And I think that the President has counseled
us all to speak with a quieter voice. And I
think the first person you would naturally
expect to listen to him would be the Vice
President (applause).

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I have
some grave disquiet about this matter,
and I expressed it. I had no desire or
intention to make any set speech about
it at this time, because I have been wait-
ing to hear something authoritative from
the President of the United States.

The Vice President, of course, is en-
titled to speak out on any issue he
likes—in fact, his views are most eagerly
sought as are the views of any high
administration official. However, in all
of the sound and the fury of recent days
over the right of dissent and the exercise
of freedom of the press, radio, and tele-
vision—the sound and fury that have
been touched off by the Vice President's
words—one very important question still
has not been answered. And in terms of
administration policy on such vital and
sensitive issues, it is the President that
counts decisively. But we have not yet
heard from the President on any of these
statements of the Vice President—are
they his or is he speaking for the
administration?

There are many Americans, including
myself, who think it most appropriate
that now that we have heard from the
Vice President, from the Postmaster
General, from the President's Director of
Communications, and from the Attorney
General, on the questions of dissent and
of the press and media—that we now
hear from the President. That will then
determine whether there is really a
grave issue or whether it is a Vice Pres-
ident being colorful. I have felt, and I
think many of us have a right to feel,
that it is one thing to be a colorful Vice
President. It is another thing to speak
the policy of the administration. We
have now heard from the Vice President
in what he himself admits is a rather
abrasive way.

Mr, President, this week’s Life maga-
zine carries a guest column by Vice Pres-
ident AcneEw entitled: “Spiro AcNEwW
Says: ‘I Did It On My Own.’” The Vice
President writes in the first person and
declares again and again that it was his
personal reaction to certain events which
precipitated his recent speeches con-
cerning the mass media, demonstrators,
and related subjects. I ask unanimous
consent that the Vice President’s col-
umn be inserted into the Recorp at the
conclusion of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. JAVITS. The time has now come,
it seems to me, to find out whether this
is or is not administration policy that
the Vice President is speaking.

It is the uncertainty as at the position
of the President which has stirred such
deep uneasiness. If, in fact, it is the enor-
mous power and prestige of the office of
the President of the United States that
stands behind the Vice President’s recent
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speeches—speeches that tend to intim-
idate those who evoke the traditions
and rights guaranteed by the Bill of
Rights—then we are in for a grave crisis.

I am troubled, first, by the timing of
the Vice President's several statements,
the reasons for that timing, the implied
threat to freedom of speech which is in-
volved, the diversionary nature of the
Vice President’s speeches and whether
they tend to inhibit future criticism, by
the press or media, of the administra-
tion’s Vietnam or other policies.

Second, I am troubled by the attitude
of the administration. Rumor and ecir-
cumstantial evidence allege that the Vice
President is uttering administration pol-
icy. We know the President could end it.
The President himself has urged that we
“lower our voices.” And we have a right
to know whether it is the Vice President
or the administration speaking now.

Frankly, attacks on the press and
media have not been unusual in our his-
tory. Jack Kennedy barred copies of the
New York Herald Tribune from the
White House, Harry Truman called the
press very harsh names, and F.D.R.
said the newspapers were against him,
and so forth.

The issues of concentration of owner-
ship in the media, and the editorial ob-
jectivity of the media, are, of course,
“hardy perennials.” The questions of
both “equal time” and of the applica-
tion of the antitrust laws have been the
subject of Federa]l Government inquiry
and, on occasion, of litigation, for over a
generation. But after the media had
some critical words to say about the
President’s November 3 Vietnam speech,
the Vice President’s attack on the media
inevitably has the implication of some
threat to muzzle the press and to refuse
licenses to TV or radio critics, In such
cases, a disclaimer by the Vice President
of any desire for “Government control”
is standard operating procedure and re-
assures no one.

Such implications are particularly dis-
tressing at this time because the entire
matter can become an unfortunate di-
version taking the emphasis off intelli-
gent discussion of the most fundamental
issues facing our Nation—Vietnam and
infiation. The conversion of that kind of
intelligent discussion into a divisive and
embittered conflict over personalities
and media will inevitably hamper rather
than foster a proper sharing of respon-
sibility between the Executive and the
Congress and a proper understanding by
the public.

I am also concerned that the timing
of the Vice President’s recent speeches
may engender a fear as to whether this
administration recognizes the dangers
inherent in such an attack upon the
media and press and upon those who
honestly disagree with administration
policy on such major matters as the ad-
ministration’s handling of Vietnam and
inflation.

This, I think, is the most important
question of all, because I think that to
polarize the country any further in some
divisive and embittered conflict over per-
sonalities and media will inevitably tend
to hamper rather than foster a proper
sharing of responsibility between the Ex-
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ecutive and the Congress and a proper
understanding by the public.

The great strength of our society can
be found in the fact that we can dissent
without dissent being considered un-
patriotic, or that it is patriotic only to
assent. It is just as patriotic to advise
our country against a course which is
not in its best interest. The deep anu sin-
cere views of men and women—just as
patriotic as the Vice President—can be
expressed, and it is just as patriotic as it
is to close ranks behind a decision that
the President made. We do not want that
done blindly, but we do not want any
sanctions for it either.

It is in that sense I speak today. I also
express the hope that the Vice President
will not be taken in by what may be a
superficial reaction of the polls. This
country is fundamentally dedicated to
civil liberties and the right to speak out.
I believe the polls could be turned around
sharply if people thought that the Vice
President’s words posed an implied threat
to freedom to dissent.

Beside that question, which is funda-
mental, the other question is: Whose
policy is this? Is it the policy of the ad-
ministration or a colorful Vice President?
I think that needs to be announced at
the earliest possible time and I hope very
much that it will be.

ExHIBIT 1
SPIRO AGNEW Savs: “I D IT ow My Own"

The most often asked question of the past
weeks has been, “What set the Vice President
off 7" The most frequently suggested answer
is, “The President.”

That is the easy answer. It certainly would
be an obvious explanation in keeping with
the traditional job description., But it is not
the answer, and this in itself is characteristic
of an Administration which does not value
answers because they are easy or obvious.

The reason I spoke out was because, llke
the great silent majority, I had had enough.
I had endured the didactic inadequacies of
the garrulous in silence, hoping for the best
but witnessing the worst for many months.
And because I am an elected officlal, I felt
I owed it to those I serve to speak the truth.

One of the great dangers of the media 1s
the constant temptation of elected officials
to use them to their poliitcal advantage. It
does not take great perception to know that
if an elected official advocates certain policies
and eschews others, he will not only get
news space but editorial plaudits as well. If
all an elected official wants is a good press,
he has only to recite certain accepted pre-
cepts . .. and most of the media will respond
with a conditioned accolade to the ringing
phrase. Couching it in negative terms, if an
elected official wants to avold a bad press, all
he has to do is fuzz the controversial issues
or carefully work his way around them.

But what kind of leader is this? More im-
portantly, what kind of human being is this?
Someone who values expediency at best and
would not be above deceit at worst. I am
not speaking now of men who sincerely go
down the line with the media majority on
all issues, but rather of those who use their
ready knowledge of what news and editorial
writers llke—and many do—to advance their
own political careers.

Thus, it was not that I suddenly launched
a spiritual crusade nor that I was handed the
White House standard, but that I was speak-
ing my thoughts and that those thoughts
abraded some revered dogmas of the Fourth
Estate.

I did not make my speech at New Orleans
to accommodate the President or even the
American people. I made it to fulfill my own
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conviction that a political leader should lead,
should point out problems where problems
exist and dangers where dangers exist.

I made the speech because I believe—and
believe deeply—that, while the right of law-
ful dissent is sacred, the purposes behind
any civil dissent are subject to question.
Moreover, perpetual street and campus dem-
onstrating can erode the fabric of American
democracy.

This is not a new idea with me but one
I have articulated throughout my political
career. My first experience with public pro-
test came when I was the county executive
of Baltimore County, Md. There I saw law-
ful demonstration deterlorate to unlawful
civil disobedience.

As governor of Maryland, I saw civil dis-
obedience flame into full-scale insurrection.

Dissent is one of the most popular, yet
one of the most widely misunderstood, sub-
jects of the day. Too often the very subtle
lines which separate violence, nonviolent
civil disobedience, dramatic demonstration
and conventional dissent are blurred. There
are important distinctions to be registered
which cleanly separate these categories.

While most thoughtful individuals con-
demn violence, many find it easy to Justify
nonviolent civil disobedience where the cause
is to redress a just grievance, Even here,
there are important distinctions to be drawn.
The nonviolent breaking of a discriminatory
law enforcing segregation in a restaurant,
later declared unconstitutional, has a retro-
spective justification. But the nonviolent
breaking of a law unrelated to discrimina-
tion for which redress is sought, such as
lying in the street to block traffic as a pro-
test against the denial of equal employment
opportunity, cannot be condoned. The rights
of others not involved in the dispute to their
freedom of locomotion are thereby disrupted.

The most earnest advocate of nonviolent
civil disobedience would have little sympathy
for an activity which affected his right to
galnful endeavor. I doubt whether the net-
work commentator who feels sympathy for
nonviolent demonstration would respond
favorably should several militants anchor
themselves in front of his cameras and re-
fuse to be moved so that the show could go
on.

Coming next to the distinction between
lawful demonstration and what used to be
conventional dissent, the following points are
in order. Peaceful picketing and other dra-
matic group activities which interfere with
no law nor any individual's rights are clearly
protected by the Constitution. But this does
not necessarily mean that such emotion-pro-
voking tactics are justified to marshal opin-
fon for every dispute., Before the media
granted valuable advertisement to the antle
arts, people were more inclined to debate
their points of disagreement than make spec-
tacles of themselves. Persuasive dialogues,
suitably publicized, not only preserve the
right of dissent, but offer constructive alter-
natives so that the partles are allowed to
move toward eventual accommodation of each
other. Solution of this type is impossible in
demonstrations because the communication
sought is not with the party triggering the
complaint, but with the noninvolved whom
the demonstrators hope to enlist in their
support.

Now I understand very well that many
thoughtful people believe that the knottier
social problems of our time could never have
been solved without dramatic demonstration
to trigger the public conscience. I cannot
agree with this concept because the entire
history of social and economic change in this
country is evidence of a steady improvement
since the turn of the century. It is true that
the rate of progress has increased in recent
years; but, even conceding that demonstra-
tion has been somewhat of a factor, frighten-
ing forces have been set in motion as the
public has become conditioned to precipitate
action rather than quiet discussion, The an-
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nounced decision of the more extreme anti-
war groups to continue and to escalate their
disruptive activities proves this.

Is it not time to turn the energy and pur-
pose of the American people toward the con-
struction of solutions to the difficult prob-
lems rather than protest against their exist-
ence?

Consider the idea of protest purely, remov-
ing it from any lssue, and still it raises a
multitude of questions.

Protest is generally negative in content. It
is against some person or thing. It does not
offer constructive alternatives and it is not
conducive to creating the thoughtful at-
mosphere where positive answers may be
formulated.

Over the last few years we have seen pro-
test become a way of life. In fact, protest has
become a policy and program unto itself.
This is negativism at its quintessence,

Still, the greatest problem with protest is
its open invitation to exploitation., We are
fortunate when it is only being used hy
fledgling politicians to further their careers.
We are foolish not to recognize that it can
be used by far more malevolent men to foster
far more nefarious goals. I need only rest
my case upon the short and turbulent life
of the Weimar Republic to prove this point.

Moving to the particular type of protest I
attacked, the Vietnam Moratorium, it is not
only negative in content but brutally coun-
terproductive. It encourages the North Viet-
namese government to escalate the fighting
and fortifies their recalcitrance at the bar-
galning table in Paris. It undermines the
policies of the President of the United
States—the only man who has both the
power and the responsibility to make peace.

All of these factors prompted me to speak,
and I might add that the response from
across the country has been both extensive
and gratifying. However, had the only re-
action been critical, I would still not regret
my words. I spoke because I belleve that a
leader must lead, and I belleve that an
elected official must speak honestly to his
constituents. Prior to every election, I have
divulged my personal holdings for public
scrutiny. It would be unthinkable to con-
ceal my convictions,

Finally, I believe that the people of the
United States would llke to know their
Vice President for what he really is and what
he really thinks, The game of “ridicule the
Vice Presidency,” played so enthusiastically
over the years, is wearing thin on the people
of our country. They know that Vice Presi-
dents are people, not cartoon characters.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I suggest 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. 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, is is so ordered.

TAX REFORM ACT OF 1969

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 13270), the Tax Reform
Act of 1969,

UNANIMOUS~CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that be-
ginning at 2 p.m. today the time on the
pending amendment offered by the able
senior Senator from Virginia (Mr. BYrp)
be limited to 1 hour, the time to be
equally divided between the mover of the
amendment (Mr. Byrp) and the able
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chairman of the Committee on Finance
(Mr. LoNG), with the understanding that
the vote not occur after 3 p.m. today.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
reserving the right to object, and I do
not expect to object, this is a vitally im-
portant bill, the tax reform and tax relief
legislation. The Committee on Finance
deliberated at great length on this mat-
ter, and at the end of 2 months brought
in the pending proposal.

I cooperated fully with the committee
and the chairman to the end that this
bill could be reported by October 31 and
brought to the Senate at the earliest pos-
sible time. I personally want to see it en-
acted by the Senate at the earliest pos-
sible time.

I have some hesitancy in agreeing to
time limitations on amendments because
this bill and each part of the bill affects
s0 many citizens all over our Nation.
However, since the lime limitation ap-
plies only to the amendment which I
have offered, and since it is not a matter
that needs great debate, because all Sen-
ators are familiar with what it would do,
I will raise no objection to this time lim-
itation on this amendment. But I wish to
state as a matter of policy I am not cer-
tain that objection should not be raised
in the future to time limitations on
vitally important amendments.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I amend my request to pro-
vide that time in opposition to the
amendment be under the control of the
able senior Senator from Delaware (Mr.
WiILLIAMS) .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Did the
Senator state the vote would not occur
before 3 p.m. today?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Not after
3 p.m. today. If could occur before 3 p.m.
if time were yielded back.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object—and I shall not do
s0—I am intervening for the purpose of
making a brief statement.

The amendment which I propose to
offer to raise the personal exemption
from $600 to $1,000 as a substitute to the
various rate changes in the bill, is now
being drafted by the legislative drafting
service. It is necessary to draft it with
great care and the draftsmanship could
not begin until it was known whether or
not the distinguished chairman would
be given consent to introduce the com-
mittee bill as original text.

The drafting will be completed this
afternoon. I shall submit the amend-
ment.

The distinguished Senator from In-
diana (Mr. HarTkKE) has just indicated
a willingness to cosponsor the amend-
ment. I have not sought cosponsors. How-
ever, I ask unanimous consent that any
Senator who wishes so to do will have
until midnight today to add his name as
& COSPONSsor.

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

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, further re-
serving the right to object, it will be my
purpose to submit to the Senate my ar-
guments, my justification for the
amendment, tomorrow, which may con-
sume most of the day. I will be prepared
to vote on the amendment, with the
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agreement of the leadership, any time
next week.

Mr, President, I withdraw my reserva-
tion,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from West Virginia? Without objection,
it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I call attention to the fact that Sen-
ators may proceed at any time to speak
on this amendment, for it or against it,
and that the controlled time will only
begin at 2 p.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. At 2
o’clock p.m. controlled time commences.

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Pres-
ident, 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. HARTEKE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Indiana yield?

Mr. HARTEE. I yield.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the distin-
guished Senator from Indiana (Mr.
HarTke) be listed as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 287.

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

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Virginia for listing my
name as a cosponsor. The Senator knows
that this is something which I raised with
the Finance Committee. As I indicated
yesterday, we were short only two votes,
because we were on an amendment and
did make a desperate try to reverse the
policy concerning utilization of the sur-
tax as a method of doing something to
the country—I am not exactly sure what.

I would hope that someone would
speak for the surtax but, apparently, no
one will speak for it in this whole Cham-
ber. It is a remarkable piece of legisla-
tion. It creates an economic credibility
gap.

The surtax was originally suggested
at 10 percent and was urged by the
Johnson administration for a long period
of time before it was finally enacted. The
surtax was supposed to continue for only
1 year.

Even though President Nixon, during
his campaign, had made a definite com-
mitment in the campaign that, if elected,
he would have the surtax end on June 30,
1969, yet early in the administration, the
economic soothsayers of the 19th cen-
tury convinced him, or somehow con-
vinced the Council of Economic Advisers,
or someone else along the line, that that
important commitment to the American
people, made in President Nixon’s cam-
paign, should be changed.

That change of mind was not neces-
sarily bad if arguments could have been
made for it on the basis of the facts
which would have justified a change in
that position. But the economic credibil-
ity gap now presented to the American
people is no longer just in the minds of
some of us in Congress.
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Recently, at a meeting, the President
addressed members of the business com-
munity. The President said that those
betting against inflation were betting
they would not continue the austerity
and tight money policies pursued by the
administration that were pursued by the
former administration. Most of the lead-
ing business people at the meeting ex-
pressed concern about continuation of
the surtax as an effective instrument to
combat inflation.

Basically, what they have continued to
say is that the surtax has been a misera-
ble failure. It has accomplished only one
thing: namely, it has taken money out of
the pockets of the American people, and
has provided for a decrease in their pur-
chasing power. At the same time, so far
as fighting inflation is concerned, con-
trary to every expectation and warning,
it has contributed to inflation.

The remarkable attitfude which has
developed, I suppose, was in a speech
made by one of the members of the Coun-
cil of Economic Advisers this past week-
end, Mr. Stein, who was reported in the
New York Times on Saturday of this past
week to have made an honest confession;
that is, that the surtax, rather than being
an inhibiting factor or a controlling fac-
tor in the fight against inflation, really
was a contributing factor to inflation. He
said that the flowthrough effect of the
surtax on the cost-push inflationary spi-
ral had actually caused a consequential
increase in the cost of living and an in-
crease in the price structure.

This is really nothing which should
have been surprising, but it is astonish-
ing now to see the administration com-
ing to the belated recognition of the fact
that the surtax is, indeed, inflationary.
This falls in line, as I said yesterday,
with the difficulties of interpreting
whether we have an overheated economy
or whether we have merely an overheated
price structure.

Since 1965, there has been a sharp in-
crease in the cost of living. The fact is
that the sharp increase really has accel-
erated since 1965 at a rather rapid pace,
especially in the past 2 years.

There are those who contend that one
of the reasons is the fact that we have
had deficits. This argument is made re-
peatedly, that is, that big deficits in the
Federal budget cause a loss of price sta-
bility. I have with me here the informa-
tion, submitted to me by the Bureau of
the Budget and the Labor Department,
which I asked for during the hearing,
which deals with this relationship be-
tween deficits and surpluses in the Fed-
i;%lg budget from the year 1946 through

This information is rather revealing,
in that it demonstrates conclusively that
no relationship can be determined from
this report between a deficit or a surplus
in the budget and the cost of living. To
be specific, before the big deficit of 1968,
we had a deficit of $25.2 billion, the larg-
est deficit up to that time. The largest
peacetime deficit in the United States
occurred in 1958-59—the fiscal year 1959.
That deficit was $12.9 billion, or almost
$13 billion.

Remarkable as it may seem, in the
same year of the biggest deficit up to
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that time, the cost of living increased at
a slower rate than at any time in the
entire period of the 1950’s, except for the
2 years of depression, 1954 and 1955. The
increase in the cost of living was eight-
tenths of 1 percent.

To anticipate an argument, which
probably will not be presented during the
debate, because I do not see any Senator
who will really defend the surtax on
the basis of economics—an argument
frequently made by some economic pun-
dits, that there is a delayed effect—the
truth is that the effect can be demon-
strated from the cost-of-living increase
of one-sixth.

From 1960 through 1965, a period of
more than 6 years, the total deficits of
the United States exceeded $20 billion.
In each year there was a substantial defi-
cit in the unified budget, amounting to
as much as $7.1 billion in 1962, $4.8 bil-
lion in 1963, and $5.9 billion in 1964.

Yet again, contrary to every argument
made, and repeatedly made, throughout
the United States by even some of the
best economic minds in the field, the in-
crease in the cost of living in 1962 was
only 1.2 percent; in 1963, 1.2 percent;
in 1964, 1.3 percent, There could not have
been much more stability in the price
structure than there was. The fact is
that in the period from 1960 through
1965, there was relative price stability.

But, as I said before, the constant in-
crease in the deficit, especially the in-
crease in the deficit of 1968, has not
really resulted in a tremendous increase
in the change of the pattern, as some
would lead us to believe, because in 1968,
with a deficit of $25.2 million, the in-
crease in the cost of living was 4.2 per-
cent. In the next year it was 4.6 percent.

Basically, the purpose of the surtax is
to control inflation and reduce or
dampen the demand. The idea is that if
money is taken out of the taxpayer’s
pocket, he will not have as much to
spend; if he does not have as much to
spend, that will lessen his demand; if
his demand is lessened, the seller will
thereby have to reduce prices. That
sounds good if it is not related to actual
amounts. But the difficulty is that the
real increase in the cost of living in the
past few years has not been in areas
where such reductions in the pocket-
books of the American people will ac-
tually result in a reduction of demand.

The biggest increase of any item in
the United States since 1965 has been
in hospital charges. Hospital charges
since 1965 have risen 76.5 percent.

To follow the argument made by the
pundits and by experts in the fleld of
economics on the value of the surtax, one
would have to say that the need to go to
the hospital could be reduced by in-
creasing the amount of tax paid. Anyone
in his right mind understands that such
an argument does not make good sense
at all,

Probably the second highest national
increase has been in the cost of trans-
portation. What we are seeing, again, is
a constantly increasing demand for
higher charges for transportation, as
witness the increase in transit fares in
Washington, the increase in airline fares
nationally, the request of the railroads
for increases in fares and freight rates,
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the request for fare increases by bus-
lines. There has been an increase of 30.5
percent in rates in the field of trans-
portation.

If one wants to make the argument
that if we can reduce the amount of
money in the taxpayer’'s pocket, he will
find it somehow less desirable to go to
work the next day and not use trans-
portation facilities, that does not make
good sense.

I suppose the real tragedy of the high-
interest-rate, tight-money policy is the
crisis in homebuilding. This is an utter
disaster. The increase in population has
caused a demand for about 25 million
of new houses a year. But construction is
now down to a little over 1 million new
units. I do not think there is any dis-
agreement on the part of economic ex-
perts that the building of units in which
people can live is now not in a recession,
but in a depression. This decline has in-
creased by 25 percent in the cost-of-living
index. In substance, it is said that we
can cut back on the demand for homes
simply by reducing the amount of money
that is in one’s pocket. But a young mar-
ried couple, who are trying to build their
own nest, cannot find enough money for
the downpayment; and even if they can
find it, the interest rates for mortgages
are around 815 percent; and the 4 to 7
points additional raise the effective
mortgage rate to about 11 percent. This
makes it almost impossible for the ordi-
nary young persons who are trying to
make their own way to have their own
home, and really have a home,

Attempts have been made by the FHA
and others to alleviate the difficulty and
to stop the deterioration in the home-
building industry.

Cutting back on the demand by in-
creasing the surtax is not going to have
any effect whatsoever in those areas. It
is really surprising that we have adopted
the so-called austerity or collapsed econ-
omy philosophy despite the evidence
from Britain, which is following the
same program. Britain has tried to adopt
the same basic approach to its economy,
with continuing economic disaster as a
result,

In the United States, the historic solu-
tion to the problem of inflation, prior to
the time of the tight-money policy ex-
perts beginning in 1949, was mainly in
measures which offered incentives to in-
crease the productivity of workers.

Yet, I think there is no question that
anyone who has looked at what is going
to happen in 1970 will take the economic
view that there will be wage and price
increases. We will see, in 1970, the big-
gest wage increases by U.S. corporations,
in order to avert strikes. It is quite evi-
dent that they plan to raise their prices
to meet these wage increases. The cor-
porations will blame labor, and labor will
blame the corporations. In my opinion,
neither will be basically at fault.

There is no question that the economy
is slowing down, There is no question
that inflation is continuing unabated. We
should put at rest any idea that by slow-
ing down the economy, inflation can be
slowed down. Probably the national out-
put increase will be the lowest in this
year—1969—of any but two of the last
10 years. In other words, the United
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States, basically, is coming to a stand-
still; we are becoming stagnant.

In the last quarter, the increases in
personal consumption, expenditures, and
fixed investment have all slowed down.
At the same time, the labor force is con-
tinuing to increase. Profits have suffered
even more, and they are confinuing to
decrease. As I have said already, as a
result of the housing slump, the sales of
furniture and household appliances are
down, and even in the field of automo-
bile sales we see a circumstance in which
the automobile manufacturers, in the
next 3 months’ period, are going to pro-
duce more than 417,000 fewer automo-
biles because of the cutback in sales.
Chrysler is faced with such a difficult
time that, in three of their assembly
plants, they are going to shut down com-
pletely for 1 week because of excess in-
ventory.

What we have seen during this period
from 1965, with the surtax and the tight-
money policies, is an increase in the dis-
count rate by the Federal Reserve Banks.
Industrial production in the United
States has fallen the third month in a
row. I think it is rather remarkable to
look at that. The index was 174.6 in July
and 173.3 in October. What we have seen
is the United States of America holding
itself up before the world and pointing
out to the world the great failures of the
American economy to meet the needs of
its people. If we had taken such a posi-
tion throughout our history, pointing to
failures as evidence of success, I think
that most people would have thought
the American dream was something
which should not be copied, or even
talked about in publie.

In the week ending November 15, this
failure has resulted, as I said, in a de-
crease in automobile produetion, which
is projected to some 417,000 automobiles
less. Production has already dropped 6.4
percent. Car loadings are off 1.8 percent.
Paperboard production lost 4.8 percent.

Some people have been talking about
the fact that tight money and a continu-
ation of the tight-money program, the
austerity program, will be successful.

The tight-money program is probably
basieally in four areas, as I said a moment
ago. There is an increase in the discount
rate; an increase by the Federal Reserve
Board in the reserve requirement on de-
mand deposits; the major thrust by the
Federal Reserve Board in its mistaken
tight-money policies was the open market
operation, which was designed to restrict
credit through tightened reserves; and
the final blow was when regulation @
ceilings on time deposit rates were set
at artificially low, noncompetitive levels.
This forced most banks to go to the Euro
market, where they were paying 12 per-
cent, or to go to country banks, which
stopped lending money to anyone else
altogether, because they could loan to
city banks at 10 percent.

Anyone who follows these programs
can see we have had a combination of
circumstances: an increase in the cost of
doing business by increasing the interest
rates, an increase in the cost of doing
business by inecreasing taxes, a resulting
increase in the demand for labor to meet
the increase in the cost of living, which
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is caused by these factors, the war in
Vietnam and its tremendous cost, and a
resulting increase in prices by the peo-
ple in the manufacturing part of our
economy.

What is presented to the American
people, practically, is no prospect of get-
ting out of this straitiacket. There is
open -talk, now, of a business recession.
But even if we had a business recession,
would it reverse the trend? Since no one
will defend the surtax, we have to ask
the questions and give some of the an-
swers that we read in the publications
and hear some the economists give
outside the Senate. I think it is remark-
able—and I keep pointing this out—that
no Senator will come to the floor and
defend the surtax itself.

Will a recession actually reduce prices?
I think the answer is quite evident, if
you look at the facts again. It seems to
be out of style, but if you look at the rec-
ord of the four major recessions since
World War II, there was an actual re-
duction in prices in the period from 1948
to 1949—a net reduction of 2 percent.
That was the last time. Since that time,
we have had a continuous increase in
prices, without regard to the unemploy-
ment rate or the economic stability of
the country. From 1953 to 1954, during
that recession, prices increased 0.2 per-
cent. During the 1957 and 1958 reces-
sion, prices increased 2.2 percent. In the
1960 and 1961 recession, prices increased
1 percent.

Those figures are relatively high, when
taken into consideration with the overall
price increases occurring during that pe-
riod of time. I think Secretary of the
Treasury Kennedy recognized that, be-
cause he admitted as much yesterday,
when he said he could offer no hope
whatsoever of anything resembling a
drop in prices.

In other words, what we have is an
oversimplification being presented to the
American people. And what will the net
result be? It has to be an increase in un-
employment. That is already becoming
evident. One of the leading conservative
economic advisers to BarrYy (GOLDWATER
in his 1964 campaign says we already
have overkill, and we will have substan-
tial unemployment—probably, in his
opinion, as much as 5 percent—by the
early part of next year.

If that is true, and if we may assume
that it could reach 5% percent by Feb-
ruary or March of next year, an increase
in unemployment from a low of 3.3 per-
cent, say, to 5.3 percent, which is a 2-per-
cent increase, represents an increase of
more than 1,340,000 unemployed individ-
uals in the marketplace today. That
means that those people are beginning to
draw unemployment compensation bene-
fits, if they are qualified; and if they are
not qualified to draw unemployment
compensation benefits, they will be
forced to draw increased welfare. The
welfare rolls are already overburdened,
and President Nixon says he wants to
take people off the welfare rolls and put
them on the payrolls—a policy to which
I subscribe.

But if this prediction proves to be ac-
curate, it means we will have a tremen-
dous number of people going onto the
welfare rolls. It means also we will have
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increased incentive for social unrest. It
means that practically every program we
have on a Federal level to increase pro-
ductivity and to train manpower will
come to naught, because there will be no
place for the trainees to go. That will
apply to the training programs of the
Labor Department, the Manpower Acts,
and all of those things. The Office of
Economic Opportunity will become noth-
ing more than an office for dispensing
funds to keep people living.

I would have hoped that we could at
least have left well enough alone, and
ended this surtax on December 31, as
sort of a New Year’s resolution to put the
United States back again onto a tradi-
tional approach to solving its economic
problems—that is, mass production, full
utilization of our economic strength and
our industrial capacity, recognition of
the tremendous need, for example, for
additional hospital facilities and, on the
home level, for additional educational
facilities, and a policy of providing for
increased revenue rather than decreased
revenue due to a shrinking of the actual
tax base, by cutting back on profits and
on the amount of money that people can
earn, and by causing unemployment.

But I would imagine that we will go
ahead and follow this policy, and then
the next result will be, as we have al-
ready been warned, that we will have to
go to wage, price, and credit controls.
The first red flag has already been put
out on credit controls. This red flag was
placed in the fashion that it was said
there was too much utilization of eredit
cards, and therefore some type of control
might have to be put upon their use.

Control of eredit, control of wages, and
control of prices were all items utilized
during World War II. And if the eco-
nomic severity of the war is going to
continue, I would imagine that there will
be justification for following this pro-
cedure.

I think, however, that it is all rather
sad. It is rather sad to do as I have done,
to go out to the rural parts of America
where one sees, not an overzealous de-
mand by the people, but the plight of
widows of coal miners who are huddled
around coal stoves even in early Septem-
ber, half blind, and receiving only one
warm meal a day. It is sad to see such a
woman with her legs wrapped with
ragged quilting to keep warm. It is sad
to see the turmoil and tragedy of the
inner cities.

It is sad to note that one out of every
five children of New York City already
benefits from a welfare check and that
one out of every eight people in New York
City is on welfare.

The country needs to regain its old
spirit. It cannot regain its spirit if we are
going to repress the economic growth of
the Nation.

America is pointing itself out as being
the provider of food and the good things
of life, medical care, and housing not
only for the young who want to have
their own homes, but also for the elderly
citizens who live in places that are con-
sidered unfit for human habitation.

If we are going to establish priorities
for America, I believe that the first pri-
ority should be that America should put
forth greater effort in its economic en-
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deavors and not less, and that the first
priority should be the recognition of the
fact that we cannot have a better state
of affairs economically by squeezing those
who are already providing for the eco-
nomic growth of the Nation.

I hope that the Senate will reject the
surtax extension. I must admit that my
hopes are not accompanied by a great
deal of expectation.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, I
have listened with admiration to the
speech of the distinguished senior Sen-
ator from Indiana. I am in agreement
with all his statements. I realize that his
expressed skepticism at the conclusion
of his remarks are well founded. I know
that the distinguished senior Senator
from Virginia in offering his amendment
to bring an end to the 10 percent surtax
on December 31, the date it is to expire,
has offered an excellent amendment.
Frankly, however, I do not have high
hopes that when the roll is called the
amendment will be agreed to.

The Finance Committee has recom-
mended the renewal of this obnoxious,
atrocious surtax at a rate of 5 percent,
following December 31, 1969. It is very
easy for Senators to go along with that
decision, when in truth and in fact we
should abolish the unfair, regressive sur-
tax altogether.

Mr. President, when the 10 percent
surtax—which is a tax on top of a tax—
was first proposed by President John-
son, I spoke out against it and voted
against it. Earlier this year I spoke out
against and voted against the extension
of the surtax recommended by President
Nixon.

We all know that the average Ameri-
can family bears a heavy tax burden
and has borne that burden over the
yvears. We know in particular that if a
family consisting of a husband, wife, and
2 youngsters, receives—perhaps as a re-
sult of both parents being gainfully em-
ployed, and necessarily so—a yearly in-
come ranging from $4,000 to $14,000, that
family bears an unduly heavy tax bur-
den. I think it is atrocious for the Presi-
dent to ask Congress to continue a sur-
tax on top of the tax burden already
borne by such families, Such a tax vio-
lates the sound principle of just taxation
that taxes should be levied according to
ability to pay. It burdens most those who
have least.

When the proposal was first advanced
and voted upon, Congress went along
with President Johnson. President John-
son said at that time that such a tax
would help to end inflation. We all seek
very much to put an end to inflation.
However, since that 10-percent tax was
imposed there has been more uncon-
trolled inflation than ever before. The
tax did nothing whatever to stop infla-
tion. Our taxes now are very high. They
are oppressive. We should reject the
continuation of this abominable tax on
a tax.

Mr. President, I consider myself a con-
servative on fiscal matters, although I
read in the newspaper sometimes that I
am regarded as a liberal. However, I am
truly a conservative on fiscal matters.
If one does not believe that statement,
he can just ask my wife. I think she will
say that I am very tight and cautious
when it comes to spending money.
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Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, YOUNG of Ohio. I yield.

Mr. HARTKE. M. President, I thank
the Senator for the statement he has
made so far with relation to the surtax.
1 believe that his statement is exactly
correct.

I do not think that any of us would
want to pass judgment on what type rela-
tionship one has with his wife. However,
I can verify the statement of the Sena-

“tor from Ohio on one score, and that

deals with matters having to do with the
fiscal and monetary affairs of the Con-
gress of the United States. The Senator
from Ohio has a long and distinguished
record of being a conservative economic
philosopher and he votes in that fashion.

Mr. President, I point out that the Sen-
ator from Ohio is not without company.
Milton Freeman, the president of the So-
ciety of Economists of the United States,
was BARrRY GOLDWATER’S No. 1 economic
adviser in 1964. He does not advocate a
continuation of the surtax.

Pierre Rinfret, a noted economist from
New York, and—head, Boston company—
who was the economic adviser to Presi-
dent Nixon during his campaign in 1968
and who advised him to make the state-
ment that the surtax should die on June
30, finds himself now in the position of
his recommendations being ignored. I
would not say he has broken with the
administration, but he disagrees with the
idea that you should follow the doctrine
of austerity in the economic expansion of
the Nation on this tax on a tax.

I compliment the Senator on his con-
servative record in fiscal affairs.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr, President, I
thank the distinguished Senator from
Indiana (Mr. HARTKE) for the remarks he
has made regarding me and my record
as a Senator.

The Senator from Indiana and I both
were elected to the Senate for the first
time in 1958, when we were reelected on
the same day in 1964. We have served to-
gether as colleagues and friends. I know
that the record of all the Congresses from
January 1959 to this good hour shows
that both the Senator from Indiana and
I have consistently voted against dupli-
cation and waste in Government spend-
ing. We have taken a position favoring
fiscal responsibility in all matters. We are
opposed to continuing the surtax for the
reasons that it too heavily burdens those
already unduly burdened; and, very defi-
nitely, it has not stopped uncontrolled
inflation, as its sponsors claimed it would.

In 1967, 21 persons in the United
States with incomes exceeding $1 million
for that year paid no income taxes what-
ever, Thirty-five persons with incomes
exceeding $500,000 for that year paid no
income taxes whatever. In 1967, 150 per-
sons whose incomes exceeded $200,000
for that year paid no income taxes what-
ever. Of course, none of these wealthy
individuals paid any surtax whatever,

Mr. President, some years ago, when
Congressman-at-Large from Ohio, I was
a member of the taxwriting Ways and
Means Committee of the House of Rep-
resentatives. I believe I have had some
experience and training in the matter of
just taxation. I firmly believe that in-
stead of renewing an atrocious tax on
top of a tax, we should first remove
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some of the indefensible tax loopholes
which permit the ultrarich men and
women of our country, ultrawealthy
families, and ultrawealthy corporations
to evade paying their fair share of taxes,
while at the same time the rank and file
men and women of this country are too
heavily burdened.

At first, 10 percent was added arbi-
trarily to the tax a -small corporation
would pay on its income and to the tax
that individual families would pay on
their incomes. Now it is proposed that,
after December 31, 5 percent will be
added. If the amendment offered by the
Senator from Virginia (Mr, Byrp) is
adopted, we will bring an end to this
atrocious tax.

I am not going to take the time on this
occasion to advert to all the unconscion-
able tax loopholes. It would take the rest
of the day and perhaps until midnight if
any Senator were to detail the tax loop-
holes that individuals and corporations
in this country may take advantage of
and do take advantage of. We certainly
must put an end to some of those loop-
holes, and we should try to end all of
them. Among the most flagrant tax loop-
holes is the 27% percent oil depletion al-
lowance favoring huge oil and gas com-
panies. I am hopeful that the Senate will
reject the 23-percent figure recom-
mended by the Finance Committee and
vote to reduce this allowance to 15 per-
cent. At the very most, this depletion al-
lowance should not exceed the 20-percent
approved in the other body.

There is one loophole we should elimi-
nate that has been very lucrative for
some rich lawyer friends of mine in
Ohio and for wealthy men and women
throughout the country. The Internal
Revenue Service records show that in
1967, 766,751 individual taxpayers
claimed and got away with their claim—
that they suffered $1,194,000,000 as farm
losses.

I am told by a high official in the Inter-
nal Revenue Service that when the
records for the year 1968 are fully dis-
closed, they will show that approximate-
ly 900,000 individual taxpayers claimed—
and got away with the claim—that they
had suffered more than $2.5 billion as
farm losses in 1968. Many of those tax-
payers are wealthy gentlemen farmers,
so-called, who would not know the front
end of a cow from its rear,

For more than 10 years, it has been
the practice of ultrawealthy executives
and other men of wealth to buy farms
solely for tax purposes. What do they
care whether the farm sustains itself or
shows a yearly deficit of $50,000? They
have a fancy farm, and they simply take
a tax loss. If the farm that a man of
wealth owns loses $50,000 a year, he
takes that as a tax loss from his income
and from his profits in stock transac-
tions, and so forth. The loss costs him
nothing.

Internal Revenue Service officials have
a term for this tax loophole. They ecall
these “Gettysburg Farms."” This refers to
the action of three wealthy friends of the
late President Eisenhower who purchased
a very expensive farm in Pennsylvania
and stocked it with the best equipment
in the world, the most expensive bulls
and cattle, and so forth. Of course, it was
a showplace. There are plenty of them.




November 25, 1969

Many are even more magnificent than
the Gettysburg farm of our late Presi-
dent.

Naturally, the price of farm acreage
throughout the country, in every State
of the Union, keeps going up and up. Of
course, the gentlemen farmers, the own-
ers of those *“Gettysburg Farms,” will
profit eventually when they sell that land
or part of the land by reason of the tre-
mendously increased land values. The
annual operating losses mean nothing
whatever except tax deductions.

This is one of the many loopholes, and
there are many others, that should be
and will be debated in the Senate. Hope-
fully, they will be brought to an end.

We should strive with the hope that
before Christmas Day of this year the
Senate will have passed a new tax reform
bill providing meaningful relief for the
taxpayers of this country. The great ma-
jority of them are too heavily burdened,
while a large number of citizens take ad-
vantage of present tax loopholes, and
evade their just share of the expenses of
our Government.

Mr. President, if the amendment of
the Senator from Virginia is adopted
later today on a rollcall vote—and it will
be adopted if each Senator gives it
thorough consideration instead of just
coming in and standing with the estab-
lishment—it will be a tangible step to-
ward levying taxes according to ability
to pay, which is, of course, the very
sound principle of just taxation.

1 yield the fioor.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. I yield.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
I thank the distinguished Senator from
Ohio for his able and effective support of
this amendment.

I might say I have never understood
exactly how one fights inflation by tak-
ing money out of the top pockets of the
taxpayers so they cannot spend it and
giving it to the Government so they can
spend it.

So I am not much impressed with the
arguments that have been made that
this is a way to fight inflation. I am not
persuaded by those arguments.

I want to say to the Senator from Ohio
that his support on this matter is ex-
tremely important and I am grateful for
the statement he made.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, I
thank the senior Senator from Virginia.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GravEL in the chair). The clerk will eall
the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, this pro-
posal to discontinue the surtax at the
first of the year would cause this Gov-
ernment to have a big increase in the
administrative budget deficit that is ex-
pected for next year.

I have before me a table based on in-
formation obtained from the Bureau of
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the Budget indicating what the expected
deficit would be in the event that the
surtax is not continued. The chart in-
dicates that there will be a projected
governmental deficit in the administra-
tive budget of $4.2 billion. It is estimated
that the outlays would be $153.4 billion
and the receipts $149.2 billion, leaving a
deficit in the administrative budget of
$4.2 billion. If this amendment were
agreed to, that would give us a defieit in
the budget of $6.2 billion.

The Senator from Virginia, as well as
the Senator from Delaware, and virtually
all of our conservative budget thinkers
in this body, have insisted that we should
look to the administrative budget rather
than to a consolidated budget to see how
we stand in Government spending, and
they contend that we should not rely on
the surpluses in the soecial security fund,
the unemployment insurance fund, or the
railroad retirement fund to balance our
budget.

If one looks at the administrative
budget, the complete repeal of the sur-
tax in January, would cause that admin-
istrative deficit to be $6.2 billion. Beyond
looking at what the deficit would be in
Government spending, one must keep in
mind that this administration looks upon
this budgetary problem as the one major
area in which it is making a fight to try
to restrain inflationary pressures. It is
contended that just the symbol of a big
Government deficit tends to encourage
a lot of spending that would not occur
otherwise, and it tends to accelerate the
spiral of inflationary pressure with the
result that people lose in inflation what
one could save the public by tax reduc-
tions. Therefore, the administration
makes the argument, and I think with
considerable logie, that if we repeal this
surtax as of January, it is going to be
inflationary and give us a Government
deficit of major size.

It is true that on a consolidated budget
basis, when one adds the Government
trust funds to the administrative budget
for fiscal 1970, we do expect to have a
surplus of $5.9 billion. That is something
that may or may not happen, depend-
ing on what we do with the social se-
curity bill when it gets over here. Many
Members of the House of Representa-
tives, and I am sure some Members of
the Senate, contend that we should pass
a cost-of-living increase in social se-
curity before we go home this year.

If we do, that increase could well
cause us to reduce the surplus in cur so-
called consolidated budget by perhaps
$2 billion or $3 billion, with the result
that even on a consolidated budget basis
we might face the prospect of a deficit.
The House of Representatives, where
everyone has to run for office next year,
certainly has to think about these things
and the House has thought our budget-
ary situation was so important a prob-
lem for this Government that it sent us
not one bill but two bills to continue the
surtax at 5 percent into the first 6
months of 1970.

The Finance Committee voted on this
matter several times. Every time it has
voted that the 5 percent surtax should be
continued for the first 6 months of next
year.

We in the Senate voted on the issue
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and voted to continue the 10 percent sur-
tax as a matter of fiscal responsibility to
the end of this year. The Senate would
have voted at that time to continue the 5
percent surtax over into next year, if
some of us who were going along with
the Democratic leadership purely as a
matter of procedure had voted our con-
victions on the matter, and had voted
with those on the other side of the aisle
who felt that the House-passed measure
for a continuation of the 5 percent sur-
tax into the first 6 months of next year
was needed.

There is some doubt whether the Pres-
ident could sign this bill, whether he
would be justified in signing it, if the
revenue in the bill, especially for the first
6 months of next year, should be reduced
in the fashion indicated.

It is my understanding that this would
not only cause us a $2 billion loss of
revenue in the first part of the year, but
also a loss of more than $1 billion in
addition in the months to follow which
fall into the fiscal year 1971. From a
fiscal point of view the Treasury feels,
and the majority of us on the committee
feel, that the Government cannot stand
this revenue loss—that this revenue is
needed.

If we pass the tax bill the way the
committee has recommended it, com-
pared to existing law, the public will get
a 5 percent tax cut in January. Then it
will get another tax cut in July of
another 5 percent. Then under the bill
at the beginning of next year, the public
will get a further reduction of 2 percent
in tax rates, and after the 12 months
that follow, another tax cut is phased in
of about 3 percent.

This would mean an overall reduction
of about 15 percent in taxpayers’ liability
over a period of 3 years.

Mr. President, I submit that it would
be unwise to do what I have seen done
in the past. We passed a huge tax reduc-
tion that wound up with the Government
in a deficit position for years to come,
without waiting to see what the budgets
would be when those years transpired,
and then found it necessary to place a
big tax increase upon the public once
more because we had too big a tax cut
to begin with. Rather, it would be best,
I submit, that we reduce taxes to the
extent we can reduce them now. We can
look toward further reductions later on,
instead of a greater reduction than we
can justify at this particular time, which
would stimulate inflation and place our-
selves in a position later on that we may
feel we have to vote another tax increase.

For all these reasons, Mr. President,
as much as I share the desire of the
Senator from Virginia (Mr. Byrp) to
take off the 5-percent surtax, I believe
as a matter of responsibility to this
Nation both fiscally and monetarily, in
order to maintain the purchasing power
of our money, that we should reject the
proposal to strike from the bill the con-
tinuation of the 5-percent surtax.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, when
this session of Congress began, the Amer-
ican people flooded their representatives
with letters and telegrams demanding
that something be done immediately
about the glaring inequities in our pres-
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ent tax system. No other issue in recent
memory aroused such a spontaneous out-
pouring of indignation by citizens
throughout the country.

This “taxpayers revolt” earlier in the
year moved the Ways and Means Com-
mittee of the House of Representatives to
hold one of the most comprehensive
hearings on tax reform in our history
and the House itself to finally pass a
bill setting forth an historic program of
reform.

The House bill was not a perfect bill.
It did not close all the loopholes. But
it was a good start.

After the House acted, the American
people had a right to think that their
revolt had been won. They stopped their
letters and their telegrams, feeling that
from now on the tax system would treat
every citizen with equal fairness.

Unfortunately, where the people as a
whole left off, the special interests picked
up, lobbying expertly and diligently for
the special privileges they have come to
prize so highly over the years.

The efforts of these lobbyists were not
wasted.

When the administration made its
recommendations to the Senate Finance
Committee, one thing was clear—the ad-
ministration wanted to step backwards
from the House bill.

When the Finance Committee reported
its bill, it was clear that while a majority
of the members espoused the principle
of reform, they had not taken the con-
crete actions necessary to make the re-
form real.

Now the full Senate is about to debate
this issue. I think the Senate can restore
the provisions necessary to finally close
down what one expert calls the “super-
market era of tax shelters” and open
up an era of tax equity.

But those of us in the Senate who
are going to engage in the fight for tax
justice need an aroused and informed
public behind us.

Especially, we need the help of those
thousands of citizens who earlier in the
year openly expressed their indignation
over tax system inequities. If these citi-
zens, singly and in groups, will again
raise their voices, will again send their
letters and telegrams demanding tax re-
form, then I think this batfle can be
won.

So let the call go out loud and clear
across the land to every one of our citi-
zens. To every citizen. who is fed up with
the fact that some millionaires in Amer-
ica pay no taxes while the average fam-
ily with the average income pays more
than its fair share. To every citizen who
is tired of picking up the tax tab while
the rich get a free ride from capital gains
and bonds, depletions, and drilling ex-
penses, hobby farms and charitable
deductions.

Mail your letters. Send your telegrams.
Even telephone if you can. Once again,
make your discontent heard. The Senate
will heed your demands if you will make
them loudly and clearly.

Now, I make no claim to expertise in
tax matters. But it takes no special ex-
pertise—not on my part or on the part
of any hard-working tax-paying citi-
zen—+to know what basically needs to be
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done to make the American tax system
fair.

First, any tax reform measure must
begin to close the most serious loopholes
through which wealthy individuals and
businesses now avoid carrying their
share of the burden.

Second, any tax reform measure must
include a “minimum tax" feature so that
no individual or corporation can avoid
paying a reasonable amount of taxes
through any combination of tax pref-
erences or special deductions.

Third, any reform measure must in-
sure that the Nation's poor will no longer
be forced to pay taxes and that those
who are just above the poverty line or
in the middle-income class do not carry
an undue share of the tax burden.

Turning to the specific loopholes on
which action must be taken, I think that
primary attention should be focused on
eight of these:

First, the act should write an end to
the massive Federal subsidy program for
oil and gas producers. The notorious per-
centage depletion allowance should be
reduced immediately to 20 percent for
domestic wells and eliminated entirely
for foreign operations. Allowances for
other minerals should be lessened pro-
portionately. In addition, current-ex-
pense deduction of “intangible drilling
costs” should be prohibited. Exploration
and development costs should be treated
as investment in capital assets and sub-
ject to gradual depreciation under the
same rules that apply to other capital
expenditures. Finally, the dollar-for-
dollar foreign tax credit which oil com-
panies derive from overseas royally pay-
ments should be terminated, and these
payments should be itemized as regular
deductions against income.

All of these steps are needed to show
the American people that the Congress
is serious about tax reform and intent on
distributing tax burdens more equitably.
Both the House and the Senate Finance
Committees have recognized this, but
neither has gone far enough. In my opin-
jon, the Finance Committee amendments
raising the percentage allowance to 23
percent and restoring depletion deduc-
tions for overseas drilling are contrary to
the mandate of the taxpayers revolt.

There are no arguments left to justify
continued tax preferences for invest-
ments in oil and minerals—preferences
which cost the Treasury over $1.5 billion
annually in lost revenues. Since 1926, tax
subsidies in this sector have allowed pro-
ducers to recover initial investment
many, many times over. Percentage de-
pletion and related mineral loopholes
have become the symbols of tax privilege
in the public mind. They should not sur-
vive our present efforts at tax reform.

I recommend that the Senate take
the following steps:

Reduce the oil depletion allowance to
20 percent immediately and reduce the
depletion allowance for other minerals
proportionately.

Provide for careful study of plans to
phase-out all percentage depletion al-
lowances and replace them with normal
cost depletion provisions.

Require the capitalization of intangi-
ble drilling and development costs for
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income producing minerals facilities
under the same rules that apply to any
other business expenditures.

Terminate percentage depletion for
overseas drilling operations and convert
foreign tax credits to regular deduction
items.

Second, the act must begin reformation
of the Internal Revenue Code's provi-
sions dealing with capital gains, or to-
day, gains derived from the sale of capi-
tal assets are taxed at one-half the rate
at which ordinary income is taxed with
a proviso that the rate cannot exceed
25 percent.

In the long run, I believe that this
country should drastically alter its capi-
tal gains rate structure which is of signi-
ficant value only to the wealthy, and of
virtually no value to low-income Ameri-
cans who lack stock holdings or other
property investments. Perhaps after
study, we can replace it with a reduced
tax rate for only a small amount of
profits derived from the sale of capital
assets and with a reasonable income aver-
aging proposal to protect against the
bunching of earnings in any particular
year.

But for now I think that we will be
taking a satisfactory step forward if we
enact the following changes in the capi-
tal gains rate structure:

An elimination of the 25 percent maxi-
mum tax rate which is of advantage only
to the wealthy—an elimination which
would set a maximum capital gains tax
rate of 32.5 prcent—or one-half the
highest tax rate applicable to ordinary
income.

An increase in the required holding
period of an asset to qualify it for capital
gains treatment. In short, the current
holding period should be raised from 6
months to 1 year.

The removal of the capital gains rate
privilege from corporations. This special
rate provision was originally added to the
Internal Revenue Code to aid individuals
receiving income from the sale of assets
unrelated to normal business activities
and to prevent the bunching of income
in one year which might lead to an ab-
normally high tax bill under the progres-
sive rate structure applying to individ-
uals. It should not be used for the bene-
fit of corporations, all of whose opera-
tions are linked together in the activity
of earning income and whose revenues
are taxed at one rate.

The first two of these changes were in-
corporated in the House bill but deleted
by the Finance Committee under urging
from the administration. The third
change was included in neither bill. Its
adoption would lead to a revenue in-
crease for the Federal Government of
some $400 million. More importantly,
such a change would constitute a major
step forward in reducing the importance
of the entire capital gains structure.

If these changes are combined with a
commitment by this Congress to alter tax
laws during the next session so that ap-
preciated property cannot be transferred
at death without the payment of even
capital gains taxes, we will have demon-
strated that our tax code is no longer
to remain a mixture of special provisions
under which the wealthy can succeed in




November 25, 1969

having their income taxed under a spe-
cial set of rates.

Third, the act should amend those
provisions of the Code which provide un-
intended relief for the “hobby farmers”
and “absentee cowbhoys.”

The liberal tax accounting rules which
were designed for the benefit of the ordi-
nary farmer are being manipulated by
others who engage in farming solely for
the purpose of creating losses to offset
their nonfarm income.

This practice not only reduces Federal
revenues, it produces subsidized competi-
tion for the Ilegitimate farmer and
rancher.

Congress should act now to put the
tax farmer out of business. Amendments
should permit farm losses to be offset in
full up to $15,000 for those whose non-
farm income does not exceed that
amount. But for those with nonfarm in-
come in excess of $15,000, the amount
against which farm losses may be offset
should be reduced dollar for dollar for
income over $15,000.

Such a scheme would close a notori-
ous tax loophole and restore a normal
relationship between farm property val-
ues and income to be derived from farm-
ing.

Fourth, we must adopt a subsidy pro-
vision which will persuade, but not force,
States and municipalities to stop the fu-
ture issuance of tax-exempt bonds—a
subsidy which will greatly reduce the
cost of borrowing to the States. For the
problem with tax-exempt bonds is that
they provide the wealthy with enormous
benefits but do not offer equal value to
the governmental bodies which have is-
sued them. In my judgment, an equi-
table solution to this difficulty is to offer
a Federal interest subsidy of sufficient
size that local governmental bodies will
realize that it is to their best advantage
to accept this subsidy in return for the
issuance of taxable bonds. The House of
Representatives accepted this approach
in theory but failed to enact an interest
subsidy large enough to be attractive to
States and localities. The Senate deleted
the provision entirely. In my judgment,
if the Congress were to provide for a 50-
percent interest subsidy and declare that
the Federal Government will offer this
subsidy for all bonds without judging
their merits, it will have established the
necessary preconditions for the gradual
and voluntary elimination of the tax-
exempt bond problem.

Fifth, the act musi reduce the tax
benefits available from investment in
real estate—especially the spectacular
benefits realizable from the ownership
of an office building or other commer-
cial property. At the same time, it must
build in incentives to make private in-
vestment in low- and middle-income
housing attractive because that type of
housing produces such a limited amount
of rental income that it will simply not
be built unless the tax advantages of-
fered are sufficient to attract investors.

To accomplish these goals, the act
should go beyond the House and Senate
Finance Committee bills and tighten up
the so-called recapture rules for invest-
ment in commercial buildings so that at
the time of sale the entire gain will be
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taxed as ordinary income to the extent
of prior depreciation. This is of course
the recapture rule which has been ap-
plied to a sale by a business of machinery
and equipment. In regard to luxury resi-
dential housing, we should follow the
House approach and require that at the
time of sale, any price differential re-
flecting a difference between accelerated
and straight-line depreciation will be
taxed at ordinary rates. In contrast, the
bill must provide that where low- or mid-
dle-income housing is at issue, the pe-
riod over which depreciation is per-
mitted will be reduced to 20 years and a
private owner who is either selling to a
tenant’s group or community organiza-
tion or is willing to invest the sale pro-
ceeds in other low- or moderate-income
housing can do so without paying any
taxes on the sale and without affecting
the depreciable basis of his new build-
ing.

If the Congress adopts these rules, we
may finally see a shifting of priorities
in the housing field. Perhaps then, we
shall be able to supply the 500,000 low-
or moderate-income housing units which
have long been set as an annual goal
and which we have barely constructed if
the last 20 years are added together.

Sixth, we must terminate the extraor-
dinary tax privileges enjoyed by our fi-
nancial institutions. Although the corpo-
rate tax rate is set at 48 percent, the av-
erage actual rate paid by commercial
banks is only 24 percent. Moreover, the
average tax rate declines to 14.5 percent
for savings and loan associations and to
5 percent for mutual savings banks. The
existence of these absurdly low tax rates
for these giant institutions is due in great
part to an artificial bad debt reserve pro-
vision made available in the Internal
Revenue Code.

Neither the House bill nor the Senate
Finance Committee bill goes far enough
in removing this unjustifiable privilege.
There is no reason why bad debt reserves
for all banks should not be placed on an
actual experience basis. We should no
longer tolerate bad debt claims which
are simply unrelated to losses experi-
enced by these institutions.

Seventh, we must limit the right of in-
dividuals to deduct interest on funds bor-
rowed strictly for personal investment
purposes. It is wrong that the wealthy
can invest in growth securities which re-
turn little income, appreciate rapidly,
and will eventually be taxed upon sale at
capital gains rates with borrowed funds
bearing interest payments which are cur-
rently deductible against ordinary in-
come. The bill, passed by the House of
Representatives, would limit such dedue-
tions to the individual’s investment in-
come including capital gains, plus a set
dollar figure. In my judgment, this pro-
vision is extremely equitable and should
not have been dropped from the bill by
the Senate Finance Committee. The full
Senate should act to return it to the bill.

Eighth, we must bring private founda-
tions under tighter governmental con-
trol but we must do so in a fair and rea-
sonable manner. We must never forget
that in a broad variety of endeavors,
private foundations have been of major
value to American society. The funds of
private foundations supported the work
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of Dr. Salk on the polio vaccine; the de-
velopment of our public library system:;
and the research which made possible
our entire present space program.

Over the years, however, it is true that
serious abuses developed among a minor-
ity of private foundations. Some of them
have been used as vehicles for the finan-
cial accommodation of their creators.
Others have been used to perpetuate
control of business enterprises. One
foundation, for example, has acquired 24
separate business enterprises in recent
years, ranging from a cement manufac-
turing concern and gravel production
companies to a window manufacturing
establishment and a lumber company.
Another foundation now holds a control-
ling interest in 45 separate business cor-
porations.

These abuses, involving self-dealing
and business control, must be curtailed—
quickly and effectively. The bill reported
by the Finance Committee unfortunate-
ly cuts back on the worthwhile changes
made by the House of Representatives.
The full Senate must therefore reverse
directions and tighten the provisions
passed by the House rather than accept
a weakening of them.

I must repeat, however, that most
foundations have not engaged in the
abuses which I have mentioned. And
once the laws are reformed to prevent
abuse by the minority, it makes no sense
to impose a general tax upon founda-
tions or to limit the life of foundations to
40 years. The Finance Committee’s bill
would produce both of those results. To
take these steps would have major det-
rimental effect upon private philan-
thropy in this Nation and would diminish
seriously the flow of funds to scholarship
programs, to medical research, and to
educational improvements. Both provi-
sions should, therefore, be eliminated
from the pending tax reform legislation.

Finally, the Senate should emphatic-
ally reverse the Finance Committee ac-
tion in prohibiting private foundation
participation in voter registration drives.
While the Internal Revenue Service
should continue to forbid the use of
foundation funds for partisan political
ends, registration programs such as
those sponsored regularly by the League
of Women Voters and the Southern Re-
gional Counecil should be encouraged as a
wholly legitimate form of citizen edu-
cation.

Turning now to the question of a min-
imum tax, I think that such a tax must
be adopted to insure that regardless of
any tax preferences that are left in the
code after the 1969 act is enacted, every
wealthy individual—and I stress the word
every—will pay at least some taxes to the
Federal Government. We can no longer
accept a situation in which the Treasury
is forced to report that in a recent year
at least 155 taxpayers earned over $200,-
000, but paid no taxes at all.

It is not enough simply to require that
each of these individuals makes some
“conscience” payment in taxes to the
Federal Government. Rather, we must
make certain that the payments which
will be made are significant in size. The
concept of “minimum” in the term “min-
imum tax’ cannot be applied so that the
impact of the tax itself will be destroyed.
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In short, we must not structure a mini-
mum tax system under which the wealthy
will be permitted to pay less than even
this Nation’s poorest taxpayers.

In meeting this two-part test for a
meaningful minimum tax, I believe that
neither the House bill nor the Senate
Finance Committee bill nor the proposals
of the Nixon administration are com-
pletely satisfactory. In regard to the first
part of that test which requires the pay-
ment of taxes by every wealthy indivi-
dual, all of these bills include major ex-
ceptions. The House bill, for example,
does not require a taxpayer who is com-
puting his income for minimum tax pur-
poses to include mineral depletion al-
lowances and intangible drilling costs.
The result is that a Texas millionaire
whose income is completely derived from
oil wells will probably not be affected by
the bill—at least not until the amend-
ments which I have just suggested take
full effect. The Senate Finance Commit-
tee—following suggestions made by the
Nixon administration—includes in the
minimum tax the preferences for in-
come derived from the production of min-
erals, but excludes municipal bond in-
terest and the appreciation aspect of
charitable contributions.

The acceptance of each and every one
of these exceptions to the general prin-
ciple of a minimum tax is wrong. What-
ever the argument for permitting certain
tax preferences to remain in the Internal
Revenue Code, our touchstone for a min-
imum tax must be that every individual
who is the recipient of one or more of
these preferences should still be required
to pay some taxes.

The most controversial item in the
minimum tax package is municipal bond
interest. It has been clear for some time
that the Federal tax shelter for bond-
holders is an inequitable and inefficient
way to finance local government. For
every $1 gained by the issuing govern-
ment, the Federal treasury loses $2 in
tax revenues. Certainly it is good public
policy to repair this loophole while at
the same time reducing the burden of
debt for State and local governments.
A revenue plan which subsidizes directly
the interest costs of new bonds but which
subjects current bond returns to some
measure of Federal taxation should be
our goal. Properly prepared, such a plan
should be acceptable to all State govern-
ments, municipalities, and local school
districts. In the long run, it should lessen
financing charges for these agencies and
stabilize a chronically uncertain market.

If we are to meet the second part of
my test, minimum tax payments must
not be insignificant. Certainly, we should
require that every individual pay taxes
on at least 50 percent of his actual in-
come prior to preferences and exclusions
and, to maintain consistency with our
present Internal Revenue Code, he
should be required to pay these taxes
according to the same progressive rate
structure that exists for ordinary in-
come. Under these guidelines, the bill
passed by the House of Representatives
meets the test of requiring substantial
payments. In contrast, the Senate Fi-
nance Committee bill calling for a flat
5-percent payment on all tax preferences
above $30,000 simply asks for too little in
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the way of taxes from those whose in-
comes are great. Its lack of progressivity
means that the taxpayer who has $25,000
in tax preferences will pay less to the
Federal Government than the ordinary
salary earner with $10,000 in income.

The 1969 act should also provide that
the minimum tax concept will not sim-
ply be applied to individuals but will also
be applied to corporations. There are far
too many large banks and manufactur-
ing corporations which pay little or no
taxes because of the use of tax prefer-
ences. I see no reason why the identical
limitations on tax preferences which are
applied to individuals should not also be
carried over to corporations. The same
principle which supports the concept of
a minimum tax for individuals is equally
applicable. Moreover, the revenue gain
for the Federal Government due to an
extension of this tax to the corporate
arena will be substantial.

Finally, I want to touch on those as-
pects of both the House and Senate Fi-
nance Committee bills which take steps
to redistribute the tax burden among our
citizens. In both bills, the necessary
changes are made in the Internal Reve-
nue Code to end the preposterous situa-
tion under which some individuals and
families whose incomes fall below the
poverty lines are required to pay taxes.
Moreover, these bills also include provi-
sions which will scale down the tax pay-
ments of those whose incomes fall close
to the poverty line and those who qualify
as middle-income taxpayers.

While the Nixon administration has
supported the concept of ending the tax-
ation of individuals living in poverty, it
has also called for a scaling down of the
tax relief offered to other low- and mid-
dle-income individuals and families. It
has done so on grounds that this type
of tax relief helps only certain classes of
people; that it offers too much assistance
to individuals without offering commen-
surate tax relief to corporations; and
that it produces a gap between tax reve-
nues gained and tax revenues lost as a
result of the 1969 act.

In my judgment, the position of the
administration is without merit. If the
administration is concerned about & pos-
sible gap between revenues gained and
revenues lost, let it support the amend-
ments I have suggested earlier for clos-
ing up loopholes. For the effect of these
amendments will be to end any imagined
revenue gap which would demand a re-
duction in tax relief for those individuals
and families who need it most.

Tax reform is necessary today, not to
ralse more tax revenues but to make it
fairer and easier to raise what we need.
In the past, seeing so much that has to
be done, we have often been careless in
noting how the burdens are falling. It is
time to correct that error and to prepare
for the future by distributing our tax
burdens properly and justly.

ANOTHER OIL TAX LOOPHOLE

Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. President, be-
fore we vote on tax reform for the oil in-
dustry on next Monday I commend for
the consideration of the Senate an ar-
ticle by John Lang of the Associated
Press detailing a means employed by the
oil industry to swell their already swollen
tax subsidies.
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They employed “ghost foundations” to
create artificial tax losses to avoid pay-
ing their already minimal tax burden.
Fortunately, the Finance Committee tax
reform proposal will prevent this from
occurring in the future. I trust that pro-
vision will not be deleted from the tax
reform bill.

I ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Lang's article be printed in the Recorp
at this point.

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

GHosT FouNpATIONS HELP CuT OIL TaxES
(By John 8. Lang)

Dozens of shadow foundations are being
used as middlemen by banks and oil com-
panies in deals through which mineral pro-
ducers avold $100 milllon a year in federal
income taxes.

The tax-exempt foundations are nonprofit
charitable corporations, yet they give little
or no money to charity.

Instead, an Associated Press study shows,
their main purpose is to serve as conduits
in complex, multimillion-dollar transactions
that allow mineral producers to:

Stretch the benefits of the present 271
per cent depletion allowance beyond the 50
per cent net income limitation set by Con-
gress.

Reduce or eliminate federal income tax
liability, sometimes by creating self-induced
paper losses.

Alarmed by the spreading use of tax avold-
ance tactics, the Treasury Department asked
Congress this year to close the loophole. Pro-
visions to do that are included in the tax-
reform bill on which the Senate opens debate
today.

The transactions, legal under present law,
involve carved-out production payments,

In essence, a production payment is the
right to future income from a mineral de-
posit such as an oil fleld. An oil company
may carve out a certain percentage of that
future production and sell it for immediate
cash.

The practice of selling production pay-
ments dates back to the 1800s. But the use
of the transactions to avold taxes is a rela-
tively recent development, spurred by court
decisions and government tax rulings.

Because the courts have held that pro-
duction payments are “interests in land”
and because national banks’ land dealings
are restricted by law, banks are leary of buy-
ing production payments oufright.

So instead of banks dealing directly with
mineral companies, foundations—known in
the trade as “straws"—are set up to buy the
production payments. The foundations get
the money from the banks through loans,
with the production payment serving as col-
lateral.

Government officials sald they don’t know
how many foundations are involved in such
deals. But an Associated Press check of
foundations in two states—Louislana and
Texas—turned up more than 30 foundations
whose only assets were production payments.
Most had directors or officers linked to banks
or oll company law firms.

These foundations handled $118,600,000 in
production payments last year. They gave to
charity $145,6356—or little more than one-
tenth of one per cent of the money they
handled.

The charitable contributions are small,
foundation officers said, because the founda-
tions have little net income. All they earn is
the fractional difference between the interest
rates charged by the banks on loans to the
foundations and the slightly higher interest
equivalent pald by the oll companies on the
money received from the foundatlons.

An unpublished Treasury Department
study shows production payments deals to-
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taled $750 million in 1967 and $708 million in
1968, a three-fold increase from 1966's total
of $217.4 million.

Tax analysts say oll companies top the list
of mineral producers involved in the trans-
actions, although they could not provide a
detalled breakdown.

Treasury officials calculate that one tax
dollar is lost for every seven dollars involved
in the deals. Thus, they say, the transactions
have cost the government more than $100
million annually in tax revenues in each of
the last two years.

Most of the transactions come in the last
few days of the year, when mineral company
accountants are in a position to know what
the firm’s tax liabilitles would otherwise be.

“In short,” a Treasury Department study
sald, “a corporation sells production pay-
ments at the end of the year so as to circum-
vent the 50 per cent net income limitation
on the depletion deduction, to distort the
net operating carryback or carryover provi-
slons, to avold the foreign tax credit limita-
tion, or, in the case of 1967, to avold the
expected corporate surtax in 1968."”

One federal official put it more bluntly.
“Frequently,” he sald, “the only purpose is
tax avoidance.”

Representatives of banks and the mineral
industry, who are lobbylng against changes
in the present tax law, deny that production
payments are used primarily to avold taxes,

However, Harold M. McClure, Independent
Petroleum Association president, testified be-
fore a House committee that “one of the
reasons that a carve-out is used in the oil
industry is to maximize depletion.” But he
said the big reason for selling the payments is
to avoid showing the money as loans on a
firm’s books. “From my standpoint this is the
major thing,"” he sald.

Treasury Department officials say that by
using the production payments, a company
can fatten depletion allowance benefits and
inflate its income one year, then take a self-
induced loss the next and avoid paying any
taxes.

Here is how they say the depletion allow-
ance is intended to work, using a fictitious
firm, Strike It Rich, Inc.:

Strike It Rich has gross income from wells
totaling $10 million in one year. The 271; per
cent depletion allowance based on this would
represent $2.756 million in tax-free income.

But the company has expenses totaling
$8 million, leaving a net income of $2 million.
Because the depletion allowance may not
exceed half of net income, the company is
allowed to deduct only #1 million for de-
pletion instead of the $2.76 million figured
on the gross.

This leaves $1 million on which Strike It
Rich must pay federal income tax. At the cor-
porate rate of 52.8 per cent, the company pays
$528,000 in taxes.

But by using the production payments
deals and complex accounting procedures,
officials say, mineral companies can bypass
the 50 per cent limitation on the depletion
allowance.

Here, according to officials, s how 1t can be
done, again using the fictitious Strike It
Rich, Ine.:

Strike It Rich sells a production payment
for $8 million. This is added to the company’s
original $10 million gross, boosting total
income to $18 milllon in the first year.
Business expenses remain the same, $8 mil-
lion, but now the net taxable income is $10
million.

The depletion allowance is based on the
full gross income—or 271 per cent of $18
million. This means the full depletion allow-
ance, 4,050,000 is tax-free. The company pays
taxes on the other $5,050,000 in income, or a
tax of $2,666,400 at the corporate rate of 52.8
per cent.

This is substantially more taxes than the
company would have paid if it had not sold
the production payment. But its taxes the
next year are less—and it even may be able
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to recover all or part of the taxes paid the
previous year, like this:

The company has the same amount of
production—§10 million worth—the second
year, but $8 million of this goes to the pur-
chaser of the production payment. This
leaves the company with income of $2 mil-
lion. But the company also has the same
business expenses of $8 million, which it
deducts, leaving it with a paper loss of $6
million.

This paper loss eliminates any federal in-
come tax liability for that year. In addition,
the $6 million paper loss offsets the 85,050,000
income the first year, and allows the com-
pany to collect a refund from the government
of the $2.66 million paid in taxes that year.

This still leaves an unused loss of $950,000
which can be carried forward or back to other
years.

An example of a bank-foundation-oil com-
pany arrangements can be found in New
Orleans, There eight foundations list clerks
and tellers of Whitney National Bank and
member of the bank’'s law firm as directors.

The foundations carry such names as
Thirteen-Hundred Foundation, Eleven-Hun-
dred Foundation, Two-Twenty-Eight Foun-
dation, Six-Twenty-Four Foundation, and
Bix-Thirty-Five Foundation.

In 1967 and 1968, the Thirteen-Hundred
Foundation handled production payments
totaling $2,926,353. Its net Income during
that period was $273, and its sole charitable
contribution was $25 to Phillips Memorial
Methodist Church.

In 1968 another of the eight foundations,
St. Charles, Inc., had a gross income of more
than $4 million but made no charitable con-
tributions because it showed a deficit of
$10,000.

St. Charles' president is Rene A. Gatti,
a teller at Whitney National Bank which
made the loan. “Don't ask me about it, I
really can’t tell you much . . . I'm listed as
presidens . . . but in name only.” Gatti sald.

He referred to a bank vice president,
George P. Bywater, as ‘“the one who sets
these things up.”

Bywater sald he handled the foundations’
paperwork but added, “The bank doesn’t own
these foundations or control them. No bank
officer is the director or anything.”

As for the bank clerks and tellers listed as
foundation directors, Bywater sald, “These
men are just individuals.”

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. 2185) to authorize
a Federal contribution for the effectua-
tion of a transit development program
for the National Capital region, and to
further the objectives of the National
Capital Transportation Act of 1965 (79
Stat. 663) and Public Law 89-774 (80
Stat. 1324), with an amendment, in
which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the concurrent res-
olution (S. Con. Res. 48) to adjourn from
November 26, 1969, until December 1,
1969, with an amendment in which it
requested the concurrence of the Senate.

The message further announced that
the House had agreed to the report of
the committee of eonference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the House to the bill (S.
2276) to extend for 1 year the authoriza-
tion for research relating to fuels and
vehicles under the provisions of the Clean
Air Act.

The message also announced that the
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House had passed the following bills, in
which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate:
. H.R.9528. An act to require students and
teachers in educational institutions and work
training programs in the District of Colum-
bia to wear protective devices for their eyes
while participating in or observing certaln
courses of instruction; and

H.R.14916. An act making appropriations
for the government of the District of Colum-
bia and other activities chargeable in whole
or in part against the revenues of sald Dis-
trict for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970,
and for other purposes.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The message further announced that
the Speaker had affixed his signature to
the bill (S. 2056) to amend title 11 of
the District of Columbia Code to permit
unmarried judges of the courts of the
District of Columbia who have no de-
pendent children to terminate their pay-
ments for survivors annuity and to re-
ceive a refund of amounts paid for such
annuity, and it was signed by the Presi-
dent pro tempore.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED

The following bills were each read
twice by their titles and referred, as in-
dicated:

H.R. 9528. An act to require students and
teachers in educational institutions and
work training programs in the District of
Columbia to wear protective devices for their
eyes while participating in or observing cer-
tain courses of instruction; to the Commit-
tee on the District of Columbia,

HR. 14916. An act making appropriations
for the government of the Distriet of Co-
lumbia and other activities chargeable in
whole or in part against the revenues of said
District for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1970, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

RECESS UNTIL 2 O'CLOCK P.M.
TODAY

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, our Repub-
lican friends are holding a meeting,
which they usually do about once a week,
at which they discuss things such as the
pending amendment, as well as other
problems, and it gives them a chance to
get their heads together to see what their
attitude should be with regard to certain
amendments, and other amendments
that will be offered on the bill.

I assume that the meeting will be going
on for the next 40 minutes and therefore
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
stand in recess until 2 o’clock p.m.

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

(At 1 o'clock and 25 minutes p.m., the
Senate took a recess until 2 o’clock p.m.
today.)

At 2 o’clock p.m. the Senate reassem-
bled, when called to order by the Presid-
ing Officer (Mr. Packwoob in the chair).

TAX REFORM ACT OF 1969

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 13270), the Tax Reform
Act of 1969.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous unanimous consent agree-
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ment, debate on the pending amendment
will be limited to 1 hour, to be divided
equally between the Senator from Vir-
ginia (Mr. Byrp) and the Senator from
Delaware (Mr. WILLIAMS) .

Who yields time?

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I yield myself
5 minutes.

Mr. President, the pending amend-
ment would strike from the tax reform
bill the proposal that the surtax be con-
tinued beyond Decemeber 31 to June 30,
1970.

To put this matter in perspective, the
10-percent surtax, which has been in ef-
fect now for almost 2 years, automati-
cally will expire on December 31 of this
year. If the proposed legislation is en-
acted in its present form, a 5-percent
surtax will be placed on all income tax-
payers, both personal and corporate, for
an additional 6 months, to expire
June 30, 1970.

The amendment I have proposed
would reduce the revenue to the Gov-
ernment by $2 billion during fiscal 1970.
I regret that. During the years I have
been in the Senate, I have fought for
a responsible policy. I feel that our Gov-
ernment is in a very difficult shape in
regard to its fiscal affairs. I think it is
important that it set its fiscal house in
order.

What we are running up against now
in regard to the continuation of this sur-
tax is this: How can we keep faith with
the people of our Nation when we take
a temporary tax and make it into what
is fast becoming a permanent tax?

When the tax was originally enacted,
the people were told by Congress and
by the executive branch of Government
that the tax on incomes would expire
automatically on June 30, 1969. But as
soon as it expired, or just prior to ex-
piration, Congress immediately con-
tinued it for another 6 months. Now the
proposal is to continue it again for an-
other 6 months.

I submit, Mr. President, that the peo-
ple of our Nation have become cynical
with Government. They have become
cynical because the Government tells
them one thing and then proceeds to do
something else.

While I regret the loss of revenue to
the Government which would be occa-
sioned by the adoption of the amend-
ment I have offered—approximately $2
billion for this fiscal year—it seems to
me that it is more important to take a
step toward restoring confidence in Gov-
ernment by terminating this temporary
tax before it becomes a permanent tax.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 5
minutes of the Senator have expired.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I yield myself
3 additional minutes.

When we talk about using this tax to
fight inflation, I have never fully under-
stood how we can fight inflation by taking
money from the pockets of the tax-
payers, so that the taxpayers cannot
spend that money, and give it to Govern-
ment, so that Government can spend the
money. It does not impress me as being
a very logical way to fight infiation.

At a hearing before the Committee on
Finance on July 8 of this year, I put that
precise question to the Secretary of the
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Treasury, Mr. David Kennedy. Inciden-
tally, he is a very splendid individual, in
my opinion.

I asked the Secretary:

How do you help inflation, help control
inflation, or stop inflation, by taking money
out of the pockets of the individual citizens
80 they can’t spend it, and putting it into
the hands of Government so it can spend it?

This was the Secretary's answer:

Secretary EENNEDY. That is a $64 question.
To the extent they spend it I am sure you
have the answer, but what we are trying to
do is to have the Government pay its own
way in this period, and reduce the ability of
the public to have money to spend. We will
send you at least an answer, which might not
satisfy you, but we will send you one.

Then Secretary Kennedy supplied for
the record, under date of July 11, 1969,
a more detailed statement, but somewhat
along the same line.

I ask unanimous consent that this col-
loquy between the Senator from Virginia
and the Secretary of the Treasury, on
pages 128 and 129 of the Finance Com-
mittee hearings on H.R. 12290, be printed
at this point in the RECORD.

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

Senator Byrp. Maybe you could give me a
statement in reply to this question that has
been put to me by a great many. How do
you help inflation, help control inflation, or
stop inflation, by taking money out of the
pockets of the individual citizens so they
can’t spend it, and putting it into the hands
of Government so it can spend it?

Secretary EENnNEDY. That is a $64 question.
To the extent they spend it I am sure you
have the answer, but what we are trying to
do is to have the Government pay its own
way in this period, and reduce the ability
of the public to have money to spend. We
will send you at least an answer, which
might not satisfy you, but we will send you
one.

Senator Byrp. I have been asked that
question a good many times.

Secretary KENNEDY. It is a good one.

(The information referred to follows:)

JoLy 11, 1969.

This is in response to the question: “How
do you help control inflation, or stop infia-
tion, by taking money out of the pockets of
the individual citizens so they can’t spend
it, and putting it into the hands of Govern-
ment so it can spend 1t?"

The answer is that the Government ex-
penditure is not going to change because of
the surcharge. We are faced with a set of
laws and general policies that obligate the
Government to do certaln things like defend
Bouth Viet Nam, pay veterans' benefits, and
so forth. We are trying to achieve every feas-
ible economy in carrying out these obliga-
tions, but we estimate they will involve ex~
penditures of $192.9 billlon in fiscal year
1970, which is $2.4 billion below the figure
in the January Budget. If the surcharge is
extended, private expenditures will be re-
duced and Government expenditures will
still be $192.9 hillion, so total outlays will
be reduced and there will be less pressure
toward infilation,

Mr. Mayo, That is one of the reasons we
are asking for the extension of this surtax,
Senator Byrd, so that we won't have to bor-
row quite so much this coming year.

Senator Byrp. But you still spend the
money, In other words, instead of the in-
dividual spending the money the Govern-
ment is spending the money.

Becretary EEnNEDY. That is right.

Benator BYrp. This is more of a philosophi-
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cal view, I guess, but one thing that concerns
me about extending the surtax is it was en-
acted as a temporary tax. The public, I think,
gets more and more cynical about Govern-
ment, when Government makes one state-
ment one year and then repudiates that
statement the next year. Of course, I am not
speaking of the officlals involved now, be-
cause they were different officials last year
than they are this year, but it is the same
Government, and when the Government
leads the people to believe that they are hav-
ing a temporary tax, and then consistently
turns a temporary tax into a more perma-
nent tax. I think it leads to cynicism on
the part of the public toward Government.
I think it also causes uncertainty in the
minds of the business community as well as
the individual citizen, but that is perhaps
more of a philosophical question than one
that would meet the needs of the Govern-
ment at the present time.

Mr. Mayo. We are quite conscious, deeply
conscious of this, and that is why both of us
have pledged that we want to make sure
that this is a temporary tax, as soon as we
can get past the reasons that caused it to
be enacted in the first place.

Senator Byrp. I think it is very important,
it seems to me it is very lmportant that it
be eliminated at the earliest possible oppor-
tunity, to let the people know that the Gov-
ernment is playing fair with them, and when
we say the tax is temporary they are going
to try to make it a temporary tax, rather
than to continue it Indefinitely.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
this proposal seeks to keep faith with
the people. The surtax has been extended
once. It is proposed now that it be ex-
tended again, and even before that has
been done, there has been talk that it
might be extended a third time, next
June.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 3
minutes of the Senator have expired.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I yield myself
1 additional minute.

I feel very strongly that if this surtax
is continued beyond the December 31
date, it is very likely that it will become
a permanent tax, the same as the so-
called temporary excise taxes appear to
have become permanent, in that they
have been on the books now for almost
20 years.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yvields time?

Mr., WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield
myself 5 minutes.

Mr. President, I rise reluctantly to take
exception to the amendment that is now
pending and express the hope that it will
be rejected.

No matter how much we may like to
have a tax reduction there is only one
way in which we can have a bona fide
tax reduction; and that is, to first reduce
Government spending whereby we will
have the money to do it.

To take the surcharge out of the bill
would reduce revenues in the calendar
year 1970 by $3.1 billion. In the fiscal
yvear 1970 it would reduce collections by
$2 billion and in the fiscal year 1971 by
$1.1 billion. The effect of this on the
budget would be to reduce the surplus
which this bill would otherwise bring
about from $3.4 billion down to $1.4 bil-
lion in the fiscal year 1970 and to bring
the surplus of the bill from $3 billion
down to $1.9 billion in the fiscal year
1971.
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This is designed as a gradual transi-
tion—with a specific termination date—
which is badly needed in view of the
inflationary pressures which still exist
in the economic environment.

Consumer prices and wholesale prices
to a lesser extent are still rising albeit
more gradually. The worst thing to do
when you are beginning to get control
over inflation is to take the lid off.

A l-percentage point rise in the con-
sumer price index has a far worse effect
on consumers than retaining this tax
at a reduced rate for just a 6-month
period. A l-percentage point rise takes
$5 billion out of the consumer’s pocket
whereas this reduces their income by $3.1
billion. Moreover, you could expect more
than a 1l-percentage point rise if this
is removed.

Some say that the surcharge has not
been effective. While it may not have
snuffed out the inflationary pressures as
soon as everyone wanted, the difficulty
was that the pressures got too much of a
running start. Despite this, there has
been real progress in reducing inflation-
ary pressures.

The gross national product increase
quarter by quarter in 1969 has been
smaller than the corresponding increases
in gross national product in the prior
year. Increases in real gross national
product have been slowing down. The
increase in the fourth quarter of 1968
was $5.7 billion while the increase in
the real GNP in the third quarter of
1969 was only $3.9 billion.

The percentage increase in gross na-

tional produet in terms of current prices
is also slowing down:

3d quarter 1968
4th quarter 1968
1st quarter, 1969
2d quarter 1969
3d quarter 1969

The fact that the increase in whole-
sale prices is beginning to lag behind
consumer prices is still more evidence
that infiationary pressures are slowing
down. The increase from July to Oec-
tober in consumer prices was 5 percent,
but in terms of wholesale prices which
lead consumer prices the increase was
only 2.4 percent.

Those who are interested in holding
down interest rates and making more
money available for housing certainly
ought to oppose taking off the surcharge
at this time because to do so takes the
lid off price rises again and makes mone-
tary restrictions all the more necessary.

Mr. President, I wish to point out that
we are far from having a balanced
budget today, even with the extension of
the surtax. It is projected on the so-
called unified budget that we will have a
surplus of $5.9 billion at the end of this
fiscal year. However, as I have already
pointed out, that fisure was not based on
the real administrative budget of the
Government. That $5.9 billion was ar-
rived at only after there was included in
the computations $9.5 billion of accumu-
lations in the various trust funds such as
the social security fund, the civil service
trust fund, the railroad retirement fund,
and others.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

When one takes away those accumula-
tions that are in the trust funds—and
they should not be included in the budget
of the United States because there are
strong restrictions against that money
being spent to defray the cost of Govern-
ment—it will be found there is a deficit
of $3.6 billion for this fiscal year. That
$3.6 billion is still based on the premise
that we will extend the surcharge at 5
percent for another 6 months, that we
will repeal the investment tax credit ret-
roactively to last April, that we will ex-
tend the excise taxes another full year,
that we enact the proposed postal rate
increases and proposed user charges, and
that we will keep a tight lid on Govern-
ment spending. If any one of those things
is not done that would add to the deficit.

Mr. President, there are other items
which are not taken into consideration.
These involve actions taken by one House
of Congress which are still pending for
action by the other body of Congress.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Pacewoon in the chair) . The time of the
Senator has expired.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
I may proceed for 5 additional minutes.

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

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, the following additional amounts
of expenditures could be added on for
this year. First, there is the pay increase
bill, which has been passed by the House,
which is pending in the Senate, and for
which the annual cost would be $1.5 bil-
lion over and above the budget. There
is the food stamp program, which would
add $600 million over and above the
budget expenditure figure. There is an
additional $500 million appropriation for
HEW. This figure would be beyond the
budget figure. There are the GI bill and
other veterans’ hill, which would cost
an extra $500 million. In addition, there
are various and sundry bills which would
add close to another $500 million over
the budget. Taken altogether those meas-
ures would mean that we are confronted
with close to an $8 billion deficit if we
enact those bills and then turn around
and do not extend the surcharge at a
5-percent rate for the additional 6-month
period and return the other revenue pro-
ducing measures of the pending bill.

Mr, President, I might say even that
estimate is based on the premise that
when this bill passes the Senate it will
provide no more tax reductions for fis-
cal 1970 than the additional revenue
it produced in that period. These are
suppositions which may or may not de-
velop. But even without these additional
projects, and these things which may
or may not happen, I still point out that
we are operating the Government today
at a deficit of close to $500 million a
month. That means we have to borrow
this amount of money to keep the Gov-
ernment solvent. This is not the time
to talk about cutting revenue.

I call attention to daily statements
which are issued by the Department
of the Treasury. The one I have before
me is dated November 12, 1969. The
statement shows that as of June 3,
1969, just 5 months ago, the national
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debt was $360,861 million; today the na-
tional debt stands at $368,444 million, or
an increase of $8 billion.

Mr. President, a large part of that
amount can be attributed to the fact
that revenues that come in during the
first 5 months of a fiscal year are lower
than they would be for the next half
year because December is a heavy rev-
enue month. But even at that we are
running far behind the rate of last year.
In the first 5 months of the last fiscal
year, between July 1, 1968, and Novem-
ber 12, 1968, we find that the deposits
of the Federal Government for all types
totaled $64.8 billion, whereas withdraw-
als, or money spent during that same
time, totaled $75.6 billion, or a deficit
of $10.8 billion. That deficit was accu-
mulated during the first 5 months of
the last fiscal year.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I com-
mend the Senator from Delaware for
making these facts available to the Sen-
ate. Does the Senator believe this state-
ment to be true? As much as we dislike
to vote to continue the surtax for one-
half of 1970, we are faced with a choice
of levying this tax of about $3 billion or
ultimately increasing the national debt
by $3 billion.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. There is
no question about it.

Mr. CURTIS. It is a choice between
$3 billion of tax now or $3 billion of debt,
and the amount of interest on $3 billion,
which is no small item.

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. There is
no question about it. To the extent we
reduce taxes by $1 we have to borrow the
money, as I have pointed out before. We
operate today with a deficit of $500 mil-
lion a month.

If the Senator will bear with me, I
would like to continue the comparison I
was making. In the first 5 months last
year, beginning July 1, 1968, going down
to November 12, 1968, the expenditures
exceeded our deposifs and revenues by
$10.8 billion.

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

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that I
may proceed for 5 additional minutes.

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

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware, Mr. Pres-
ident, using the same 5 months for this
year for purposes of comparison we find
our deposits for this year are $70.4 billion,
whereas expenditures for those 5 months
amounted to $85.6 billion, which means
we accumulated a deficit of $15,156 mil-
lion in the first 5 months of this fiseal
year. That means we are running a def-
icit at the rate of around $3 to $5 billion
more than we were the year before. This
is partly because on some of the so-called
reduction features of the administration
program we get delayed action, so that
they will not become fully implemented
until the months to come. Expenditures
have to be reduced. Otherwise we will
be confronted with no surplus, even on a
unified budget, but rather we will have
a deficit. As I pointed out before, we are
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operating the Government today at the
rate of around $500 million per month
more than our income when we figure
it on the basis of the calculations we
have always used during the preceding
150 years of our Government.

To boast of a surplus on the basis that
we can count the accumulation in the
trust funds, the civil service retirement
fund, the railroad retirement fund, and
the social security retirement fund, et
cetera, as though it were normal Govern-
ment revenue has but one purpose;
namely, to receive or lull the American
people into a false sense of security that
our Government is living within its in-
come, when they are not.

It is time that we have a little truth
in Government as well as a government
preaching about the need for truth in
lending and truth in packaging.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Delaware yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.

Mr. CURTIS. Can the Senator tell
me what the approximate rate of interest
is that the Government is paying now
on its indebtedness on new issues?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. As high
as 8 percent—it is running aproximately
that—which means that if we adopt the
amendment and reject the $3 billion in-
come the Government will be forced to
borrow this money and increase further
the demand for money at the same time.
Annual interest charges on this item
alone would be over $200 million.

The problem today is that there is not
enough money in the lending market to
finance the various industry demands,

the demands of individuals for housing,
and then a huge Government deficit. I
think we have no choice but for the
Federal Government to stop its deficit
spending.

I will agree with the Senator from
Virginia that a major step in that di-

rection—the No. 1 needea step—is
more rigid control over Government
spending. I know he has been trying to
hold down Government spending; but
let us face it, there has not been enough
of us yet who can hold down Govern-
ment spending. Until we do we have no
choice except to provide revenue to oper-
ate the Government.

Mr. CURTIS. It is sometimes said that
if we can raise taxes and make less
money available, the people cannot
spend it. Does the Senator agree with
me that that statement has no validity,
because if the lack of income from taxes
would prevent spending, we would not
have any national debt; is that not true?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
true. It merely means that the Treasury
Department, which finances the obliga-
tions of the Government, has no choice
except to go out into the money market
and borrow money at the high prevailing
rate of interest, which is around 8 per-
cent. Already it is costing us close to
$1% billion per month just to pay the
interest on the national debt. We have
been running deficits in this Govern-
ment for the past 15 to 20 years. We
seem to have forgotten that the Govern-
ment does have obligations and that we
in Congress have obligations to provide
the revenue to finance the Government.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

I was one of the authors, along with
the Senator from Florida, a couple of
years ago that put through this surtax
on the request of the then President
Johnson, and I said then that we had no
choice at that time except to pass the
surtax bill because we could not afford
the alternative in this country, which
was wild inflation.

My criticism of the action then was
not what we did but the fact that it took
Congress and the administration so long
to do it, because had we taken the step
to raise taxes a year or two sooner I think
that we would not have had the wild in-
flation we now experience. But we did
not take action soon enough. Nor did
Congress exercise proper control over
expenditures. That is why inflation is
running wild today.

By all means, now that we have at
least some hope we shall be able to con-
trol inflation; let us not take this back-
ward step. Let us hold the brakes on
until we know that we have inflation
under control.

I hope that the amendment will be re-
jected.

Mr. President, I withhold the remain-
der of my time.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
I yield 2 minutes to the Senator from
Rhode Island (Mr. PASTORE).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island is recognized for
2 minutes.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I am
going to support the amendment of the
distinguished Senator from Virginia not
for the same reasons that have been
given on this floor today but for the main
reason that I think the amendment is
being considered at the wrong time in the
consideration of the bill.

The Chair will recall that before we re-
cessed last August, I made the state-
ment that we were willing to go only so
far as December 31, until we found out
what was going to be done about closing
some of the loopholes in our tax struc-
ture.

From reading the record and listening
to the debate on this floor, the same peo-
ple who are clamoring for fiscal respon-
sibility are the same people who are de-
fending the favoritism in the tax struc-
ture.

So far as the Senator from Rhode
Island is concerned, I want to make this
abundantly clear: That I am not so
much against the extension of the tax
for another 6 months, but I want to
find out first on whose back we will put
this load.

We have favoritism upon favoritism
in our tax structure. We should decide,
first, how we can close the loopholes and
then we should decide what we should do
about extension of the surtax.

When the proper time comes, I will be
no less courageous to stand up and say
that we should have an extension of the
surtax, but at this moment I want to find
out what we are going to do about the
oil depletion allowance. What are we
going to do about these other favoritisms
in the tax structure? Then, I will vote
for the surtax, I think the time has come
when, before we extend any tax, we
should clean up the tax structure by re-
moving all the favoritism in it.
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For those reasons, Mr. President, I
support the amendment.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr, Pres-
ident, I yield myself 2 additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I will be
glad to yield such time to the Senator
from Rhode Island as he may require.

Mr. President, first I wish to say to the
Senator from Rhode Island that I agree
that we need to close many of the loop-
holes. He has been advocating that for
years, and so have I. But I am sure that
he will agree that this is true not only of
the oil depletion allowance but also in
other areas. I can assure the Senator
from Rhode Island that I will be with
him in trying to close these loopholes be-
cause it needs to be done. Yesterday we
saw the result of a vote to close some of
these loopholes, but we lost. We just did
not have the votes. They were important
loopholes, I thought, that should be
closed. We must let the American people
know that whatever taxes are laid upon
them will be equitably and equally dis-
tributed across the board. I want to let
the Senator know that while I disagree
with his position on the pending amend-
ment I respect his position. I think that
we have no choice except to extend the
surcharge for another 6 months. A $3
billion extra loss in revenue at this time
cannot be permitted.

I take a back seat to no one, and join
the Senator in saying that we should
close these loopholes. I hope that before
this bill is out of here we can really close
some of them.

Mr, PASTORE, The Senator will recall
that we had the same colloquy about 4
or 5 months ago, when I said at that
time that we should close the loopholes
first. This idea saying that we will ex-
tend the tax now and take a chance on
what will happen on the loopholes, the
Senator from Rhode Island is not ready
to buy that.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I appre-
ciate that.

Mr. PASTORE. You straighten out
your tax structure and then I will talk to
you about extension.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Well, 1
guess we can find an excuse for anything
put in this bill together, so we take it or
leave it.

I hope that in the days ahead Sena-
tors who are trying to close some of the
loopholes—they and our friends who
have been attacking the tax reform bill—
will be present and helping us.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Delaware yield me 2 min-
utes?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield
to the Senator from Louisiana as much
time as he may desire.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, if Senators
will look at the summary of HR. 13270,
the blue pamphlet that I have asked to
have placed on the desk of every Sena-
tor, and turn to page 138, they will see
the amount of money proposed to be
raised by the bill through so-called loop-
hole-closing measures. They will see how
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these amounts phase in and will account
for more and more income as the years
go by. They will see all the various items
and provisions in the bill that will raise
additional income.

The biggest item of income would be
the last item before the total, the in-
vestment tax credit, starting with $2.5
billion in 1970 and providing $2,990 mil-
lion in the following year. Senators will
see how much will be raised from
changes in the treatment of corporate
capital gains, foundations, the unrelated
business income of exempt organizations,
charitable contributions, farm losses,
multiple corporations, accumulation
trusts, banks and other financial institu-
tions, percentage depletion, production
payments, and regulated utilities. In ad-
dition there is a $650 million item on
preference income.

So the bill provides many tax in-
creases, the largest single item being
the repeal of the investment tax credit,
which would, in full operation, produce
$3.3 billion a year. The bill also imposes
large tax increases on people who are in
preferred positions and have preferred
types of income or deductions.

The only thing the committee de-
clined to do, really, was to tax the in-
terest on State and local bonds. The
present difficulties the States and cities
are encountering in raising funds and
the effect such a tax might have on this
already difficult situation persuaded the
committee not to take this action.

There are many who have second
thoughts about the bill. It is felt by some
that the investment tax credit should be
repealed. It is felt by others that we
should not repeal the investment tax
credit.

I would hope, as does the Senator from
Rhode Island, that so long as we have
included provisions to raise more money,
it should be our intention to keep the
revenue-raising items in the bill until
out. Of course, if the Senate knocked
them out, it would be the privilege of any
Senator to seek a tax to increase the
overall amount.

Mr. PASTORE. That is exactly the
point which the Senator from Rhode
Island makes. I know there is much in
the bill, but merely because it is in the
bill does not mean that that is the bill
that will pass the Senate.

The Senator from Rhode Island would
first like to know what the bill provides
for closing loopholes; then let us decide
what exceptions will be made. That is
the point I make. I want to know what
the attitude of the Senate will be about
closing tax loopholes. We cannot put
this burden on the backs of the people.

Mr, LONG. I cannot accept the re-
sponsibility, because any Senator can
call up or offer any amendment he wants
to, now or later.

Mr. PASTORE. That is correct. The
Senator will agree, will he not, that the
House reduced the oil depletion allow-
ance to 20 percent, and that the Senate
committee “upped” it?

I should like to know a little more
about that before I vote on the surtax.
I have not heard that question debated
yet. .
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It is said that we need the money.
I know we need the money, but the
question is, Whence will it come? Will it
come, again, from the little people, or will
it come equitably from every taxpayer in
the country? That is my question. If
the Senator will give me the answer to
that question, I will make up my mind.

Mr. LONG. I am not the only one
who proposed tax reforms or who wants
them, The Senate committee reduced
the amount to be raised from reform
measures by the House by about $250
million. We would have raised it if we
had been allowed to retain the depletion.
We cannot all have our way about tax
reform. Some items we get, and some we
do not.

I proposed that we have a carry-for-
ward basis, so that a person would not
get a stepped-up basis when he inherited
property, which allows the appreciation
of the property prior to death to escape
taxation. But I did not have my way
about that. Even so, there are still a
large number of revenue increases in the
bill from tax reforms.

Mr. PASTORE. I realize that; but
when we talk about fiscal responsibility,
let us not talk out of both sides of our
mouth. That is all I say.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
I yield 5 minutes to the distinguished
Senator from Indiana.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I think
one thing should be pointed out definite-
ly, because the cost of living is continu-
ing to rise. I think it is most important
that someone should explain the opposi-
tion to some of the provisions for tax
inereases in the bill. I hope the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Committee
on Finance will listen to an argument
against the surtax which was made by
the administration, outside these Halls,
because it deals with inflation. It is a
news dispatch from the UPI at 11:44
this morning. It reads:

WHOLESALE PRICES

WasHINGTON.—Wholesale prices jumped
another four-tenths of 1 per cent in Novem-
ber because of the sharp rise in the cost of
farm products, the Labor Department esti-
mated today.

The wholesale price level was 4.5 above the
figure a year ago.

Preliminary flgures released by the de-
partment’s Bureau of Labor statistics (BLS)
said wholesale prices of farm products rose
an estimated 2.3 per cent during this month.
Industrial commodities rose 0.2 per cent
while processed food and feeds averaged the
same as in October.

Such increases at the wholesale level nor-
mally signal new retall price hikes in the
offing,

The November rise in the wholesale prices
matched the October advance, which fol-
lowed three months of smaller increases that
appeared to Indicate Nixon administration
antl-inflation policles might be taking effect.

The 0.4 per cent rise equaled the percentage
increase In consumer prices in October, re-
ported last week. This appeared to offer little
hope that consumer price increases would be
abating in the coming meonths.

The November rise pushed the wholesale
price index to 114.5, which meant that goods
which cost $10 at wholesale in the 1957-59
base period cost $11.45 this month.

The wholesale price index advanced sharply
during the first six months of 1969, with
monthly increases ranging from 0.4 per cent
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in February and June up to 0.8 per cent in
January and May. But the increases dropped
off to 0.1 per cent in July and in August,
only to rise to 0.2 per cent in September and
to 0.4 per cent in October and November,

So anyone who says that any effort is
being made at this time, with this bill,
to control inflation, just absolutely can-
not substantiate his view by the facts.
Not a single Senator has risen to sub-
stantiate any of this claim.

But the administration takes the posi-
tion that I am advocating and that the
Senator from Virginia (Mr. Byrp) is ad-
vocating today, in a speech delivered at
Princeton to the Tax Institute of Amer-
ica Symposium by Herbert Stein, one
of the President’s Council of Economic
Advisers. I read a portion of his speech.
After Mr. Stein had described the theory
which has been laid before the country,
a theory which has been shown to be
false and has left people standing aghast
as to why the principle of high interest
rates and tight money does not work,
President Nixon’s Economic Adviser
said, 2 days ago:

However, subsequent analysis suggested
that a temporary tax change would have
little effect on private spending, by elther
businesses or households. This view has ap-
parently been confirmed by experience with
the temporary tax surcharge enacted in 1968.
The rise of business investment which fol-
lowed the enactment of the surcharge was so
big that one can hardly expect to detect
any repressive effect of the surcharge on
the corporata pl’Dﬂtﬁ tax. Mlcroscoplc a.nsly-
sis may yet discover some effect of the sur-
charge on consumption. But in any case we
are going to say that the effect was small and
late.

Then, this conclusion:

In fact, the final analysis of the 1968
episode—

Which is the surtax we are debating at
this moment—

May yet reveal that the net effect of the
surchage was inflationary.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator’s time has expired.

Mr. HARTKE, May I have another 2
minutes?

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I yield the
Senator from Indiana 2 additional min-
utes.

Mr. HARTKE. In other words, these
factors indicate more unemployment and
higher interest rates. Mr. William Butler,
one of the most distinguished econo-
mists in America, of Morgan Guaranty,
said last week there is only one reason
that the prime rate is not being in-
creased—and I predict it will soon be in-
creased—ifrom its 815-percent rate of to-
day, and that is because they fear the
wrath of Congress; but ultimately they
will do it, because just this past week, a
triple A utility bond sold for the highest
rate in the history of the United States,
and they said an immediate increase in
interest rates across the board would be
forthcoming.

There is no question but that this tight
money policy and the surtax are stopping
the economy of the United States. There
is no question about that. But they are
not stopping inflation. That is what I am
saying: This administration is now faced
with an inflation credibility gap, and
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someone will have to answer for that
one.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr, President,
I yield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. President, I thoroughly agree with
the distinguished Senator from Delaware,
who said that there is only one way to
effectively reduce taxes, and that is to
control spending. I agree thoroughly with
that assertion, and the record of the past
4 years will bear out that my votes have
been cast precisely along that line.

I believe, too, that the way to control
inflation is to control spending. In the
long run, it is controlled spending, and
not continued increases in taxes, that
will most effectively and lastingly com-
bat inflation.

The assertion has been made on this
floor today that the Senate has two
choices: One is to continue this surtax,
which will bring into the Government
$2 pillion during the current fiscal year;
or, if that is not done, it will increase
the national debt by $2 billion.

I submit there is a third choice, and
that is the choice I think the Senate
should take: To eliminate this surtax of
$2 billion, and offset it by a decrease in
spending. I submit that that can be done
and should be done. I point to just one
area as an example: It has been proposed
that spending for foreign aid be increased
by $1 billion this year over last year. I
submit that that cannot be justified. That
$1 billion increase cannot be justified, and
that is only one area where sharp reduc-
tions can be made. There are many other
such areas.

The able Senator from Delaware
brought out another point with which I
thoroughly agree. He said there is a
time for truth in government. That is
really the basis and the number one
reason why I have submitted this amend-
ment; because I think that this surtax,
which was put on almost 2 years ago, and
which automatically expired on June 30,
1969, and was continued as a temporary
measure, should come off, or else it
will become a permanent tax. Even
though this tax was put on as a tempo-
rary tax, expiring automatically on June
30, 1969, it has already been extended
once, and now it is proposed to extend it
again. I submit that that is why people
become cynical with government—and
the American people have become cynical
with this Government, because we, the
leaders of the Government, tell the peo-
ple one thing and then do something
else.

When it comes to using this tax to con-
trol inflation, I ask this question of the
Senate, just as I asked it of the Secretary
of the Treasury when he appeared before
the Committee on Finance: How do you
fight inflation by taking $2 billion out of
the pockets of the wage earners and the
taxpayers so they cannot spend the
money, and turning it over to the Gov-
ernment, so that the Government can
spend the money? I submit that that is
not the way to control inflation. The way
to control inflation is to get Government
spending under control, and not con-
tinually make permanent taxes which
were first put on as temporary measures.
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There is $2 billion involved in this
amendment—$2 billion for this fiscal
year 1970. I dislike to see the Govern-
ment lose that revenue at this time; but
I believe, first, that it can be offset by
reductions in spending, and second, that
the advantage gained by keeping faith
with the people will be more important
than maintaining the tax.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield 3
minutes to the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I wish I
could share the optimism of my friend
from Virginia about making good this
loss of revenue by a reduction in ex-
penditures. I am afraid, however, that
the realities do not substantiate what the
Senator has said.

It is very easy to talk about expendi-
ture reduction, but we simply do not have
enough votes to achieve that expendi-
ture reduction. We have to face up to the
reality of the way appropriations are
going in this session. They are going up,
and not down.

I should like to make a comment about
the failure of the surtax to do anything
about inflation. Mr. President, 2 years
ago, before the Joint Economic Com-
mittee, we had testimony from many of
the leading economists in this country.
To a man, they indicated the desirability
of a blend of an increase in taxes and a
reduction in expenditures. Upon inter-
rogation, they agreed that the increase
in taxes would have only a delayed im-
pact on inflation, and the reason, of
course, is quite obvious: People who have
a higher tax bill, who want to make pur-
chases, will go into their savings ac-
counts and make those purchases, and
it will not be until some months or pos-
sibly even a year or two later that the
impact of that tax increase will be felt,
as far as inflation is concerned.

On the other hand, they testified unan-
imously that a reduction in Federal
spending would have an almost imme-
diate impact. It is tragic that inflation
has continued. I do not think anyone in
this country, any economist, expected to
have the results of the $25 billion deficit
continue as long as they have. It was the
first time in our country’s history that
we had a comparable economic situation.

I think it may not satisfy people to
say that if we had not had a surtax, in-
flation would have been worse, but econ-
omists will tell you it would have been
worse.

For the sake of coming out with a
reasonable balance between expenditures
and revenue, I think it would be tragic
to subtract from the income of the
Treasury $2 to $3 billion in revenue by
adopting the Byrd amendment. I share
the Senator’s concern about spending,
and I have done my share of voting to
reduce appropriations. But the fact is
that we do not have the votes to do it, and
in that climate, I think we have to recog-
nize that we simply must insure the
revenue to the Treasury, if we do not
want to have more inflation and higher
interest rates.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr, President, I
admit that if the surtax is eliminated, it
will make the budgetary choices ahead
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of us more difficult. However, I feel that
we must undergo necessary discipline.
We must control spending.

In the long run, controlled spending
and not repeated extensions of tax in-
creases will best combat inflation. The
surtax is put on as a temporary tax. And
it is fast becoming a permanent tax.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, the Senate is not in order,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
I feel it is important that Congress keep
faith with the people. This tax was put
on as a temporary tax, It automatically
expired last fall. It has been extended
once. It is now proposed that it be ex-
tended again.

We have heard overtures that it may be
necessary in the views of some people to
extend it beyond next June 30.

I think it is important to eliminate it
now, if we are to keep faith with the
people who have become cynical about
Government, because we tell them one
thing and subsequently do something
else,

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, earlier this
year I took the position that I would op-
pose extension of the surtax, particularly
if the extension were not accompanied
by meaningful tax reform.

This was my reasoning.

First, there is no. indication that the
surtax has been effective in slowing the
climb in prices.

And second, a 10- or 5-percent increase
on top of an inequitable tax system would
increase existing inequities.

For example, the October 20 edition of
U.S. News & World Report carried the
report that in 1967, 399 individuals whose
incomes totaled $185 million paid no
Federal income taxes. Five percent of
nothing is still nothing.

Today we vote on ending the surtax
this year. I will vote to end the surtax
for the same reasons I opposed its ex-
tension this spring. It still has not been
proven that the surtax is an effective
anti-inflationary tool.

And we have yet to enact tax reform.

If after we have completed work on
tax reform and tax relief provisions of
this bill there is a considerable loss of
Federal revenues, I might then recon-
sider my vote on the surtax. However,
such reconsideration will be based on the
degree of tax reform and the nature of
tax relief. Certainly, the major portion
of tax relief should flow to those who can
least afford to carry the present tax
burden.

And finally, any reconsideration of the
surtax will also depend on whether a case
can be made that the surtax is vital to
the effort to stem rising prices.

RELIEF FOR THE AVERAGE AMERICAN TAXPAYER

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I support
the amendment offered by the Senator
from Virginia, and I do so without hesi-
tation.

We have heard a great deal of talk
about the need for the extension of the
surcharge to combat inflation. I am very
aware of this spiraling inflation which
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has plagued our economy for such a long
time. I feel, however, that there are
other ways to handle inflation without
imposing a surcharge across the board.

We all know what is wrong with our
tax system, and it is up to this Congress
to correct the flagrant abuses and in-
equities which have existed for so long.

We all know that the very poor do not
really have a tax problem, and the very
rich can, as we well know, take care of
themselves.

But what about the average man, the
one who works for his living, the one
who has been the chief source of our
tax revenues for years?

This is the man I am worried about,
middle American or whatever you want
to eall him. I am worried about him, but
more than that, I think we owe him
something.

Therefore, Mr. President, I cast my
vote in favor of repealing this 5-percent
surtax.

The average American has long been
carrying a disproportionate share of the
burden, and it is high time that Congress
showed an interest in giving him some
relief,

I shall continue to vote on this tax
bill in support of all measures which will
provide this essential relief for the aver-
age American taxpayer.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
having expired, the question is on agree-
ing to the amendment by the Senator
from Virginia. On this question, the yeas
and nays have been ordered, and the
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. INOUYE (after having voted in
the negative). On this vote I have a live
pair with the distinguished Senator from
Texas (Mr. YareporouGH). If he were
present and voting, he would vote “yea.”
If I were permitted to vote, I would vote
“nay.” Therefore, I withdraw my vote.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia (after
having voted in the affirmative). On
this vote I have a live pair with the dis-
tinguished majority leader, the Senator
from Montana (Mr. MansFieLp). If he
were present and voting, he would vote
‘“nay.” If I were permitted to vote, I
would vote “yea.” I therefore withdraw
my vote.

Mr. COOK (after having voted in the
affirmative). On this vote I have a live
pair with the distinguished Senator from
Tennessee (Mr. BAKER) . If he were pres-
ent and voting, he would vote “nay.” If I
were permitted to vote, I would vote
‘“vea.” I therefore withdraw my vote.

Mr. SAXBE (after having voted in the
affirmative). On this vote I have a live
pair with the distinguished Senator from
Kentucky (Mr. CooreRr) . If he were pres-
ent and voting, he would vote “nay.” If
I were permitted to vote, I would vote
“yea."” I therefore withdraw my vote.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-
nounce that the Senator from Indiana
(Mr. BaYH) , the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CuHurcH), the Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. ELLENDER), the Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. Ervin), the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. KeNNEDY), the Sen-
ator from Montana (Mr. MANSFIELD), the
Senator from Arkanas (Mr. McCLELLAN),
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and the Senator from Connecticut (Mr,
RiIBICOFF), are necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Washington (Mr. JaAckson), the Senator
from Wisconsin (Mr. NeLson), and the
Senator from Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH),
are absent on official business,

I further announced that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Washing-
ton (Mr. Jackson) would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Wis-
consin (Mr. NELsoN) is paired with the
Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
ErvinN). If present and voting, the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin would vote “yea”
and the Senator from North Carolina
would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Idaho
(Mr. CHURCH) is paired with the Senator
from Louisiana (Mr. ELLENDER). If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Idaho
would vote “yea” and the Senator from
Louisiana would vote “nay.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
Brooke), the Senator from Kentucky
(Mr. CooPER), the Senator from Arizona
(Mr. GOLDWATER), the Senator from New
York (Mr. GooneLL), the Senator from
Pennsylvania (Mr. ScorT), and the Sen-
ator from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS) are nec-
essarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MuonbT) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
Baxer) is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. Brooke), the Sena-
tor from New York (Mr. GoobeLL), the
Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. ScoTT),
and the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
STEVENS) would each vote “nay.”

The respective pairs of the Senator
from Tennessee (Mr. Bager) and that
of the Senator from Kentucky (Mr.
CooPEr) have been previously an-
nounced.

The result was announced—yeas 28,
nays 49, as follows:

[No.159 Leg.]
YEAS—28

Hartke
Hatfleld
Hollings
Hughes
Jordan, N.C,
Magnuson
McCarthy
McGovern
Metcalf
Montoya

NAYS—40

Gurney
Hansen
Harris
Holland
Hruska
Javits
Jordan, Idaho
Long
Mathias
McGee
MelIntyre
Miller
Mondale
Murphy
Muskie

Allen
Bible
Burdick
Byrd, Va.
Cannon
Dodd
Eastland
Fong
Gore
Hart

Moss

Pastore
Proxmire
Russell
Spong
Talmadge
Willlams, N.J.
Young, Ohio

Pell

Percy

Prouty
Randolph
Schweiker
Smith, Maine
Bmith, I11.
Sparkman
Stennis
Symington
Thurmond
Tower
Tydings
Wiiliams, Del.
Young, N. Dak.

Ajken
Allott
Anderson
Bellmon
Bennett
Boggs
Case
Cotton
Cranston

Dominick
Eagleton
Fannin
Fulbright
Gravel Packwood
Griffin Pearson

PRESENT AND GIVING LIVE PAIRS, AS
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED—4
Byrd of West Virginia, for.
Cook, for.
Inouye, against.
Saxbe, for.
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NOT VOTING—19

Goldwater Nelson
Goodell Ribicoff
Jackson Scott
Kennedy Stevens
Mansfield Yarborough
Ellender MeClellan

Ervin Mundt

So the amendment (No. 287) of Mr.
Byrp of Virginia was rejected.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was rejected.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Baker
Bayh
Brooke
Church
Cooper

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask that the Chair instruct the
Sergeant at Arms to clear the floor of all
staff personnel not immediately needed
by their respective Senators or the com-
mittee handling the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair instruets the Sergeant at Arms to
clear the floor of all personnel not im-
mediately needed on the floor.

The Senator from Texas is recognized.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, a
point of order. There are sundry per-
sons here who have no business to be
here. They are standing around. I ask
that the order of the Chair be enforced.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Ser-
geant at Arms will clear the floor of all
personnel not immediately needed in the
Chamber.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. I thank the
Chair.

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

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

TAX REFOREM

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the legis-
lation now before us is so ponderous and
complex that it is difficult to avoid be-
coming bogged down in technicalities,
percentages and legal jargon. But we
must remember that each line of every
one of the 585 pages of this bill has a di-
rect and vital effect on a segment of the
American economy. We must remember
that very few of the tax provisions in this
bill will act in a vacuum, just as very few
of the sections of the present tax code act
alone. Our tax structure must be viewed
as a delicate multi-faceted machine de-
signed, however, imperfectly, to collect
the revenues necessary to support our
Federal Government. This highly com-
plex machine has many levers, pulleys,
and gears, each of which serves to en-
courage or discourage a speciﬂc response
from one or more segments of the econ-
omy. It is rare that one part of this ma-
chine can be adjusted without a reaction
in another part. It is equally rare that
a change in the tax treatment accorded
one industry or group of our economy
can be made without affecting another,

Therefore, I must caution all of my
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colleagues against over-reaction. In our
zeal to adjust the tax machine so that
it no longer elicits economic responses
which allow 154 men and women to in-
crease their worth by more than $200,000
a year without paying any Federal tax,
we must be careful not to throw the
machine so out of balance that it ad-
versely affects the remaining millions
of men and women who pay full taxes.
Vengeance, however justified, is no sub~
stitute for reason where the American
economy is concerned.

I would hate to think that all the man-
power, thought, and time which has been
put into this tax “reform” effort was
directed at the infamous 154 which we
have heard to much about. I would pre-
fer to think that our purpose here in the
Senate is to analyze the existing tax
structure and approve changes designed
to more equitably distribute the tax
burden in accordance with overall eco-
nomic needs. The emphasis must be
placed on equity and the needs of the
economy.

It is important that we resist the
temptation to confuse equality with
equity. The economy of this Nation never
has been and, in my opinion, never should
be based on the notion that all should
share equally in the fruits of the system.
Instead, this country has been blessed
with an essentially free enterprise system
which has made use of a free market
system to distribute the goods and serv-
ices available to each man according to
his ingenuity, talent, and effort. I do not
think that we would have the most pow-
erful economy in the world today if the
goal of our tax laws had been to bring
about equality of wealth.

Consequently, I must view with con-
cern the statements of those who claim
that the sole purpose of this tax bill
must be to close so-called “loopholes” in
the tax law. Such statements are attrac-
tive at first glance. We must remember,
however, that a tax law viewed by one
man as a loophole represents for an-
other man a reasonable tax incentive.
What appears to be an acecident of the
tax laws which exists solely to allow a
few individuals to unjustly enrich them-
selves may well be a carefully designed
attempt to provide incentive to elicit a
specific economic response essential to
our national well-being.

Many of the so-called loopholes were
not accidents, not clandestine creations
of a few legislators who were controlled
by so-called “fat cats,” but attempts to
use the tax laws to stimulate an essen-
tial segment of the American economy.
None of these incentives ever became
law without approval of at least a ma-
jority of the Members of Congress. All
of them were considered to be in the best
interests of the United States.

Mr. President, I will gladly join with
my colleagues in an effort to eliminate
tax incentives which are no longer
needed and to close loopholes which have
been so abused as to pervert their origi-
nal purpose. But where a tax incentive
is still needed to bring about a desirable
response from a segment of our econ-
omy, I will not attack it merely because
it is popular to do so or because a few
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individuals are benefiting inordinately
from it.

In examining a tax incentive, or “loop-
hole” if you will, the test for retaining
it must not be whether we can exercise
vengeance on individuals who are in-
creasing their wealth under the law. In-
stead the test should be twofold: first,
is the economic response encouraged by
the tax advantage a desirable one? If it
is, then we must determine whether
granting the tax advantage in question
is the best way to bring about the re-
sponse, If it is the best way—that is, if
the net gain to the economy exceeds the
tax revenue lost as the result of granting
the tax advantage by a great enough
margin, then it should not be abolished
merely because a few individuals profit
greatly from it.

That is the test, Mr. President, that I
shall apply to all of the tax incentives
which are under review in this bill. Since
I do not believe that this test was applied
correctly to many of the provisions of
the tax law dealt with in this bill, I shall
have several amendments to remedy that.
I will endeavor to submit my amend-
ments for printing well in advance of the
time when I shall bring them up so that
all of my colleagues will have the op-
portunity to give detailed attention to
the intent and practical effects of my
changes.

Mr. President, I am appreciative of
the great strain which the Finance Com-
mittee was forced to work under. In my
opinion, the bill reported out by the
committee is a significant improvement
over the one which was approved by the
other body. But I cannot support the bill
as it is now written. Unless we are able
to achieve substanital equity for the
treatment of some vital segments of our
economy which need to be stimulated, I
greatly fear that I shall be unable to
recommend final passage.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 297 THROUGH 300

Mr, President, I have a number of
amendments that I should like to sub-
mit at this time to be printed. I shall
have appropriate remarks to make on
them as they are called up. I send these
amendments to the desk to be printed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendments will be received and printed
and will lie on the table.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, will the Senator from Texas yield?

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Pres-
ident will the Senator from Texas yield
without losing his right to the floor?

Mr. TOWER. I yield.

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, let me say, first, that we may ex-
pect two or three more votes today,
hopefully.

It is my understanding that the senior
Senator from Indiana (Mr. HARTKE)
plans to submit two or three amend-
ments and that he wants votes on them
today.

Thus, Senators should be placed on
notice that there may be two or three
rollcall votes yet today.

However, it is expected that there will
be no rollcall votes tomorrow.
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THANKSGIVING ADJOURNMENT

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Pres-
ident, I ask the Chair to lay before the
Senate a message from the House of Rep-
resentatives on Senate Concurrent Res-
olution 48.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the amendment of the
House of Representatives to the concur-
rent resolution from the Senate (S. Con.
Res. 48) to adjourn from November 26,
1969, until December 1, 1969, which was
in line 4, strike out the period, and insert
a semicolon and “and that when the
House adjourns on Wednesday, Novem-
ber 26, 1969, it stand adjourned until 12
o'clock noon Monday, December 1, 1969.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I move that the Senate con-
cur in the House amendment.

The motion was agreed to.

TAX REFORM ACT OF 1969

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 13270), the Tax Reform
Act of 1969,

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Texas yield?

Mr. TOWER. I yield.

Mr. MURPHY. I agree with a great .
deal that has been said by my distin-
guished colleague from Texas. I think
there is much misdirection in the pend-
ing bill. In some areas the stated pur-
pose of the bill has been turned away.
There have been some deviations from
start to finish.

May I ask my distinguished colleague
from Texas how many amendments he
sent to the desk just now? I understand
the Senator sent more than one to the
desk.

Mr. TOWER. Six.

Mr. MURPHY. Six. I thank the Sen-
ator. In consideration of the six amend-
ments, would the Senator think that he
would agree to a limited time or that the
time would be unlimited,

Mr. TOWER. At the moment, I prefer
not to agree to a limited time situation
because I think when we are dealing
with a highly complex issue such as tax
reform, Senators should have adequate
time to consider it.

Many of our brethren were not aware
that we would plunge hastily into voting
on amendments, debating on amend-
ments, and agreeing to or rejecting
amendments on Monday or Tuesday of
this week; but, apparently, it has been
determined that we will get right into
it. A number of Senators are absent.
They are absent because they felt there
would not be any major action on this
tax reform bill in the early part of this
week. Therefore, I think it would be not
in the best interests of good legislative
procedure to agree to a controlled time
situation.

Mr. MURPHY. I agree with my dis-
tinguished colleague from Texas that
there is a great deal about this bill that
should be examined closely. Many Sena-
tors have been busy in other committees.
In my case, not being a member of the
Finance Committee or responsible for
the bill, we do have a report which I re-
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ceived in my office late on Friday. It is
a most complex document as it stands
now. The bill is over 500 pages in length.
I should like to urge my colleague from
Texas that we take the proper time, that
since this matter of tax reform has been
kept waiting for 12 years, we not rush in
now and do a job that we may not be
pleased with or proud of when we finish.

Mr. TOWER. I concur with the Sena-
tor from California. How many of the
100 Senators have had the opportunity
to read the bill, to ponder it in great
detail, and digest it? I would suggest that
there are not many. I think we need tax
reform. We need a complete recodifica-
tion of what is an antiquated tax struc-
ture. But I certainly do not believe that
we should act hastily on this measure
which might have been devised merely
in response to popular whim or a partic-
ular economic fiscal monetary situation
which happens to exist at this moment.

When we pass tax reform, we will be
passing tax legislation that will affect the
whole economy of the United States of
America for years and years to come.
There are some things in the bill that
need to be remedied, such as the efforts
to make it possible for a few people in
this country to go without paying any
taxes. I have no sympathy for them. I
am the son of a clergyman by way of
background. I have never earned a great
deal of money, yet I have always felt
that I have paid an inordinate tax bill
and, therefore, I would not like to see
a few people getting off scot free. I think
we are running the grave risk of throw-
ing out the baby with the water. We
are running the grave risk of destroying
the incentives which have made us the
greatest industrial power on the face of
the earth.

Mr. MURPHY. I have received more
mail, more visits, more telephone calls,
more telegrams from more people with
regard to the tax bill than anything since
I came to the Senate.

Coming here as a sort of surprise entry,
as it were, from a background of acting
on the stage, I received an inordinate
amount of mail at the beginning. The
mail has been varied. It occurs as a re-
sult of the many facets and complexities
that go to make up the State which I
have the honor in part to represent.

Mr. President, one-tenth of the pop-
ulation of the United States resides in
the State of California. I find it hard
to find one industry or one group in the
United States that is not heavily rep-
resented in the State of California.

As I have gone through the bill with
people who represent their communi-
ties, good, honest people, productive peo-
ple, leaders in charity activities, people
who have taken the lead in building
hospitals, museums, and private colleges,
they are all concerned and worried. They
are frightened, really, as to the result of
some of the things that are in this bill,
or were in it.

I must say that the members of the
committee on this side of the aisle have
done a magnificent job, but there is still
so much of it. As one of our distinguished
colleagues said to me facetiously, “I not
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only did not read it; I could not even
pick it up.”

The tax reform that the Senate enacts
at this time will affect the future of this
country for many, many years to come.
I therefore commend my distinguished
colleague from Texas for suggesting that
we be not hasty, when we are told that
there will be a vote at a time certain,
regardless of whether, in the considera-
tion of the majority of this body, it is
the proper, the effective, or the safe way
to progress.

I think that we should stop and think
a little bit. The deliberations of this body
are the safeguards for the country. We
are supposed to take the time, the trou-
ble, to discuss the issues and to be help-
ful in debate, and make as certain as we
humanly can that the decisions we make
will be in the best interests of all the peo-
ple of this country.

As my distinguished colleague has said,
in order to stop some, we may be doing
great damage to others who do not de-
serve any damage, who have been com-
plying with the law completely.

These are among the reasons that have
concerned the Senator from California.

I am glad that my colleague from the
great State of Texas has spoken out on
the matter at this particular time. I hope
that as we progress, we will not be rushed,
we will not be pushed, we will not be hur-
ried; that we will have time to examine
all of these matters carefully; to make
certain that they do what we intend, and
not that we will come up with some sur-
prises. I think we would do well to take
our time and not be rushed in these mat-
ters, because this measure is of great
importance, and we must not, under any
circumstances, disappoint the American
people who put their trust in us, in our
wisdom and experience, by sending us
here as their representatives.

I thank the Senator.

Mr. TOWER. I thank the Senator for
his remarks, and wish to associate my-
self with them. We are supposed to be
the world’s greatest deliberative body.
William S. White, in his book “The Cit-
adel,” said the primary function of the
Senate is to protect the minority from
the precipitate and the emotional tyran-
nies of the majority. I think that is what
we should be engaged in right now.

I think, too, we have for too long
thought in terms of a popular myth, that
there are two groups in this country, one
group called the consumers and another
group called the producers. Indeed, every
American is both a consumer and a pro-
ducer, and if we destroy the jobs of a lot
of producers by destroying the incentives
that make them producers, then we will
certainly destroy a lot of consumers in
this country. I hope we bear that in mind.

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

Mr. TOWER. I yield.

Mr. HRUSKA. I have listened with in-
terest to the discussion of the Senator
from Texas, and find myself in sympathy
with the proposition he has stated con-
cerning limitations on debate. When we
are faced with a stack of volumes which
we see in front of us, when we look at the
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printed hearings, when we look at a very
complex bill and consider the fact that
it made its first appearance on the floor
yvesterday, it certainly does not seem to
be in very good order to limit debate on
amendments that are taken up at the
present time.

Perhaps they are not particularly com-
plicated in and of themselves, but they
fit into a larger pattern, and we do not
know yet what that larger pattern is. A
Senator has no way of finding out in the
discussion what that pattern is.

I would be constrained to consider
very deliberately any further requests for
unanimous-consent requests to limit de-
bate until we have had time to study the
bill, the report, and the hearings, so we
know where we are going.

We have not ground out much leg-
islation this year and I know the leader-
ship on both sides of the aisle is a little
restive, but that reasoning is small logic
for rushing deliberation of legislation
that is as important and massive in its
impact on the economic and sociological
structure of this Nation as the bill we
are presently considering.

Mr. TOWER. I agree with the Sena-
tor. I certainly, for one, am not one who
will agree to controlled time until such
time as we have had an opportunity to
study the bill. Then perhaps controlled
time would be in order, but not until
that time.

CLEAN AIR ACT—CONFERENCE
REPORT

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I sub-
mit a report of the committee of con-
ference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendment of the
House to the bill (8. 2276) to extend for
1 year the authorization for research
relating to fuels and vehicles under the
provisions of the Clean Air Act. I ask
unanimous consent for the present con-
sideration of the report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be read for the information of
the Senate.

The assistant legislative clerk read
the report.

(For conference report, see House pro-
ceedings of November 24, 1969, p. 35526,
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration
of the report?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, on July
8 the Senate unanimously agreed to a
1-year extension of the broadened re-
search and demonstration section of the
Clean Air Act. Without this legislation
the Appropriations Committee would be
unable to fund the fuels combustion re-
search efforts which are so vitally
needed to achieve control of fossil-fuel-
fired powerplants and automobile en-
gines. The House of Representatives
passed the National Air Pollution Con-
trol Administration budget without
funds for this section due to the lack
of an authorization.

The conference committee agreed on
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an amount 50 percent less than that
which was passed by the Senate and
which represents a $26.3 million increase
over the House figure. The House com-
mittee argued that there was no need
to authorize an amount in excess of the
administration’s budget request. The
Senate conferees disagreed and indicated
a strong belief that the purpose of an
authorizing committee was to indicate
program need, not program expenditure,
Also, the Senate conferees did not think
that the administration’s budget request
would provide an adequate research in-
vestment this year,

Mr. President, across the Nation peo-
ple have spoken out for air pollution
control. The manifestations of public
opinion which have occurred in public
hearing after public hearing in numer-
ous air quality regions have indicated
a growing demand for clean air.

I will speak on this subject in the near
future when I discuss implementation
of the Air Quality Act. However, suffice
it to say that air qualify standards are
being set. In many regions, plans for
implementation will soon have to be de-
veloped. Those plans for implementation
will depend on the availability of tech-
nology, alternative fuels, and other
methods of reducing air pollution. Con-
trol technology for oxides of sulfur, one
of the two pollutants for which standards
are being set, other than alternative
fuels and low sulfur fuels is not available.
It was primarily for this purpose that
this section was enacted in 1967.

There is a limited supply of low sulfur
coal which will be available in most com-
munities to meet standards now. But a
major technological breakthrough will be
required to assure compliance with the
standards which have been proposed and
which meet the Nation's energy demands
at the same time.

Mr. President, I understand that those
who sell and those who use high sulfur
coal are arguing against early implemen-
tation of proposed standards for sulfur
oxides and are opposing use of low sulfur
coal because of costs. They are content
to wait until control technology is de-
veloped pursuant to this section of the
Clean Air Act.

I find this unconscionable and unac-
ceptable. If air pollution control officials
in any part of the Nation are in fact
not going to require alternative fuels as
a means of control and wait for tech-
nology to be developed, I would person-
ally urge elimination of this section of
the law. Section 104 must not be used as
an excuse to delay effective control. Low
sulfur coal and alternative fuels must
be used during the entire period of tech-
nology development,

Another area where more research is
needed is in developing alternatives to
the internal combustion engine and a
more effective means of controlling the
existing engine. Too little has been done
in this area, The administration has been
weak in its response to the need to de-
velop this technology. The automobile in-
dustry has been guilty of delay.

I would hope that, with this compro-
mise amount of $45 million, the Presi-
dent, the Director of the Bureau of the
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Budget, and the Secretary of Health, Ed-
ucation, and Welfare would take cogni-
zance of the congressional concern for
this program and recognize that $45 mil-
lien is not merely a compromise figure,
but is a rejection of an inadequate budget
request and an insistence on the part of
the Congress that additional funds be
provided for this program.

Mr. President, today I have sent a let-
ter cosigned by Senator RanporLpH and
other members of the Subcommittee on
Air and Water Pollution requesting the
Appropriations Committee to increase
the funds for this program this year in
order that oxides of sulfur research and
motor vehicle pollution control research
can proceed at an accelerated pace.

I hope that my colleagues will support
me in this request.

I ask unanimous consent that the letter
to the Senator from Washington (Mr.
MacnusoN) be printed in the REcorp
at this point.

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

CoMmMITTEE ON PusrLic Works,
Washington, D.C., November 25, 1969.

Hon. Warren G. MAGNUSON,

Chairman, Senate Appropriations Subcom-
mittee on Labor, Health, Education, and
Welfare, and Related Agencies, U.S. Sen-
ate, Washington, D.C.

Dear WarrEN: As you know, the Air Quality
Act of 1967 is a far-reaching and critically
important measure authorizing major Fed-
eral support for a national program of air
quality enhancement. Substantial progress
is being made toward the implementation of
this program. However, our capacity to
pollute exceeds our capacity to control pollu-
tion. For example, in the absence of control,
sulfur oxide alr pollution levels will continue
to increase for the next ten years,

This situation need not continue. The Air
Quality Act of 1967 provided adequate au-
thority to develop necessary technology,
However, appropriation and budget requests
for that program have been inadequate. In
1969 the Administration requested $31.8 mil-
lion for Section 104, Only $18.7 million were
appropriated. For FY 1970 the Administration
only requested $18.7 million for Section 104.

The effect of these reduced appropriations
will be continued delay in the development of
sulfur oxide and motor vehicle emissions
control technology. Standards are now being
set by the States under the Air Quality Act
for particulates and sulfur oxides, but effec-
tive long-term implementation of the sulfur
oxide standards may be delayed in the ab-
sence of technically feasible control systems.

Senate and House conferees have agreed
to authorize $45 million to carry out Section
104 in FY 1970 but, as mentioned above, the
Administration requested only $18.7 million,
The House did not appropriate any funds
for this section in the absence of an au-
thorization,

As you know, research and demonstration
efforts to confrol emissions from motor ve-
hicles and to develop alternatives to the
internal combustion engine are carried out
with Section 104 funds. This effort only re-
ceived approximately $4 million in 1969 for
new propulsion systems as well as control
methods applicable to existing systems, This
is obviously inadequate.

During recent hearings before your Sub-
committee, Mr. C. C. Johnson agreed with
Senator Case on the current status of sulfur
oxide control technology: “In other words,
we are at a very primitive state of the art
here.” Alr pollution control technologies
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must keep pace with the standards setting
procedure by the states and the Federal pro-
gram must be strengthened in this area.

Yet, at this crucial time, the Administra-
tion reduced the fiscal 1970 budget of the
Consumer Protection and Environmental
Health Service by 13 percent, or $30 million.
Environmental quality must become a more
important priority. If the Administration
does not recognize this need, then the Con-
gress must make up the slack.

Your efforts to strengthen this program
by providing adequate funding for research
relating to the development of new and im-
proved methods to control fuel combustion
by-products will assist in indicating Con-
gressional concern.

‘We urge you to consider an increase in the
Section 104 appropriation to the authorized
level of $45 million, with a directive to em-
phasize development of sulfur oxide and
motor vehicle emission controls technology.

If we can be of further assistance in this
matter, please let me know.

Sincerely,

EpmunND 8, MUSKIE,
Howarp H. BAKER, Jr.
BmcH BAYH.
THOMAS F. EAGLETON.
JosepH M. MONTOYA.
JENNINGS RANDOLPH.
Wintiam B, SpoNg, Jr.

FUELS RESEARCH IS VITALLY ESSENTIAL IN

POLLUTION FPROGRAMS

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, on
Thursday, November 20, following the
agreement of the House and Senate con-
ferees on S. 2276, I reported the results
of that conference to the Senate. The
$45 million which this bill authorizes for
research on controlling air pollution from
fuels combustion and automobile emis-
sions is needed to fund this fiscal year’s
appropriation. I reiterate that the
amount of the authorization falls short
of the actual needs for research funds in
this field.

The authorization in this bill should
not be considered as a precedent for fu-
ture action. Next year the Committee on
Public Works, through its Subcommittee
on Air and Water Pollution, will review
fuels combustion research needs and at-
tempts to establish authorizations which
realistically reflect them.

I hope that when the subcommittee
conducts its hearings in this area next
year that the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare will be able to
provide a clear statement of its program
and schedule for fuels combustion re-
search and for the development of alter-
natives to the gasoline internal combus-
tion engine as propulsion for the auto-
mobile.

All of the projections for the energy
needs of the United States in the next two
to three decades, and all the projections
for automobile production in the near
future indicate that the quality of air of
the urban centers of the United States
will continue to be degraded unless these
critical problems of eliminating the pol-
lutants from the combustion of fossil
fuels and from automobile emissions are
solved. There is no higher priority for re-
search and development in the field of air
pollution abatement than this challenge.
It is my hope that the executive branch
will assume greater initiative in this area.
The Congress must act affirmatively.
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Mr. MUSKIE. I urge the adoption of
the conference report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the conference
report.

The report was agreed to.

Mr. MUSKIE, Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the con-
ference report was agreed to.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

TAX REFORM ACT OF 1969

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 13270), the Tax Reform
Act of 1969.

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

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

Mr. HARTEKE. Mr. President, the ex-
pected results of the vote on the surtax
amendment of the Senator from Virginia
did ocecur; so now, by virtue of that, we
are practically certain we will have a 5
percent surtax continue until at least
June 30 of next year, although there is
some indication that that will probably
not be the end, and I do not anticipate
that it will be. If present monetary and
fiscal policies continue it will not be
the end. Some time about the middle of
March, I would imagine, we will find
out that the necessity for continuing the
surtax beyond June 30 will still be with
us.
For that reason, I think it is important
that we begin somehow to alleviate some
of the financial difficulties in which the
States throughout the Nation are now
finding themselves.

Thanksgiving is coming this week. I
suppose America has a lot to be thank-
ful for. We certainly do. But there are
some schoolchildren who are not going
to be very thankful, because in many
schools throughout the United States
the Thanksgiving weekend will be the
beginning of a vacation which will con-
tinue through Christmas and until Jan-
uary 31 of next year. That is due to the
fact that many school districts find
themselves without sufficient funds to
continue to provide an education for
their children,

Probably the State worst affected by
this problem is my neighboring State of
Ohio. The State of Ohio finds itself in
very serious difficulty. The Youngstown
schools were closed down last year for a
short period, but this year, beginning
with the Thanksgiving vacation, many
schools will close until after the end of
the year.

Frequently, we find it difficult to find
a way to make sure that some of the
money we collect at the Federal level
is provided for use at the local level in
the fashion in which we would like to
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see it used. President Nixon has re-
peatedly endorsed a proposal which
many of us, including the Senator from
New York (Mr. Javirs) and I, intro-
duced a few years ago, for a tax-sharing
plan, Since the primary reason we are
continuing the surtax is to fight infla-
tion, and since the money will be col-
lected anyway, I think it would be ap-
propriate that it be used in what would
surely be the best fashion possible: to
provide a continuing education for these
young people, who are not looking for-
ward to the prospect of a prolonged
Thanksgiving holiday.

The amendment I propose at this time
would provide as follows:

There is hereby authorized to be appropri-
ated out of any money in the Treasury not
otherwise appropriated for each of the fiscal
years ending June 30, 1970, and June 30,
1971, to each State, to be used by such
State for elementary and secondary educa-
tional purposes only, an amount equal to the
Federal tax collected in such year from tax-
payers in such State as a result of the tax
surcharge extension under this section.

I send the amendment to the desk, and
ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

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

Mr. HarTKE'S amendment to the com-
mittee amendment is as follows:

On page 410, between lines 12 and 13, insert
the following:

“(d) (1) There is hereby authorized to be
appropriated out of any money in the Treas-
ury not otherwise appropriated for each of
the fiscal years ending June 30, 1970, and
June 30, 1971, to each State, to be used by
such State for elementary and secondary
educational purposes only, an amount equal
to the Federal tax collected in such year
from taxpayers in such State as a result of
the tax surcharge extension wunder this
section.

“(2) The Secretary of the Treasury shall,
on or before October 1, 1971, and October 1,
1972, pay to each State the amount author-
ized to be appropriated to such State pur-
suant ‘to paragraph (1) of this subsection
for the preceding fiscal year.

“(3) For the purposes of this subsection
the term ‘State’ includes the District of
Columbia."

Mr. HARTKE, Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, there is
no need to refer to the second part. It is
a very simple proposition. There is no
question but that the educational re-
sources of this Nation are severely
strained. The foundations of our public
school system are crumbling right and
left, principally because interest rates
are going out of sight, and will go still
higher. As my distinguished friend from
Ohio (Mr. Saxse), whom I see in the
Chamber, well knows, there will be a long
Thanksgivnig holiday in the State of
Ohio, and there is no way under the law,
at the present time, that they can find
any economic way of getting themselves
out of this financial bind.
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Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HARTEKE. I am happy to yield.

Mr. HANSEN. Do I understand the
intent of the Senator's amendment to be
that there shall be appropriated, on a 2-
year basis, for the fiscal years ending in
1970 and 1971, an amount equal to the
surtax collections from January 1 to June
30, 1970, assuming that this extension
is authorized and does become law, and
that this amount of money could go back
to the States in the proportion that the
individual income taxes of citizens of
that State reflect a proportion of the
total?

Mr. HARTEKE, That is right.

Mr. HANSEN, As I further understand
the Senator, then, what his amendment
would do would be to use up all of the
money that would be raised through the
5-percent surtax extension the first half
of next year, assuming that it does be-
come law, to go back to the States for
the support of elementary and secondary
education? X

Mr. HARTEKE., It provides that the
funds collected as a result of the exten-
sion of the surtax shall be returned to
the States on a tax-sharing basis in
accordance with the principle endorsed
by the President, which he preached dur-
ing his campaign, and with which I am
fully in accord, that it would be returned
to the States on a tax-sharing basis, This
would be an approach which would take
only the moneys collected as a result of
the surtax extension—nothing collected
prior to December 31 of this year.

Mr. HANSEN., Is it the Senator’s opin-
ion that in all of the 50 States this is the
most urgent and pressing need that the
States have for tax funds?

Mr. HARTKE. It is not my opinion
alone. The educational costs of most
States are so oppressive that local com-
munities are finding it very difficult to
keep their schools open. In my own State
of Indiana, the property tax is skyrock-
eting to the extent that in many com-
munities it is being doubled, solely be-
cause of the increased cost of education.

The educational costs in many com-
munities are now equal to or exceed all
other governmental expenses combined,

Mr. HANSEN. Is it the Senator’s opin-
ion that if this money were appropriated
back in the fashion he prescribes, there
would be a corresponding reduction in
the levying of school taxes?

Mr. HARTEKE. I would hope that those
areas which are, at the present time,
finding themselves in such a financial
bind, would, as a result of this allocation
of Federal funds to State and local cem-
munities, find it possible not to increase
their local taxes in the fashion in which
they are being increased at the present
time.

Let me make it perfectly clear, shis is
in accord with the basic approach the
President has suggested, with a no-
strings-attached basis, and it would not
require that type of action. As a matter
of fact, I would anticipate that in the
State of Ohio, for example, what they
would do is keep their schools open in-
stead of closing them down, as they are
going to be doing Wednesday afternoon
of this week. Instead of reducing taxes,
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they would probably have the children
going back to school; and I can think of
nothing we could utilize this surtax fund
for which would be a better expenditure
of the money.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. HARTEE. I yield.

Mr. MURPHY. I am very much in-
terested in the Senator's suggestion, I
share an idea with the Governor of my
State along the lines of which the Sen-
ator speaks. There is, however, one dif-
ference. The Senator would provide for
the funds to be taken to the Federal
Treasury, and returned to the States. I
wonder if my distinguished colleague has
considered the possibility of a fraction—
let us say 1 percent—not being taken,
but remaining in the State, and thereby
saving the brokerage fee, which I under-
stand is nearly 40 cents on the dollar,
to send the money to Washington and
get it back again. Has my distinguished
colleague considered that as a possible
adjunct to his suggestion?

Mr, HARTEE, I think the Senator
from California is exactly right in his
percentage. We looked it up about 4
years ago, when the Senator from New
York (Mr. Javits) and I offered a meas-
ure exactly paralleling the idea the Sen-
ator from California is presently
expressing.

However, we are faced with a different
situation today. That has not been sug-
gested from any source that has been
able to propel it through Congress. I
think the initiative should come from
Congress, and I am doing the best I can
to provide the beginning of a tax sharing
program. I think it would be well worth-
while, and the funds would come from
an area in which there is a regressive
form of taxation on the people them-
selves. That is, the 5-percent surtax, by
any standard, is a regressive form of tax-
ation. Therefore, all I am saying is that
since it is on the bocks, and since the
Senate has decided to continue it at
least through June 30, this would be a
worthwhile forward step, and certainly
would help provide alleviation for the
type of financial stress that many school
districts find themselves in today.

Mr. MURPHY. I thank my distin-
guished colleague.

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

Mr. HARTKE. I yield to the Senator
from Colorado.

Mr. DOMINICK, I shared the reluc-
tance of many Senators, I think, in vot-
ing against the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Virginia not to extend the
surtax. I finally voted against it, upon
the basis of the fiscal problems we have.
I know that the Senator from Indiana
supported the Byrd amendment.

The problem with the Senator’s
amendment, as I see it, is that what he
is doing is the same thing that he has
done before, namely, keeping the surtax
money in the State, except that under
his system, the brokerage fee would be
taken out for collecting it and returning
it; is that not a fact?

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, it de-
pends upon what the Senator means. If
the Senator has any ofther proposal to
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keep these school systems open which is
available—other than for this Thanks-
giving Day weekend—I would be in
agreement.

I would like to keep the children in
school in November and December until
Santa Claus comes. And I would like to
see this done now.

I do not believe that the Senator from
Colorado can present any plan which
has any hope of success whatever in view
of the tremendous financial peril which
the local communities are experiencing
at the moment.

One of the reasons that the Finance
Committee changed the position of the
House in the pending bill, as the Senator
well knows, on the question of the taxa-
tion of municipal bonds is the fact that
school bonds were not selling anyway
at any price. They were being rejected
out of hand in practically every refer-
endum that had been submitted to the
people throughout the Nation.

As far as this provision is concerned,
talking about brokerage fees, I want the
Senator to know that the parents of the
children in our elementary and second-
ary schools would rather pay a little
brokerage fee than to have them out of
school.

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

Mr. HARTKE., Mr. President, I am
glad to yield to the Senator from Colo-
rado.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, the
Senator and I are cosponsors of an
amendment which will be offered on to-
morrow. The intention of the amend-
ment is to benefit higher education. I
am a member of the Education Commit-
tee. I supported the request that addi-
tional money be appropriated.

I do not think that I am behind the
Senator from Indiana, not very far be-
hind, anyway, in my support of the
schools. My questions were designed to be
of help and not harm.

I gather what we are saying here—
and I am trying to find out what the net
effect of it is—is that we are to collect
the money from the States and give it
back to them after deducting the costs
of collection and redistribution.

Mr. HARTKE, Mr. President, the fact
is that there is no way to give it back.
We must find some other way. If the
Senator can find any other way to do
this, I will be glad to modify my amend-
ment.

The Senator from Colorado has been
a leader in the field of education, and
he cannot be crticized in this respect.
However, quite obviously we are not tak-
ing the money from a State or States and
giving it back to the same ones. The
money will come from the corporate in-
dividual taxpayer. He will pay it to the
Government., The Government will allo-
cate it to the States for the use of ele-
mentary and secondary school purposes.

Mr. DOMINICK. The only problem I
find with this concept, which I think
would ordinarily be rather reasonable,
is the fact that it does not take account
of the respective loss to the States and
the need of the States for these funds.
I find this problem troublesome,

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I find
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the same difficulty. There is no question
that we must have some relief from the
tremendous overburden with respect to
the financial circumstances that the in-
dividual school communities find them-
selves in.

This is one way to provide that kind
of relief in an effective manner.

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

Mr. HARTKE. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ask
the distinguished Senator if this provi-
sion which is the authorizing provision
for the support of education, has come
out of a Senate committee that has ju-
risdiction.

Mr. HARTKE. It has not come from
any committee whatever. It has not been
considered in any committee that I know
of. I am not a member of the Education
Committee. I am a member of the Fi-
nance Committee. It was not considered
in the Finance Committee.

The Senator from Virginia and I did
what we could. I offered an amendment
to do away with the surtax entirely. It
was defeated. The same amendment was
defeated on the floor by a vote of about
49 to 31.

Failing in that effort, if we are to have
a surtax, I think this is one method to
approach a very significant deficiency in
our elementary and secondary schools.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I regret
that there is a problem in the State the
Senator mentions and perhaps in other
States with reference to the support of
education. However, I happen to know
that problem does not exist everywhere.

I think that the effort of the distin-
guished Senator would attempt to deal
with this problem as if it were general
and existed in every State.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I think
that the facts will show—and I do not
think there is any reason that this can be
disputed—there is not any question
about it. If the Senator from Florida
means that the schools are not going to
close over the holidays in every State, I
would agree.

If the Senator means to say, however,
that elementary and secondary education
has not had the sharpest increases in
cost in local communities, I would dis-
agree. They have not only had the sharp-
est increases, but have also had the larg-
est increases percentagewise in the last
few years, more so than in any other
part of loeal government.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr, President, I think
the Senator is correct in that general
conclusion. However, I think that the
authorizing bill reported by the appro-
priate committee adequately takes care
of that.

The Senator will recall that there was
a distinet difference of opinion in the
Senate as to whether it had surpassed
the means of the average school and had
gone very much beyond the appropriation
needed for the local schools.

Mr. HARTKE., Mr. President, I re-
member that we had a bill. However, I
do not feel that we are doing all that
needs to be done for the education of the
children of this country. Quite the con-
trary. I know that my wife taught school
in 1943 in a building which was sup-
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posed to be condemned. That building is
still in use.

This is not an exception, There are
some mighty fine institutions. However,
talking about the physical condition of
buildings and equipment being used in
the major cities, especially in the core
part of the cities, it is not only disgrace-
ful for such a condition to exist with the
wealth that our Nation reportedly has,
but it also makes a big contribution to
the difficulty existing in the ghettos and
the slums. It is contributing to the rea-
sons why we have so much social unrest
and crime in these areas.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I am
like the Senator from Colorado in that
I am one of those who voted ieluctantly
against the amendment offered by my
distinguished friend, the Senator from
Virginia. I voted against my own inter-
est, as did other Senators, by a sizable
majority, because we will all have to pay
the surtax. However, I did so because I
wanted to bring about a fiscally respon-
sible situation in the Nation, as I see it,
for the approaching year and for the
critical time lying ahead.

It seems to me that the distinguished
Senator would want to put us in a posi-
tion, having voted for that laudable ob-
jective, of turning around and voting to-
day to take money out of Uncle Sam’s
pockets and put it in various States pro-
portionately, some of which States un-
doubtedly need it and many of which
undoubtedly do not need it.

I am sorry, but I cannot support the
Senator's amendment because it seems
to me that it would undo exactly what
we were trying to do in voting down the
very appealing amendment offered by
my distinguished friend, the Senator
from Virginia, and supported ardently
by my friend, the distinguished Senator
from Indiana.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I point
out to my distinguished friend, the Sena-
tor from Florida—and the chairman of
the Finance Committee is here and he
will agree—that the basis of fiscal re-
sponsibility was seldom mentioned by
any Government official who testified be-
fore the Finance Committee. I asked
them at length. I was there and listened
to them. The sole basis advanced for the
surtax extension was that it would fight
inflation.

That was all they said. Herbert Stein,
Governor of the Council of Economic
Advisers, considering the whole matter
of the effect of the surtax, said that it
might be inflationary.

This is a remarkable statement to come
from a member of the administration. It
seems to me that he said he did not clear
it with the President, The people who
have been making the argument that it
is not fiscally responsible as it concerns
the budget have been members inside
the committee, but the statements have
been conceived by the administration.
The administration says the sole need of
the surtax is to fight inflation. They say
they expect that by June 30 of next year
the inflationary spiral will be calmed
down and it will not be needed for this
purpose. Since that is true, and they will
have the inflation under control, I say
let us use it for a purpose which is
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worthwhile—that is, to provide for con-
tinued education for young people.

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

Mr. HARTEKE. I yield.

Mr. SAXBE. The Senator from Indi-
ana has mentioned several times the
fact that in Ohio, schools are closing that
would bz affected by this, and it is true
that there are nine schools that will close
after the Thanksgiving holidays, and
probably will not reopen until they get
money for the next year. But I am
afraid that the effort made here would
not necessarily help them, because the
problem is this: The school foundation
in Ohio requires a certain millage to be
levied at the local level, and these are
not passing their operating levies and
thereby do not qualify for the State
distribution.

There are several problems that can-
not be solved this easily, One of them
is that valuations differ on real estate
from county to county. Another problem
is that there is no uniform rate of tax-
ation. Here is one school district paying
20 mills on the valuation on an oper-
ating levy and having good schools and
getting the State support, doing all right,
and paying its teachers. Another one
over here is only willing to vote itself
10 mills and is barely getting by; and here
is another one not voting anything and
not qualifying for State aid.

I admit that a State must do some-
thing at this level. They should have uni-
form statewide tax levy and uniform val-
uation. But to channel this money at the
present time, we have the confused sit-
uation at the State level, and that would
not solve it. It would have to be done at
the other end, whereby we have the States
complying with the uniform valuation
and the uniform levy, and then the Fed-
eral Government could come in, knowing
that all the political subdivisions are pay-
ing the same on schools, and help the
needy school districts and not just across
the board.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Presi-
dent, I shall just take a moment.

I point out that the adoption of this
amendment, in addition to creating con-
fusion in the educational programs as
approved by Congress by providing for
just a short time an extra $3 billion,
would create a further deficit of the
Federal Government by three and a
quarter billion dollars. Certainly we do
not have the money to pay for it.

As I pointed out earlier, whether we
like it or not we are confronted with
the necessity of presenting a balanced
package and at least trying to restore
some degree of fiscal sanity to this Gov-
ernment. That cannot be done as long
as we perpetuate the policy of operating
at a deficit of approximately $500 mil-
lion a month, and if this amendment is
adopted it will add another quarter of a
billion dollars a month to the deficit
spending. This amendment should be
rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
of the Senator from Indiana. On this
question, the yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will ecall the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.
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Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-
nounce that the Senator from Indiana
(Mr. BayH), the Senator from Idaho
(Mr. CuUrcH), the Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. Ervin), the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr, KENNEDY), the Sen-
ator from Montana (Mr. MANSFIELD),
the Senator from Arkansas (Mr. Mc-
CLELLAN), the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. Risricorr), and the Senator from
Minnesota (Mr. McCARTHY) are neces-
sarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Washington (Mr. Jacksonw), the Senator
from Wisconsin (Mr. NeLson), and the
Senator from Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH)
are absent on official business.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Washington
(Mr, Jackson) would vote “nay.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
BrookEe), the Senator from Kentucky
(Mr. CoorEr), the Senator from Arizona
{Mr. GorLpwATER), the Senator from
Pennsylvania (Mr, Scorr) and the Sen-
ator from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS) are nec-
essarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MunpT) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Colorado (Mr.
AvrroTT) is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Colorado (Mr. ArroTT), the Sena-
tor from Massachusetts (Mr. BrooKE)
and the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
STEVENS) would each vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 8,
nays 74, as follows:

[No. 160 Leg.]
YEAS—S8

Hartke

Hughes

MeGovern
NAYS—T4

Gore
Criffin
Gurney
Hansen
Harris
Hart
Hatfield
Holland
Hollings
Hruska
Inouye

Mondale
Young, Ohio

Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Pell

Percy
Prouty
Proxmire
Randolph
Russell
Saxbe
Schwelker

Ellender
Fannin
Fong
Fulbright
Goodell

Allott
Bayh
Brooke
Church
Cooper
Ervin

Javits
Jordan, N.C.
Jordan, Idaho
Long
Magnuson
Mathias
McGee
McIntyre
Metcalf
Miller
Montoya
Moss
Murphy
Muskie

NOT VOTING—

Goldwater
Jackson
Eennedy
Mansfield
McCarthy
McClellan

Smith, Maine
Smith, Ill.
Sparkman
Spong
Stennis
Symington
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Tydings
Willlams, N.J,
Willlams, Del,
Young, N. Dak.

18

Mundt
Nelson
Ribicoff
Scott
Stevens
Yarborough

So Mr. HArRTKE'S amendment was re-

jected,

PROGRAM

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr. Pres-
ident, it had been hoped earlier that we
would be able to have another vote this
afternoon, but I am now informed that
several Senators have appointments at
the White House within the next 30 or
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40 minutes. Therefore, there will be no
more rollcall votes today.

We expect there will be laid before the
Senate an amendment by the able senior
Senator from Louisiana (Mr. ELLENDER),
which will be made the pending business.
There may be discussion on the pending
amendment today, and tomorrow there
will be a further discussion of it. Also,
there will be discussion on the amend-
ment to be proposed by the able senior
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. GORE).
Therefore, there will be no further roll-
call votes today. There will be no rollcall
votes tomorrow. There may be voice votes
tomorrow.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from West Virginia yield?

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. I think that Senators
should be advised of that. There may be
some amendments agreeable to the com-
mittee, the ranking minority member, the
chairman, and members of the commit-
tee. Tomorrow is a good day to dispose of
them.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Yes.

Mr. JAVITS. Thus, Senators should be
apprised and given notice that action
may take place tomorrow although we
do not expect any rollcall votes. I feel
that to protect all our colleagues who
may wish a rollcall vote, that we should
give them notice.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Yes, I am
glad the Senator from New York has em-
phasized the fact that we may have ac-
tion on amendments tomorrow by voice
votes but if any Member insists on a
rollcall vote, then a rolleall vote will be
put off until Monday next,

AMENDMENT NO. 280

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment No. 290 and ask that
it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

On page 335, line 10, strike out *“23 per-
cent” and insert “271; percent”.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, the
purpose of the amendment is to retain
the present 27.5-percent oil depletion
allowance. I know that the leadership
has just announced that there will be no
vote on this amendment until next Mon-
day.

I hope to discuss it tomorrow.

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

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. GRIFFIN. So that Senators will
know that there will be a rollcall vote on
the Senator’s amendment on Monday
next, I ask for the yeas and nays on the
amendment at this time.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 305 THROUGH 308

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I send to
the desk a series of amendments for
printing under the rule and ask unani-
mous consent that the text of each
amendment, together with a brief ex-
planation, may be made a part of my
remarks,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendments will be re-
ceived and printed, and will be on the
table.
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Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the first
amendment relates to an annual report
to be called for from the Secretary of
the Treasury which will give us an idea,
which we seemingly lack, of what will be
the revenue loss of the various provisions
of the income tax code relating to exclu-
sions, deferrals, and other types of spe-
cial treatment usually found in our in-
come tax laws.

The amendment reads as follows:

The following new section is to be added
at the end of the bill:

“8ec. —, INFORMATION To BE INCLUDED IN
SECRETARY'S ANNUAL REPORT.

“(a) REVENUE LossEs.—The Secretary of
the Treasury shall include in his annual re-
port to the Congress estimates of the losses
in revenues for the fiscal year for which such
report is submitted which result under the
provisions of subtitle A of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1954 and other laws of the
United States from—

“(1) the exclusion of items of income for
purposes of the taxes imposed by such sub-
title,

*(2) the deductions allowed under such
subtitle,

“(3) the deferral of the imposition of the
taxes imposed by such subtitle, and

“(4) such other special tax provisions in
such subtitle or in other laws of the United
States as the Secreteary considers appropriate
to carry out the purposes of this subsection,
The Secretary shall include in such report
only those revenue losses which in his judg-
ment are significant and can be ascertained
with reasonable accuracy.

“(b) Tax ExpENpITURES—The Secretary of
the Treasury shall include in his annual
report to the Congress estimates of the in-
direct expenditures made and to be made by
the Government through the application and
operation of the Federal income tax laws for
the fiscal year for which such report is sub-
mitted and for the succeeding two fiscal
years. Such indirect expenditures shall be
related, insofar as possible, to budget out-
lays as set forth in the Budget of the United
States Government for the same fiscal year
for which such report is submitted. Such
indirect expenditures shall be based on the
revenue losses described in subsection (a),
but, for purposes of this subsection, such
losses may be qualified in such manner as
the Secretary considers appropriate to carry
out the purposes of this subsection.”

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, my second
amendment allows an additional $600
exemption to the disabled to compen-
sate for their need for extra expenses
for transportation to and from work.

This is an amendment I have proposed
before. It provides similar treatment for
other handicapped as we presently pro-
vide for the blind.

From the body of information and ac-
cording to the support which has now
developed, I hope very much that the
amendment—ithe idea whose time has
finally arrived—will be adopted. This is
not a great money item but a humani-
tarian one.

(The amendment reads as follows:)

At the end of the bill add the following
new section:
“SEC. CoMMUTING EXPENSES oOF Dis-

ABLED TAXPAYERS, ADDITIONAL

PERSONAL EXEMPTION.

“{a) COMMUTING EXPENSES.—

“(1) ALLOWANCE OF DEDUCTION.—Part VII
of subchapter B of chapter 1 (relating to
additional itemized deductions for individ-
uals) 1s amended by redesignating section
218 as section 219 and by inserting after sec-
tion 217 the following new section:
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“'SEC. 218. TRANSPORTATION OF DISABLED IN-
pIvIDUAL To AND From WORK.

“'(a) GENERAL RULE.—In the case of a
disabled individual, there shall be allowed
as a deduction expenses pald during the tax-
able year for transportation to and from
work to the extent that such expenses do
not exceed $600.

“'(b) DisasLEp INDIVIDUAL DEFINED.—FoOr
purposes of subsection (a), the term “dis-
abled individual"” means an individual who is
blind (as defined in section 151 (d)(3)) or
who has lost or lost the use of one or more
of hils extremities to such an extent that
he is unable during the entire taxable year
to use, without undue hardship or danger, a
streetecar, bus, subway, train, or similar form
of public transportation, as a means of
traveling to and from work. A taxpayer claim-
ing a deduction under this section shall sub-
mit such proof that he is a disabled indi-
vidual as the Secretary of the Treasury or his
delegate may by regulations prescribe. The
regulations so prescribed shall provide that—

“*(1) if the taxpayer is a veteran with a
service-connected disability, a certification
from the Veterans' Administration that his
disabllity (to the extent based upon or at-
tributable to loss or loss of use of one or
more of his extremities) has a rating of 40
percent or more under the Schedule for
Rating Disabilities of the Veterans' Admin-
istration (Federal Register, vol. 29, No, 101,
part II) shall be deemed conclusive proof
that he is a disabled individual for pur-
poses of this section; and

“'(2) in any other case, a certification
from the United States Public Health Serv-
ice or any local office thereof that the tax-
payer's disability (to the extent based upon
or attributable to loss or loss of use of one
or more of his extremities) has a rating of
40 percent or more as determined in accord-
ance with such schedule shall be deemed
conclusive proof that he is a disabled indi-
vidual for purposes of this section.

“(2) CrericAnL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for such part VII is amended by
striking out
*‘Sec. 218. Cross references.’

;md by inserting in lieu thereof the follow-

ng:

“'Sec. 218. Transportation of disabled indi-
vidual to and from work,

" ‘See, 219. Cross references.’

“(b) ADDITIONAL EXEMPTION —

“(1) In cEneRAL.—Section 151 (relating to
allowance of deductions for personal exemp-
tions) is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new subsection:

'“*(f) ApDITIONAL EXEMPTIONS FOR DISABIL-
ITY,—

“*(1) For TtaxpayvEr.—An additional ex-
emption of §600 for the taxpayer if he is a
disabled individual.

“*(2) For spouse.—An additional exemp-
tion of $600 for the spouse of the taxpayer
if the spouse is a disabled individual and
if the taxpayer is entitled to an exemption
under subsection (b) for such spouse.

“*(3) DISABLED INDIVIDUAL DEFINED,—The
term “disabled individual” means an Indi-
vidual who during the entire taxable year of
the taxpayer has a loss or loss of use of one
or more of the extremities. A taxpayer claim-
ing a deductlion under this subsection shall
submit such proof that he (or his spouse)
is a disabled individual as the Secretary of
the Treasury or his delegate may by regula-
tions prescribe. The regulations so prescribed
shall provide that—

“*(A) if such individual is a veteran with
a service-connected disability, a certification
from the Veterans' Administration that the
disability (to the extent based upon or at-
tributable to loss or loss of use of one or
more of the extremities) has a rating of 40
percent or more under the Schedule for
Rating Disabllities of the Veterans’' Adminis-
tration (Federal Register, vol. 29, No. 101,
part II) shall be deemed conclusive proof
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that such individual is a disabled individual
for purposes of this section; and

“*(B) in any other case, & certification
from the United States Public Health Service
or any local office thereof that such indi-
vidual’s disability (to the extent based upon
or attributable to loss or loss of use of one
or more of the extremities) has a rating of
40 percent or more as determined in accord-
ance with such schedule shall be deemed
concluslve proof that such individual is a
disabled individual for purposes of this sec-
tion.’

“(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

“(A) Paragraph (1) of sectlon 8402(f)
(relating to withholding exemptions) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subparagraph:

“¢(() one additional exemption for him-
self if, on the basis of facts existing at the
beginning of such day, there may reason-
ably be expected to be allowable an exemp=-
tion under section 151(f) (1) (relating to the
disabled) for the taxable year under subtitle
A in respect of which amounts deducted and
withheld under this chapter in the calendar
year in which such day falls are allowed as a
credit.’

“(B) Subparagraph (D) of such paragraph
(1) 1s amended by striking out ‘(C), or (F),’
and inserting in lieu thereof '(C), (F), or

G

: ")(C) Subparagraph (E) of such paragraph
(1) Is amended by striking out ‘and’ at the
end thereof.

*“(D) Subparagraph (F) of such paragraph
(1) is amended by striking out the period at
the end and inserting in lieu thereof ‘; and'.

"(c) ErrFecTIVE DATES—The amendments
made by subsections (a) and (b) (1) shall
apply only to taxable years ending after the
date of the enactment of this Act. The
amendments made by subsection (b) (2) shall
apply only with respect to payments of wages
made after-the date of the enactment of this
Act"

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I hope very
much that the committee will consider
very seriously the acceptance of my
amendment.

The bill itself gives certain special con-
sideration to housing erected under spe-

cial Federal programs for low- and
moderate~-income families, through a no
tax on sale incentive to the sale of such
projects to participating tenants or non-
profit entities.

The amendment I offer would extend
the same treatment to housing projects
constructed under State and local laws
similar to the Federal programs. We have
such a program in New York, financed by
State bond issues, combined with local
tax abatement. There are similar pro-
grams in Massachusetts, Connecticut,
New Jersey, Michigan, and Illinois. The
criteria of the amendment are sharp
enough so that the incentive would not
be available in projects other than those
contemplated by the provisions which
the committee has already made part of
the bill.

(The amendment reads as follows:)

On page 536, line 12, delete line 12
through and including page 637, line 8, and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

(1) Qualified housing project—the term
‘gualified housing project' means a project
to provide rental or cooperative housing for
lower income families—

“(A) with respect to which a mortgage is
insured under sectlons 221(d) (3) and 236
of the National Housing Act or is financed
under similar provisions of State and local
laws, and
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" “(B) with respect to which the owner is,
under such sections, provisions or regula-
tions 1ssued thereunder—

“(1) limited as to rate of return on his in-
vestment in the project, and

“(ii) lmited as to rental or occupancy
charges for units in the project.

“Provided, That with the respect to hous-
ing projects financed and constructed under
similar provisions of State and local laws
and Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment shall certify that such projects are
‘gqualified’ under the terms of the definition
contained in this subsection.

“(2) Approved disposition—the term ‘ap-
proved disposition’ means a sale or other dis-
position of a qualified housing project to the
tenants or occupants of units in such project,
or to a cooperative or other nonprofit orga-
nization formed solely for the benefit of such
tenants or occupants, which sale or dis-
position is approved by the Secretary of Hous-
ing and Urban Development under sections
211(d) (3) and 236 of the National Housing
Act or regulations issued under such sec-
tions or is approved by appropriate State or
local public agencles under similar provisions
of State and local laws or regulations issued
under such law.”

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I am hope-
ful that the Treasury will look with
favor on the foregoing amendment.

The second amendment which I offer
deals with the question of cooperative
housing projects. The advantage of a
cooperative is that the tenant can deduct
from his income tax return his share of
the interest and the taxes. In order for
individual tenant-shareholders in coop-
eratives to qualify for this tax deduction,
there is an 80-percent text—that is, 80
percent of the cooperative income must
be attributable to these individual ten-
ant-shareholders. In many cooperatives,
we have a situation where some of the
income is attributable to public housing
agencies which purchase shares in order
to sublet apartments in the building to
low-income families.

The purpose of my amendment would
be to allow this kind of ownership in a
cooperative, while still permitting indi-
viduals to take their deductions—even if
the cooperative does not meet the 80-
percent test as a result of this public
activity. The Treasury Department ex-
presses a favorable attitude on this
amendment, and I hope very much that
the committee may find it possible to
accept the amendment.

(The amendment reads as follows:)

On page 5486, line 132, at the end of section
914 add a new section 915 to read as follows:

“Sec. 915. Section 216(b) (2) is amended to
read as follows:

AEN {2} TENANT-STOCKEHOLDER,—The
“tenant-stockholder” means—

“<(A) An individual,

“¢{B) The United States, its possessions
and territories, a state or any political sub-
division thereof, or any agency or instrumen-
tality of the foregoing empowered to acquire
shares in a cooperative housing corporation
for the purpose of providing housing facil-
ities, or

‘“*(C) A church or convention or associa-
tion of churches, an educational organiza-
tion referred to in section 503(b)(2), or a
hospital referred to in section 503(b) (5), em~
powered to acquire shares in a cooperative
housing corporation for the purpose of pro-
viding housing facilities,
who is a stockholder in a cooperative housing
corporation, and whose stock is fully paid-
up in an amount not less than an amount

term
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shown to the satisfaction of the Secretary or
his delegate as bearing a reasonable relation-
ship to the portion of the value of the corpo~
ration's equity in the houses or apartment
building and the land on which situated
which is attributable to the house or apart-
ment which such person is entitled fo
occupy.' ”

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, finally, I
submit an amendment which relates to
section 331 of the Internal Revenue Code,
the main question involved is the retro-
activity of the Senate Finance Commit-
tee amendment which relates to tax free
redemption of stock by corporations in
exchange for appreciated property. The
committee has made the operative date
October 9, 1969, but because of the fail-
ure of the committee press release to in-
dicate that this applied to corporations
generally prevented most everyone from
knowing that this applied to them until
the bill was explained in the committee
summary on November 18.

I am hopeful that the committee may
find it appropriate to set the date at the
date the bill was presented—when the
public was generally informed of it—that
is on November 18, 1969.

(The amendment reads as follows:)

On page 524, line 11, delete: the date

“October 9, 1969,” and insert in lieu thereof
the following: “November 18, 1869.”

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, there is
one other amendment on the foundation
question, which I believe is extremely im-
portant. I have been closely identified
with this area as this bill has been under
consideration, but I will present and ex-
plain that tomorrow.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask that it
be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
informs the Senator from Tennessee that
there is a pending amendment now at
the desk.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, a parlia=
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Sen=
ator from Tennessee will state it.

Mr. GORE. Is the amendment to be
voted on today?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No. The
yeas and nays have been ordered on the
amendment and it will not be voted on
today or tomorrow.

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

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

BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS AND
GENEVA PROTOCOL

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, President
Nixon today has taken a major step to-
ward relieving the world of the fiendish
horrors of biological warfare.

I wholeheartedly commend the Presi-
dent for his decision to eliminate our
stockpile of biological weapons and to
submit the Geneva protocol to the Senate
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for ratification, two actions which I have
urged in the past.

HIGH COST OF FUNERALS

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I have long
been disturbed at the tremendous ex-
penses families incur at times of death,

I realize that most funeral directors
are kind, conscientious men and believe
that in Rhode Island we have a partic-
ularly responsible and thoughtful group.

I was, nevertheless, struck by the arti-
cles written by Mr. Michael Madden,
which appeared in the Providence Jour-
nal of November 2 and 3, pointing out
that even in my own State, it is a pretty
expensive business when one dies.

In this connection, I ask unanimous
consent that the two articles, entitled
“Cost of Dying in Rhode Island Spirals
Upward,” and “Cemeteries Boost Cost of
Dying,” may be inserted in the REecorp
at this point,

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

[From the Providence (R.I.) Journal, Nov. 2,

CosT oF DYING IN RHODE ISLAND SPIRALS
UPWARD

(By Michael Madden)

The funeral director tapped his fingers
lightly on the slde of the gray metallic cof-
fin on display in the well-lit and thickly-
carpeted “selection room" of his Pawtucket
funeral home and said, "Don’t buy this.”

“It's nothing but a tin can,” he remarked.
“You wouldn't want to be walking up the
steps of the church and have the bottom drop
out of it. You'd be better off by getting some-
thing sturdier,” he advised as he moved on
to & more expensive casket.

Lying conveniently by the side of the more
expensive casket was a hand-size plastic card
with sliding panels that detailed the better
construction and attractive features of the
more expensive brand.

The funeral director picked it up, slid the
panels back and forth and said, “It's like
buying an automobile. You can get extras but
you only get what you pay for.”

The "extras” on the more expensive casket
were such things as sturdy innerspring, more
ornate fabric on the interior, a thick-gauge
coated steel exterior and a device that
hermetically seals the casket.

There were no prices on any of the ap-
proximately dozen caskets on display in the
“selectlon room."” Asked how much the “tin
can” cost, the undertaker consulted a piece
of paper in his hand and quoted a price of
$225. The sealed casket’s price was $1,095,

About 9,000 times a year, friends and rela~
tives of dead Rhode Islanders enter the
“selectlon rooms” of funeral homes to pick
out a casket. More often than not, they pay
prices substantially higher than those of the
Pawtucket funeral home.

Although there are no statistics on Rhode
Island funeral costs, indications are that
Rhode Islanders pay somewhat more than
$1,000 for the average casket and services of
& funeral home,

And this is only a portion of the total cost
to prepare and bury the dead. Added to this
are expenses for such items as church serv-
ices, the cemetery plot, “opening and closing”
the grave, a grave liner or vault, 8 monu-
ment or marker, flowers and numerous in-
cidentals.

Indeed, a survey of the Providence area in
recent weeks has disclosed that an average
funeral, with an average grave and an aver-
age-size headstone for a person of average
income costs In the vicinity of $2,500.
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For many persons, the cost of caring for
a dead relative represents the third largest
expenditure in their lifetime behind houses
and automobiles.

Many times, relatives incur a substantial
debt in dealing with funeral homes, ceme-
teries, monument markers and florists.
Months, and even years, are spent paying off
these bills.

For others, benefits of insurance policies,
intended in most cases to ease the financial
burden of the living, are spent to pay for dis-
posal of the dead.

Yet, despite these expenditures of thou-
sands of dollars, most familles do not ques-
tion the prices quoted to them by those in
the business of caring for the dead, as they
would question the price of any other
similarly-priced item or services. Also a per-
son who normally shops for lower prices in
day-to-day dealings with other business es-
tablishments, is considered ‘‘odd” or an ec-
centric if he does so with funeral items.

A reporter, posing as one in need of funeral
and cemetery service, visited more than a
dozen funeral homes, cemeteries and monu-
ment dealers In recent weeks in the Provi-
dence area and found out that:

1. The average price for a funeral, grave,
monument and incidentals is about 82,5600,
The lowest figure for which these services and
items can be obtained, excluding public fu-
nerals, s about $1,000. At the upper end of
the scale, anything goes. Some persons in
the Providence area have spent up to $40,000
for an elaborate casket, funeral, grave and a
large, ornate monument.

2. Contrary to some areas of the country,
there is no public advertising in Rhode Is-
land of the costs of caskets, funeral, ceme-
tery lots or monuments. Indeed, even in the
inner recesses of some funeral homes visited,
there is no visible price for a casket or fu-
neral. The price for a funeral in these cases
is wverbally quoted by the funeral director.

3. In some instances, when a price was ver-
bally quoted, or listed on top of the casket,
the funeral director did not point out that
the price did not include such things as the
cost of the church service, cemetery charges,
extra automobiles, professional pallbearers,
burial garments and other items.

4. Funeral directors did not use sales pres-
sure on the reporter to purchase a certain
casket or funeral, but subtle pressures, such
as placement and appearance of caskets, were
used. In some instances, funeral directors
played on the person's grief, by saying such
things as, ““This is the last chance you have
to do what you've always wanted to do" for
the dead person.

5. Although cemetery costs were included
in a price list, hidden cemetery regulations
tend to increase grave prices. For instance,
in most cemeteries, a certaln number of plots,
usually two or three, must be purchased if
a person wants to erect a standing monu-
ment.

6. Other substantial cemetery costs were
not mentioned until the reporter asked about
them. For instance, the price of “opening
and closing™ a grave, which Is additional to
the price quoted for the grave, was never
mentioned by cemetery representatives until
they were asked about them. Nor was the
necessity to purchase a liner or vault for the
grave mentioned until the cemetery repre-
sentative was asked.

7. Some funeral directors and cemetery
representatives quoted the law inaccurately.
The reporter was told several times that em-
balming is required by state law and that a
grave liner or vault is required by state law.
State law requires neither.

ABOUT 150 IN STATE

There are approximately 150 funeral direc-
tors In Rhode Island. In 1968, 9,706 people
died in the state at the rate of 10.6 deaths

per 1,000 population, according to Mrs. Lera
O’Hara, state registrar of vital statistics,
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The number of deaths in the state has re~
mained constant in recent years, In 1966,
0,489 people died and 9,378 died in 1967. There
are no statistics kept on how many of these
people are buried in Rhode Island cemeteries
or through Rhode Island funeral homes.

But, if a figure of 9,000 burials in the state
is used, this averages out to 60 funerals per
year for each funeral director.

However, the funerals are not parceled out
proportionately among the funeral directors.
Many funeral homes handle fewer than 50
funerals a year. Only a few handle more than
150 a year. The Prata Funeral Home, with
three homes in Providence, and other homes
in Pawtucket, West Warwick and Woonsocket,
apparently handles the most funerals in the
state.

John B. Prata Jr., general manager, said
that his firm handles more than 800 funerals
a year “or more than three times our closest
competitor.”

Among the funeral homes visited by a re-
porter, the lowest price for any funeral was
$530. This included a cloth-covered wooden
casket, preparations of the body and the use
and services of the funeral home.

MINIMUM VARIES

In other establishments, the minimum was
higher. At an East Providence funeral home,
the lowest listed price for a funeral was $700.
The funeral director sald that a lower-priced
funeral could be obtained, but only if the
family asked for it.

Generally, the reporter's survey found,
average prices for funerals alone, not in-
cluding cemetery and other costs, ranged
from $890 to about $1,500. The highest price
for a funeral was in a Providence funeral
home that has branches in several other
Rhode Island cities. It quoted prices for solid
bronze and copper deposit caskets that
ranged from nearly $4,000 to $6,000.

Mr. Prata said that he has found that his
average non-Itallan funeral price ranges
from $1,100 to $1,500 and for Itallan fu-
nerals, from #$1,600 to $1,800. Asked why
Italians tended to spend more on funerals,
he explained that elaborate funerals are tra-
ditional among Italians,

A quoted funeral price includes the casket
and preparation and care of the body. As
explained on a piece of literature that A, T.
Costigan & Sons, 220 Cottage St., Pawtucket,
hands out to grieving families, the total price
includes "our professional services, care and
preparation, arrangement and direction of
the funeral service, preparation and filing of
necessary authorizations, our personnel; use
of funeral facilities and equipment, acknowl-
edgment cards, local removal hearse, one
limousine and flower service car to a local
cemetery, local newspaper notices and casket
as selected.”

What the price does not include are
charges for church service and clergy, profes-
sional pallbearers, cemetery charges, monu~
ment or marker, additional automobiles,
burial clothes and flowers.

An additional automoblile costs $25, clergy
cost up to $50, pallbearers cost $42 (87 a
man), burial clothes, if necessary, cost from
#18 to £39 and the monument, flowers and
cemetery costs vary according to individual
desires.

A $108 MAREUP

John Rebello Jr. of East Providence, pres-
ident of the Rhode Island Funeral Directors
Association, quoted statistics that showed
the average markup over wholesale cost for
a casket in New England is $108.

He also sald the average cost for the serv-
ices provided by the funeral director is $776.
“Studies have shown,” he said, ‘that an
average of 80 man-hours of work are neces-
sary for each funeral.”

The state Department of Social Welfare
complles statistics on its cost for providing
funerals for the indigent. James Reilly, ad-
ministrator of public assistance, said that In
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the fiscal year ending June, 1968, the state
pald for the funerals and burial for 236
persons.

Total costs for these funerals was $34,837.-
40 and the average cost per funeral was
$147.61, Mr. Reilly sald. Mr. Rellly sald the
maximum allowable state payment for
funerals and burials is $285.

However, Mr. Rebello said private funerals
could not be provided at a similar cost.
“When a funeral director handles one of
these cases, it’s costing him #300 or 8400,
considering the services he provides,” Mr.
Rebello said.

FIRST FUNERAL ALWAYS HARROWING

“It was the first time I had ever been in-
volved in planning a funeral, so maybe the
way it happened was partly my fault” a
Cumberland man said recently, “But it was
unfortunate all the way around.”

The man explained that his mother died
recently in a hospital at about 1 a.m. “There
was nothing we could do at that time of
night so we all went to our homes and tried
to sleep,” he related.

“The next morning at about 10 am. I
called a funeral home that I thought my
mother had liked and told them that my
mother had died and that I wanted to dis-
cuss details about the funeral.”

The funeral director set up an appoint-
ment at the funeral home about three hours
later and the man and his brothers and
sisters kept it, the man sald.

“For the first hour or so the funeral di-
rector asked questions about my mother,
where she was born, about our relatives,
what church we wanted, what were the call-
ing hours, did she work, her social security
number and other things,” the man sald.
“Then he took us to the casket factory so we
could pick out what we wanted.”

PRICES CALLED TOO MUCH

“He quoted us prices on the caskets, and
after we talked it over, we felt they were too
much for what we were getting. So we told
him we were going to go somewhere else. But
he said we couldn’t do that because he had
sent a man to get the body and they were
probably working on it.”

The man said he became indignant and
told the funeral director that he had never
told him to pick up the body at the hospital
and that no papers had been signed for him
to do so. It finally developed that a lawyer
would have to be hired to get the body back,
the man said, and the family decided to let
the matter stand.

Although such incidents apparently hap-
pen rarely, the possibility of their recurring
is present because most funeral directors
assume a family has chosen them to provide
the funeral service once the family has
called them.

John Rebello Jr., president of the Rhode
Island Funeral Directors Assoclation, con-
firmed that most of his colleagues assume
this once a dead person’s family makes the
first telephone call to the funeral home or
walks in its front door.

In most cases, the body is in possession
of the funeral home hours hefore a dis-
cussion of the funeral price has taken place
or even before a family is aware of the
facilities and services offered by a particular
funeral home.

BODY SOUGHT QUICKLY

A reporter who visited funeral homes in
the Providence area found that one of the
first questions the funeral directors asked
was, “Where are the remains.” It apparently
was assumed there was no question that this
particular funeral home had been chosen to
handle the funeral.

At the Willlam W. Tripp Funeral Home,
1008 Newport Ave., Pawtucket, and the A.
T. Costigan & Sons Funeral Home, 220 Cot-
tage St., Pawtucket, the question about the
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location of the body was asked immediately
after the question of “What's her name?"

Arthur T. Costigan even offered to send out
an ambulance “immediately” to pick up the
body. Told that it was unknown whether the
body was at home or at the hospital, Mr.
Costigan repiled, “That's okay. I'll have some-
one call the hospital and check.”

In arranging the funeral, the procedure
followed by funeral directors was the same.
An “arrangement conference” was the first
order of business.

During this conference, usually held in the
office of the funeral home, the funeral di-
rector asks questions about the dead per-
son, such as name, address, relatives, com-
munity organizations and other items to be
included in the death notice in the news-
papers.

After the “arrangements conference,” the
relatives are then taken to the *selection
room,” which is either in the funeral home
or in a casket factory. All the funeral homes
visited by the reporter had a selection of
caskets on the premises.

FIRST LEARN COSTS

It is here that the relatives learn for the
first time how much the funeral is going to
cost them. Some funeral homes, such as the
Prata Funeral Home, 1488 Westminster St.,
Providence, and the Rebello Funeral Home,
901 Broadway, East Providence, have prices
for a complete funeral listed on top of the
casket.

Others, like the T. F. Monahan & Son Fu-
neral Home, 230 Waterman St., Providence,
also have prices on top of the caskets. How-
ever, in this case, the price is only for the
casket and does not include the costs for
embalming, use of the funeral home and
other services. It was only after questioning
that the reporter was told that price of the
casket is not complete and that another §326
has to be added for services.

And, finally, others have no prices listed at
all, such as the Costigan Funeral Home. In
this situation, a person has to ask for the
price of the casket that he wants. The funeral
director quotes a price from his head or from
a plece of paper in his hand.

Although no direct pressure was used by
any funeral director, subtle pressures were
introduced. The caskets are not arranged in
any descending or ascending order of price,
but are scattered throughout the room.

For instance, a metal casket costing $990
is placed next to a solid bronze deposit cas-
ket, costing $6,000. With this arrangement,
it's difficult to compare one casket with the
next expensive casket. However, it s easy
to note than an $895 casket is less attrac-
tive than its next-door neighbor, a $6,000
solld bronze casket.

MORE ATTRACTIVE DISFLAYS

Furthermore, the reporter found that in
some funeral homes, the higher priced cas-
kets were more attractively displayed. In
two locations, an inexpensive cloth-covered
wooden casket was placed underneath a
higher-priced casket, near the floor, so one
had to bend down to look at it. In addition,
the casket lild was closed, while the lids of
the more expensive caskets, with their more
ornate fabrics, were open.

The more expensive caskets also were gen-
erally the first caskets on hand after enter-
ing the “selection room.” In one funeral
home, three caskefs were displayed in the
foyer of the selection room. These three, one
solid mahogany, one solid maple and one
metal, cost $1,455, $1,060 and $1,2256 respec-
tively.

It was only after traveling down some steps
and into another room that a person would
notice that the least expensive casket in the
funeral home, a cloth-covered casket costing
$6656, and other caskets between $750 and
$1,000, were avallable.

Other factors that also could Influence a
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decision are evident. The more expensive
caskets are usually placed on atiractive
wooden or velvet covered biers, while the
least expensive ones are either hung from a
support on the wall, or are placed on plain
wooden supports.

Funeral directors also sometimes refer to
some of the less expensive caskets in deroga-
tory terms. SBome of the less expensive metal
caskets are referred to as “tin cans" or
“stovepipes,” and one funeral director re-
ferred to a cloth covered wooden casket as
“this box."

[From the Providence (R.I.) Journal,
Nov. 3, 1969]

MoRE THAN PrICE OF PLoT INVOLVED: CEME-
TERIES HELP Boost CosT oF DyING

(By Michael Madden)

The $1,100 to $1,5600 that is spent on the
average funeral brings a dead Rhode Islander
only to the edge of the grave, not into it.

Additional money must be spent for a plot
in which a grave can be dug. Usually this
money has to be paid to the cemetery before
the body can be placed in the ground.

The costs of a casket and services provided
by the funeral director were outlined in
yesterday's Providence Sunday Journal. A
survey by a reporter, who posed as a person
in need of funeral and cemetery service,
found that the total cost for a casket, fu-
neral, cemetery plot, monument and ineci-
dentals in the Providence area was approxi-
mately $2,5600. From $1,100 to $1,500 of this
was spent on the casket and funeral alone,
the survey showed.

Burial plots in private cemeteries range
in price from $125 for a single plot to more
than $24,000 in Swan Point Cemetery for a
large plot that can accommodate as many
as 144 bodies.

Two-grave plots usually cost between $325
and $5660 in the Providence area while three-
grave plots range from about $475 to $825.
The prices Increase according to the number
of graves desired. For instance, a six-grave
plot at Swan Point costs $1,000 to $1,600.

Restrictions at many cemeteries also set
minimum size limits on plots if a person
wants a standing monument on the grave.
Many cemeteries won't allow monuments on
one or two-grave plots.

For instance, at two of the larger Catho-
lic cemeteries in the Providence area, Gate
of Heaven in East Providence and St. Ann's
in Cranston, at least three single plots, at a
cost of 8500 to $550, must be bought before
the cemetery will allow the erection of a
standing monument.

It makes no difference if the grave is in-
tended for only one person. Three single
plots must be bought if a monument is to
be erected. Three single plots, costing from
$500 to #5650, must also be bought at St.
Francis Cemetery in Pawtucket.

A similar situation exists at Swan Point.
If a standing monument is desired, at least
two plots must be bought in a monument
section. The cost of the two plots ranges from
$375 to $550.

At Highland Memorial Park in Johnston,
“Rhode Island’s Most Modern Burial Estate,”
no standing monuments are allowed. Only
slab markers, flush with the ground, can
mark the grave. John E. Pearson, a cemetery
representative, explained the regulation like
this: “Look how beautiful it looks; you don't
have people competing with each other to
see who can put up the most expensive mon-
ument.”

Two single plots in the least expensive sec-
tion of Highland Memorial Park cost $330.
These plots are in the recently opened
“Garden of Memory,” which is located near a
dirt road and a section of scrub brush that
is filled with rocks, Asked if he had a more
esthetic section, Mr, Pearson replied, “Don't
worry. That area (of the serub brush) is go-
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ing to be developed eventually and it will
look beautiful.”

Paying the $440 or $500 for the grave site
still will not get the body into it. There is
another charge.

In the euphemisms of the funeral indus-
try, the charge is levied for “opening and
closing” the grave. At both the Catholic and
non-sectarian cemeteries, this charge for
digging the grave (a 15-minute job with
modern construction equipment) is about
MDBL::Q. this is not all. There is a further
charge for providing a cement liner or vault
that will enclose the casket in the ground.
These cement liners, which one funeral di-
rector sald cost about $5 to make, cost $40
at Swan Point, $48 at the Catholic cemeteries
and 855 and $60 at Highland Memorial Park.

NO EXTRA PROTECTION

These liners provide virtually no extra pro-
tection for the body, but are required by the
cemeteries so the ground will not sag when
the casket disintegrates.

The cost for the grave, and for the “open-
ing and closing” and for the liner must be
paid for in cash before a person can he
buried at most cemeteries in this area.

Buying a plot in one cemetery may mean
something extremely different from buying
one at another cemetery. For instance, if a
person buys a three-grave plot at Swan Point,
he 1s assured that only three persons will
be buried in it.

However, if a person buys a three-grave
plot at Gate of Heaven or St. Ann’s, he is told
that six persons will be buried in it. “We
dig the first one extra deep,” a caretaker afb
Gate of Heaven explained,” about seven feet
deep. Then the second casket is placed on
top of the first one. Furthermore, an addi-
tional fee of $10 is charged for digging the
deep grave.

Asked if this procedure of two burials in
one grave was practiced at Highland Memo-
rial Park, Mr. Pearson replied, “No, we would
never think of doing that. We don't piggy-
back here.”

MONUMENT COMES NEXT

After the person is buried, the next charge
is for a monument, if one is desired. The
price for a Rock of Ages granite monument
about four feet wide and three feet high is
about $600, according to Frank M. Graham,
a monument dealer in Pawtucket. A Rock
of Ages granite monument, about 31; feet
wide, costs nearly $400.

Mr. Graham also sells “enduring Gorham
bronze memorials.” These are bronze plates
that have ralsed lettering and are placed
flush cn the ground.

Swan Point Cemetery also sells these “en-
during Gorham bronze memorials," However,
if you want to place one of these on a plot
in Swan Point Cemetery, the memorial must
be purchased through Swan Polnt,

Mr. Graham sells his 14-by-36-inch bronze
memorials for $185. Swan Point Cemetery
sells the identical 14-by-36-inch bronze me-
morial for $333.

“They get it from Gorham, just like I do,”
Mr. Graham said.

Arnocld T. Booth, “cemetery counselor” at
Swan Point, sald the cemetery has an income
of about $600,000 a year for a fund to care
for the grounds of the cemetery. The fund,
called the "perpetual care fund,” has about
$5,000,000 available for caring for the ceme-
tery, Mr, Booth sald.

Mr. Booth said the cemetery is obligated to
spend all the money that 1t collects for per-
petual care. The cost of the plot includes
money that will be spent for its care “per-
petually,” Mr. Booth said. There are no addl-
tional charges for the care of the grave.

About two-thirds of the plots at Swan
Point are bought “before the time of stress,”
Mr. Booth pointed out. About 300 plots are
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sold annually at the “time of stress” at Swan
Point, he said.

Swan Point also has facilities for crema-
tion. Use of the cemetery's crematory costs
$70.

However, as Swan Point's cremation bro-
chure mentions, “The charge does not in-
clude the funeral director’s services or the
casket.” The charges for a casket and prepar-
ing a body for cremation often equal the
charge for preparing the body for burial,
despite the fact that the casket will also be
cremated.

Bronze urns are available from Swan Point
in which the cremated remains can be stored.
The urns range in price from $35 to $293.
Storage of the urns, “with perpetual care,”
in a Columbarium niche at Swan Point costs
an additional $85 to $1,308. “Some of the
niches are closed with plate glass and others
with solid bronze on which inseriptions may
be engraved,” the Swan Point brochure
states.

If burial of the cremated remains is in-
tended, Swan Point also has special burial
plots that cost from $60 to $150. Cremated
elements may be left at Swan Point Crema-
tory in “fireproof storage’” without charge.
After that, rental fee of $12 a year is made.

At the Catholic Gate of Heaven and Swan
Point cemeteries, an additional charge is
made for a service that is normally expected
at cemeteries, Regulations at the cemeteries
require that interment prayers be said in
the cemetery chapels.

If one should want . the casket to be
brought to site of the grave, as has been tra-
ditionally done, he is told that the prayers
have to be said in the chapel. Then the
casket can be brought to the grave site.

The cost? $25.

THE FUNERAL BUSINESS—TWO POINTS OF VIEW

“If there is ever a case of a consumer meet-
ing the seller on uneven ground, it's in the
funeral business. Most of the people go to a
funeral director when they're in an emotional,
grief-stricken state. Who wants to be accused
of being cheap when burying your mother?”
asked Robert F, DiPippo last week.

“The amount of service that goes into a
funeral is a lot more than people think. The
funeral directing business is not as profitable
as people would lead you to believe. When
you sit down with your accountant at the end
of the year, you see how tight the profit is,”
gaid John Rebhello Jr. last week.

The views of Mr. DiPippo, a Providence at-
torney and an organizer of a new consumer
protection group, and Mr. Rebello, president
of the Rhode Island Funeral Directors As-
sociation, sum up the controversy that has
waxed hot and cold in the United States in
recent years about the cost of burying the
dead.

The controversy reached its peak after the
publication in 1963 of a book by Jessica Mit-
ford called “The American Way of Death.”
The book was a scathing attack not only
on the high cost of dylng but also of the
elaborate manner in which many American
funerals were conducted.

Mr, DiPippo, who said his group has re-
celved several complaints about the methods
of some loeal funeral directors, was especially
critical of the manner in which funerals are
arranged and caskets selected.

“You get in there and you're emotional
and this is the first time you've dealt with
a funeral director,” Mr, DiPippo said. “Then
they ask you questions about soclal security
insurance, and they ask what union the de-
ceased belonged to. But they know by heart
how much this person can get from social
security, how much the union pension will
be or the veteran's benefit, They know all
about this built-in readily avallable money
and then, according to law, they have the
first crack at the estate for burial costs.

“And when you pick out the casket, they
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have this all cleverly set up. They use the
process of elimination technique. They show
you the lower-priced one after the higher-
priced one with the implication being you
would never bury your mother in this.”

“Most of the funeral directors are not dis-
honest,” Mr, DiPippo said, “They're caught in
this syndrome where they're forced to prey
on the people’'s predicament.”

As for economics, Mr. DiPippo said there
has been a proliferation of funeral homes
“with the death rate going down.” Because
of this proliferation, Mr. DiPippo said, “you
have a funeral director who has only 15 or
20 funerals a year. So when somebody walks
in, he has to make a kill to stay in business.”

Mr. Rebello confirmed that most of the 150
funeral homes in Rhode Island handle fewer
than 100 funerals a year and that many
handle only 20 or 25 funerals a year, “I'd say
about nine out of 10 funeral homes in Rhode
Island handle less than 50 a year.”

Differential doubted

However, he said he did not belleve that
smaller homes charged more when they did
handle a funeral. “After all, in many of
these smaller homes, the funeral director will
live upstairs with his family, so the funeral
home also serves as his own home,” Mr. Re-
bello said,

“Indications are that the blgger funeral
homes in Rhode Island are getting bigger.
The smaller firm just can't compete. It's
Just like everything else; the small grocery
store is disappearing and so is the small fu-
neral home,” Mr, Rebello sald,

Asked if he felt that the funeral directing
business was profitable, Mr. Rebello sald it
wasn’t as profitable as people thought, “The
net margin on an average funeral is $75.
You can see how a $75 profit relates to the
small firm that handles about 25 or 30 fu-
nerals a year.,”

He conceded that the funeral business, like
any other, has its unscrupulous characters.
Mr. Rebello said, however, he did not think
people are generally forced to buy something
they do not want.

“In this business you have to depend on
people coming back,” he said. “If funeral
homes pressured people to buy something
they didn’t want, nobody would come back
the next time and he would be out of busi-
ness eventually.

“In 80 percent of the cases when a family
comes in, the funeral director lets the family
pick the funeral it wants,” he said. Mr, Re-
bello said in his funeral home the family
goes into the “selection rooms" by them-
selves, If they have a question about a par-
ticular casket, he will answer it, he said.
“But the family chooses what it wants.”

Averages cited

Mr. Rebello quoted statistics published by
the Natlonal Funeral Directors Association.
These figures claim the average cost for a fu-
neral natlonally in 1968 was $865; in New
England, it was $884. This compares with an
average cost of §779 in 1965 and #615 in 1960,
according to the statistics.

Mr. Rebello said that of the $884 spent for
the average New England funeral, statistlcs
show 3776 went for services and $108 for
the casket.

However, the statistics are apparently in-
complete, Mr. Rebello noted that only 62 of
the funeral directors in New England who
handle fewer than 100 funerals a year are
included in the tabulations. In Rhode Island
alone, Mr, Rebello estimated, about 90 per
cent of the approximately 150 funeral homes
handle fewer than 100 funerals a year.

It is these small funeral homes, critics con-
tend, that charge the highest prices because
of a need to make up for their small volume.

In addition, independent studles have
shown that the figures on average funeral
costs released by the Natlonal Funeral Di-
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rectors Association have been consistently
underestimated. For instance, in 1960 when
the NFDA quoted a nationwide average of
*$615 a funeral, a study by the International
Ladies Garment Workers Union showed that
the nationwide average for funerals of its
members was $890.

In 1965, the NFDA average for an adult fu-
neral was $779, but the ILGWU average was
$990.

Lawyer plan studied

Mr. DiPippo sald his organization, called
the Assoclation for Consumer Protection, is
so concerned about the high cost of dying
that i1t is considering a plan under which
lawyers would be available to accompany
families to the funeral home.

Spokesmen for other consumer groups
say they have had virtually no complaints
about funeral directors in Rhode Island. Ed-
win P. Palumbo, executive director of the
Rhode Island Consumers Council, said his
organization has never recelved a complaint
about a funeral director.

The Consumers Council has available a
booklet by Sldney Margolius entitled “Fu-
neral Costs and Death Benefits.”” The booklet
notes that it is “wise” and “certainly prop-
er” for persons to inquire at more than one
funeral home in order to get the lowest price.

The booklet notes that costlier caskets and
costlier funerals “result from seemingly mi-
nor differences in decoration and detail.” It
adds. “No matter what kind of casket is used,
the body will deteriorate and it will deteri-
orate even faster in an expensive hermetically
sealed casket.”

A, Michael Marino, vice president and gen-
eral manager of the Providence office of the
Better Business Bureau, noted that his or-
ganization also has not received complaints
about funeral directors. Mr. Marino advises
that persons call thelr clergyman when the
need of a funeral arises and ask him to ad-
vise them on the funeral home to go to and
the funeral to choose.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Pres-
ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

ﬁ‘he bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

THE REJECTION OF THE NOMINA-
TION OF JUDGE CLEMENT F.
HAYNSWORTH, JR., TO BE AN
ASSOCIATE JUSTICE OF THE SU-
PREME COURT

Mr. HRUSKA, Mr. President, this past
Friday the Senate added another chapter
to the history of the Senate. In my
opinion, it will not be a bright chapter
to which we can point with pride. The
rejection of Judge Clement F. Hayns-
worth, Jr., to be an Associate Justice of
the Supreme Court ranks with the rejec-
tion of Judge John J. Parker as an error
that did injustice to the man and de-
prived the Court and the Nation of the
services of an outstanding jurist.

The consideration of Judge Hayns-
worth’s nomination and his rejection
took a little over 3 months. The nomina-
tion was announced on August 18, sent
to the Senate on September 3, reported
on November 12, and rejected on No-
vember 21,

The review of Judge Haynsworth, his
court decisions, and his financial back-
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ground was exhaustive. At the opening of
the Judiciary Committee hearings in
September the Senator from Indiana
(Mr. Baya) stated that the examination
of this nominee should be a part of the
routine process of establishing qualifica-
tions of any nominee in the future. If
that is true, then the procedures will be
rigorous indeed.

While President Nixo: is making the
selection of the nominee to the Supreme
Court he will recommend, it is important
that we keep in mind how difficult a
selection that is, It is difficult in normal
times, and it will be particularly difficult
following the rejection of Judge
Haynsworth,

I am sure many of my colleagues in
the Congress have nominees in mind
whom they feel would be superb. The
selection of the nominee, of course, is the
prerogative of the President. While I am
sure he will listen earnestly to the sug-
gestions, the decision will be his.

In making his decision, however, I
urge President Nixon to move deliber-
ately. A hastily made decision rushed to
the Senate would arrive while the smoke
has not yet cleared from the battlefield.
It would serve to politicize the Supreme
Court even more. Certainly what the Na-
tion needs now is not further political
controversy with the Court in the
middle.

I would point out, additionally, that
the legislative calendar for the remain-
der of 1969 is badly clogged. We are in
the middle of the tax reform legislation.
Six appropriation bills remain to be con-
sidered including Defense, Labor-HEW,
foreign operations, and District of Co-
lumbia. Two bills are still in conference.
The majority leader has indicated that
the Senate should act upon major crime
legislation, narcotics legislation, a
pornography bill, and elementary and
secondary education yet this session.

Mr. President, there is one other facet
of the Supreme Court vacancy on which
I wish to comment. Many new and vague
criteria were applied to Judge Hayns-
worth during Senate debate. And now
another criterion has achieved currency:
“Is the nominee a contemporary man,
a man of his times?” If there was ever a
vague and meaningless standard it is the
“‘contemporary man” standard.

Certainly, one who would be concerned
with the situation in the big cities, with
civil rights, and with sociological con-
siderations would think in terms of one
standard of what is contemporary. An-
other man, who had been concerned with
the crime picture, and with the recent
tendency to expand and liberalize the
rules of evidence regarding persons ac-
cused of crime, would have another
standard with reference to what is con-
temporary. That is only one example of
many that could be cited.

I warn my colleagues that this newly
announced standard may be the first
shot in the renewed battle to prevent
President Nixon from restoring balance
to the Supreme Court. This is true, not
because President Nixon’s nominee will
not be a man of his times, but because
those raising the new standard are in
the main those who favor the existing
direction of the Court. Contemporary to
them means “liberal.”
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Any efforts to prevent a more mod-
erate Court with a better balance are
doomed to failure. I am confident that
President Nixon will stand by his com-
mitment to place on the Court a man
who believes in judicial restraint, one
whose presence on the Court will tend
to restore such balance.

I am confident also that the American
public agrees with President Nixon’s
goal. They want to see a balanced Court.
As a final arbitor of the meaning of the
Constitution and constitutional rights,
people want to see more than one politi-
cal philosophy represented. I commend
President Nixon for his efforts in this
direction.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, a sad mo-
ment for the administration was the re-
jection last Friday by the Senate of
President Nixon’s nomination of Judge
Clement Haynsworth to be Associate
Justice of the highest court in our land.

The Senate’s decision was more than
just a defeat for Judge Haynsworth; if
was also a defeat for the voices of reason
speaking out against the sectional big-
otry, politics, and pressures of labor and
other groups.

Make no mistake about it. Judge
Haynsworth’s defeat was political.

It has been suggested the votes of the
would-be candidates for President
against confirmation offer some clues
about the politics of the defeat. It has
been suggested that the vote of the Dem-~
ocrat national chairman offers a clue. It
has been suggested that the votes of the
defenders of Judge Morrisey, the defend-
ers of Justice Fortas, and the defenders
of Justice Douglas might offer clues.
These suggestions I can neither confirm
nor deny, but one need look only at the
avowed and admitted pressures brought
by labor and by the groups identifying
themselves as civil rights groups to
understand that great pressure was
brought to bear.

Mr. President, there has been much
talk about “pressure” from the White
House. However, there is every indication
that for each bit of reason applied by
the White House, organized labor and its
allies applied twice as much pressure, It
can be said that those who complain the
White House did not do enough and those
who say it went too far should realize
that some enjoy the pressure if it results
in subsequent publicity.

Mr. President, as stated earlier, Judge
Haynsworth’s defeat was a sad event, sad
for many reasons. In some cases, false
charges were brought against the judge
and published and republished.

In other cases, minor incidents, per-
fectly legal, were enlarged and distorted
all out of proportion.

Finally, Judge Haynsworth was judged
by a new code that I doubt could be met
by most sitting Justices of the Supreme
Court or by Members of this body. It
may become known as the Haynsworth
code.

Mr. President, in eagerness to make
political hay, and eagerness of some to
demonstrate if they could oppose a Dem-
ocrat President’s appointee they could
also oppose a Republican President’s ap-
pointee, I trust that a good man has not
been destroyed.

Judge Haynsworth is a good man and
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an honorable man. I encourage him to
rise above this political defeat as others
have done; to rise above the smears, par-
tisanship, and sectionalism.

I urge him to remain in his present
position where he can continue to render
great service to our Nation.

The Nation and its courts need men of
his ealiber.

Mr. President, I am proud to have
supported Judge Haynsworth as a nom-
inee to the Supreme Court and to support
him on the floor of the Senate today.

He is a credit to his country and his
profession.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of
a gquorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the
guorum call be rescinded.

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

TAX REFORM ACT OF 1969

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 13270), the Tax Reform
Act of 1969.

AMENDMENT NO. 304

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I send to the
desk an amendment, and ask that it be
printed and lie on the table. I ask unani-
mous consent that it be printed at
this point in the REcorb.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received and printed,

and will lie on the table; and, without
objection, the amendment will be printed
in the REecorbp.
(The amendment reads as follows:)
AMENDMENT No. 304

Page 454, beginning with line 5, strike out
all through page 497, and in lieu thereof in-
sert the following:

“Sec B01. PERSONAL EXEMPTIONS.

“(a) INCREASE TO 3700 For 1870.—Effective
with respect to taxable years beginning after
D:;ember 31, 1969, and before January 1,
1971—

*(1) section 151 (relating to allowance of
personal exemptions) is amended by strik-
Ing out ‘$600° wherever appearing therein and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘$700"; and

“(2) section 6013 (b) (3) (A) (relating to
assessment and collection in case of certain
returns of husband and wife) is amended by
striking out ‘8600’ wherever appearing there-
in and inserting in lieu thereof ‘$700’, and by
striking out '$1,2000° wherever appearing
therein and inserting in lieu thereof ‘$1,400".

“(b) IncreEASE TO $800 For 1971 —Effective
with respect to taxable years beginning after
December 31, 1970, and before January 1,
1972—

“(1) section 151 (relating to allowance of
personal exemptions) is amended by strik-
ing out ‘$700° wherever appearing therein
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘$800’; and

“(2) section 6013(b)(3)(A) (relating to
assessment and collection in case of certain
returns of husband and wife) is amended by
striking out ‘700" wherever appearing therein
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘$800°, and by
striking out ‘$1,400° wherever appesaring
therein and inserting in lieu thereof ‘$1,600°.

“{c) INCrREASE To $900 For 1972.—Effective
with respect to taxable years beginning after
December 31, 1971, and before January 1,
1978—

“(1) section 151 (relating to allowance of
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personal exemptions) is amended by striking
out ‘8800" wherever appearing therein and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘$900’; and

“(2) section 6013(b)(3)(A) (relating to
assessment and collection in case of certain
returns of husband and wife) is amended by
striking out ‘$800’ wherever appearing therein
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘§900', and by
striking out ‘$1,600° wherever appearing
therein and inserting in lieu thereof ‘$1,800'.

“(d) INcrEASE TO $1,000 For 1973 AND SUB-
sEQUENT YEars.—Effective with respect to
taxable years beginning after December 31,
1972—

“(1) section 151 (relating to allowance of
personal exemptions) is amended by striking
out ‘$900° wherever appearing therein and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘$1,000’; and

“(2) section 6013 (b) (8) (A) (relating to
assessment and collection in case of certain
returns of husband and wife) is amended by
striking out ‘$900' wherever appearing therein
and inserting in lleu thereof ‘$1,000', and by
striking out ‘$1,800' wherever appearing
therein and inserting in lleu thereof ‘$2,000°.

Sec. 802. STANDARD DEDUCTION.

“(a) MiNTMUM STANDARD DEDUCTION FOR
TaxaBLE YEARS BEGINNING IN 1970, 1971 anD
1972 —Effective with respect to taxable years
beginning after December 31, 1969, and be-
fore January 1, 1973, section 141 (c) (relating
to the minimum standard deduction) is
amended to read as follows:

“‘(c) MINIMUM STANDARD DEDUCTION.—
The minimum standard deduction is an
amount equal to $1,000 (8500, in the case
of a separate return by a married individual}),
reduced, in the case of a taxable year be-
ginning in 1970, 1971, or 1972, by an amount
equal to one-fourth of the amount by
which—

“*(1) the adjusted gross income for the
taxable year, exceeds

“4(2) the sum of—

“*‘(A) #1,000 (8500, in the case of a sep-
arate return by a married individual, plus

“*(B) the amount of each personal ex-
emption provided by section 151 for the
taxable year, multiplied by the number of
such exemptions for the taxable year.’

“(b) Sranparp DEpUCTION FOR TAXABLE
YeARs BEGINNING AFTER 1972 —Effective with
respect to taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 1872, section 141 (relating to the
standard deduction) is amended to read as
follows:

“‘Sgc. 141. STANDARD DEDUCTION.

“‘The standard deduction referred to in
this title is $1,000 (8500, in the case of a
separate return by a married Individual).?

“(¢) DETERMINATION OF MARITAL STATUS.—
Section 143 (relating to determination of
marital status) is amended—

“(1) by striking out ‘For purposes of this
part—' and inserting in lieu thereof ‘(a)
General Rule.—For purposes of this part—';
and

“(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsection:

“*(b) CERTAIN MARRIED INDIVIDUALS LIVING
ArarT.—For purposes of this part, if—

“ ‘(1) an individual who is married (with-
in the meaning of subsection (a)) and who
files a separate return maintains as his home
a household which constitutes for more than
one-half of the taxable year the principal
place of abode of a dependent (A) who
(within the meaning of section 152) is a son,
stepson, daughter, or stepdaughter of the in-
dividual, and (B) with respect to whom such
individual is entitled to a deduction for the
taxable year under section 151,

*“:(2) such individual furnishes over half
of the cost of maintaining such household
during the taxable year, and

“1(3) during the entire taxable year such
individual’s spouse is not a member of such
household, such individual shall not be con-
sidered as married.
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“(d) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.—

“(1) Section 4(a) (relating to number of
exemptions) is amended to read as follows:=

“‘(a) Numser oF ExemprioNs.—For pur-
poses of the tables prescribed by the Secre-
tary or his delegate pursuant to section 3,
the term “number of exemptions” means the
number of exemptions allowed under sec-
tion 151 as deductions in computing taxable
income.'

“(2) Sectlon 4(c) (relating to married in-
dividuals filing separate refurns) is amended
to read as follows:

“*‘(c) HusBanDp or WIFE FILING SEPARATE
RETURN.,—

“1(1) A husband or wife may not elect to
pay the optional tax imposed by section 3 if
the tax of the other spouse is determined
under section 1 on the basis of taxable in-
come computed without regard to the stand-
ard deduction.

"4(2) Except as otherwise provided in this
subsection, In the case of a husband or wife
fillng a separate return for a taxable year
beginning before January 1, 1973, the tax
imposed by section 3 shall be the lesser of
the tax shown in—

“‘(A) the table prescribed under section
3 applicable in the case of married persons
filling separate returns which applies the
10-percent standard deduction, or

“*‘(B) the table prescribed under section
3 applicable in the case of married persons
filing separate returns which applies the
minimum standard deduction.

“*(3) The table referred to In paragraph
(2) (B) shall not apply in the case of a
husband or wife filing a separate return if
the tax of the other spouse is determined
with regard to the 10-percent standard de-
duction; except that an individual described
in section 141(d)(2) may elect (under
regulations prescribed by the Secretary or
his delegate) to pay the tax shown in the
table referred to in paragraph (2)(B) in
lieu of the tax shown in the table referred
to in paragraph (2) (A). For purposes of this
title, an election under the preceding sen-
tence shall be treated as an election made
under section 141(d) (2).

“‘(4) For purposes of this subsection, de-
termination of marital status shall be made
under section 143.'

“(3) Paragraph (4) of section 4(f) is
amended to read as follows:

“‘(4) For computation of tax by Secre-
tary or his delegate, see section 6014.'

“(4) Section 1304(c) (6) (relating to spe-
clal rules for income averaging) is amended
by striking out ‘section 143’ and inserting
in lieu thereof ‘section 143 (a)’.

*“(e) EFFecTIVE DATE—The amendments
made by subsections (¢) and (d) shall apply
to taxable years beginning after December
31, 1969,

“Sgc. 803. Tax RATES FOR SINGLE INDIVIDUALS
AND Heaps oF HoOUSEHOLD;
OPTIONAL TAX.

“(a) Heaps or HousexHoLD—Section 1(b)
(1) (relating to rates of tax on heads of
household) is amended to read as follows:

“*(1) RaTES oF Tax.—There is hereby im-
posed on the taxable Income of every in-
dividual who is a head of a household a tax
determined in accordance with the follow-
ing table:

“‘If the taxable in-
come is:
Not over 1,000

The tax is:
149 of the taxable
income.
Over £1,000 but not $140, plus
over $2,000 of excess
$1,000.
Over $2,000 but not $300, plus
over $4,000 of excess
$2,000.
Over $4,000 but not  $660, plus
over $6,000 of excess
$4,000,

16%
over

18%
over

19%
over
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*“ ‘If the taxable in-
come is:
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“(b) SINGLE INDIVIDUALS.—
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is amended by striking out so much of such

The tax is: section as precedes the table in pargaraph

Over $6,000 but not
over $8,000

Over 8,000 but not
over $10,000

Over $10,000 but not
over $£12,000

Over $12,000 but not
over $14,000

Over $14,000 but not
over $16,000

Over $16,000 but not
over $18,000

Over $18,000 but not
over $20,000

Over $20,000 but not
over $22,000

Over $22,000 but not
over $24,000

Over $24,000 but not
over $26,000

Over $26,000 but not
over $28,000

Over $28,000 but not
over $32,000

Over 32,000 but not
over $36,000

Over $36,000 but not
over $38,000

Over $38,000 but not
over $40,000

Over $40,000 but not
over $44,000

Over $44,000 but
not over $50,000

Over $50,000 but
not over $52,000

Over $52,000 but
not over $64,000

Over $64,000 but
not over §70,000

Over $70,000 but
not over $76,000

Over §76,000 but
not over $80,000

Over #$80,000 but
not over $88,000

Over $88,000 but
not over $100,-
000

Over $100,000 but
not over $120,-
000

Over $120,000 but
not over $140,-
000

Over $140,000 but
not over $160,-
000

Over $160,000 but
not over $180,-

Over $180,000

$1,040, plus
of excess
$6,000,
#1,480, plus
of excess
$8,000.
$1,940, plus
of excess
#10,000.
$2,440, plus
of excess
$12,000.
$2,980, plus
of excess
$14,000.
$3,640 plus
of excess
$16,000.
$4,160, plus
of excess
£18,000.
$4,800, plus
of excess
$20,000.
$5,600, plus
of excess
$22,000.
$6,220, plus
of excess
$24,000.
$6,980, plus
of excess
$26,000.
$7,800, plus
of excess
$28,000.
$9,480, plus
of excess
$32,000.
$11,800, plus
of excess
$36,000.
$12,240, plus
of excess
$38,000.
$13,260, plus
of excess
$40,000.
$15,340, plus
of excess
$44,000
$18,640, plus
of excess
$50,000
$19,760, plus
of excess
$52,000
$26,720, plus
of excess
$64,000.
$30,260, plus
of excess
#70,000.
$33,920, plus
of excess
$76,000.
$36,400, plus
of excess
$80,000.
$41,440, plus
of excess
$88,000.
$40,120, plus
of excess
$100,000.
$62,320, plus
of excess
$120,000,
$75,720, plus
of excess
$140,000.
$89,320, plus
of excess
$160,000.
$103,120, plus
of excess
$180,000."

“(1) In ceEnEraL—Section 1 (relating to
tax on individuals) is amended by redes-
ignating subsection (c) and (d) as (d) and
(e), respectively, and by inserting after sub-
section (b) the following new subsection:

“‘(c) UwnmMARRIED INDIVIDUALS.—There is
hereby imposed on the taxable income of
every individual (other than a surviving
spouse or a head of a household) who is not
& married individual (as defined in section
143) a tax determined in accordance with
the following table:

“‘If the taxable in-
come is:
Not over $500---

The tax is:

149 of the taxable
income.

$70, plus 15% of
excess over $500.

$145, plus 16% of
exXCess over
$1,000.

$225, plus 17% of
excess over
$1,600.

#310, plus 19% of
excess over
$2,000.

$690, plus 21%
excess over
$4,000.

$1,110, plus 24%
exXCcess over
$6,000.

$1,590, plus 26%
excess over
$8,000.

$2,090, plus 27%
excess over
$10,000.

$2,630, plus 20%
excess over
$12,000.

$3,210, plus 31%
excess over
$14,000.

$3,830, plus 34%
excess over
$16,000.

$4 510, plus 36%
excess over
$18,000

$5,230, plus 38%
excess over
$20,000.

#5,990, plus 40%
excess over
$22,000.

87,590, plus 45% of
excess Over
$26,000.

$10,290, plus 50% of
excess over
$32,000.

$13,290, plus 65% of
excess over
$38,000.

£16,590, plus 609 of
excess over
$44,000,

$20,190, plus 62% of
excess over
$50,000.

$26,390, plus 64 % of
excess over
$60,000,

$32,790, plus 66 % of
excess over
$70,000.

$30,380, plus 68% of
excess over
£80,000.

$46,190, plus 69% of
excess Oover
$90,000.

$53,090, plus 70% of
excess over
$100,000.

“(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT —Section 1

(a) (relating to rates of tax on individuals)

Over 8500 but not
over £1,000

Over $1,000 but
not over $1,500

Over $1,600 but
not over $2,000

Over $2,000 but
not over $4,000

Over #$4,000 but
not over $6,000

Over $6,000 but
not over $8,000

Over #B8,000 but
not over $10,000

Over $10,000 but
not over $12,000

Over $12,000 but
not over $14,000

Over $14,000 but
not over $16,000

Over $16,000 but
not over $18,000

Over $18,000 but
not over $20,000

Over $20,000 but
not over $22,000

Over $22,000 but
not over $26,000

Over $26,000 but
not over $32,000

Over $32,000 but
not over $38,000

Over $38,000 but
not over 44,000

Over $44,000 but
not over $50,000

Over $50,000 but
not over $60,000

Over $60,000 but
not over $70,000

Over §70,000 but
not over $80,000

Over $80,000 but
not over $90,000

Over $90,000 but
not over
$100,000

Over #100,000..--

(2) and inserting In lleu thereof the fol-
lowing:

“‘(a) GENERAL RuULES—There is hereby
imposed on the taxable income of every in-
dividual (other than a head of a household
to whom subsection (b) applles and an un-
married Individual to whom subsection (e¢)
applies) a tax determined in accordance with
the following table:’,

“{c) OPrIONAL Tax TaBrLEs For INDIVIDU-
aLs.—Section 3 (relating to optional tax if
adjusted gross income is less than £5,000) is
amended to read as follows:

* *SEcC, 3. OPTIONAL TAX TABLES FOR INDIVIDUALS

“‘In leu of the tax imposed by sectlion 1,
there is hereby imposed for each taxable year
beginning after December 31, 1969, on the
taxable income of every individual whose
adjusted gross income for such year is less
than 87,600 (or such higher amount, less
than $10,000, as may be prescribed by the
Secretary or his delegate by regulations) and
who has elected for such year to pay the tax
imposed by this section, a tax determined
under tables, applicable to such taxable year,
which shall be prescribed by the Secretary
or his delegate. In the tables so prescribed,
the amounts of tax shall be computed on
the basis of the taxable income computed
by taking the standard deduction and on the
basis of the rates prescribed by section 1.

“(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS,—

“{1) Sectlon 6014 (a) (relating to elec-
tion by taxpayer) is amended—

“(A) by striking out ‘$5,000° in the first
sentence and inserting in lieu thereof ‘§7,600°,
and

“(B) by striking out the last two sen-
tences.

“(2) Section 1304(b) (1) (relating to spe-
cial rules) is amended by striking out ‘if ad-
justed gross income s less than §5,000.

“(e) Section 21(d) (relating to changes in
rates during a taxable year) is amended to
read as follows:

“!(d) CHANGES MADE BY TAX REFORM ACT
oF 1969 1N CaseE oF INpiviDUALS.—In apply-
ing subsection (a) to a taxable year of an
individual which is not a calendar year, each
change made by the Tax Reform Act of 1969
in part I or in the application of part IV of
subchapter B for purposes of the determina-
tion of taxable income shall be treated as a
change in a rate of tax.'

“(f) ErrFecTIVE DATES.—The amendments
made by subsections (a) and (b) of this sec-
tion shall apply to taxable years beginning
after December 31, 1970. The amendments
made by subsections (¢) and (d) of this sec-
tion shall apply to taxable years beginning
after December 31, 1969.

“Sec. 804. CoLLECcTION oOF INcoME Tax AT
SoUurcE oN WAGES.

“(a) REQUIREMENT OF WITHHOLDING.—
Section 3402(a) (relating to requirement of
withholding) is amended to read as follows:

“‘(a) REQUIREMENT OF WITHHOLDING.—IN
the case of wages pald after December 31,
19690, or the 15th day after the date of the
enactment of the Tax Reform Act of 1069
{whichever is later), every employer making
payment of wages shall deduct and withhold
upon such wages (except as otherwise pro-
vided in this section) a tax determined in
accordance with tables prescribed by the
Secretary or his delegate. Such tables shall
correspond in form to the tables in effect
under this subsection on December 31, 1969.
For purposes of applylng such tables, the
term ‘amount of wages' means the amount
by which the wages exceed the number of
withholding exemptions clalmed, multi=
plied by the amount of one such eXemption
as shown in subsection (b) (1).'

“(b) PERCENTAGE METHOD OF WITHHOLD-
ING.—
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“(1) WAGES PAID IN 1970.—Effective with
respect to wages pald during 1970, the table
contained in section 3402(b) (1) is amended
to read as follows:

" ‘Percentage Method Withholding Table

Amount of one
withholding
Payroll period: exemption:

Weekly . B0

Biweekly .00

Semimonthly .00

Monthly .00

Quarterly .00

Semiannual ___ . 00

Annual . 00

Daily or miscellaneous (per day

of such period) .80,

“(2) Waces pam 1IN 1971.—Effective with
respect to wages paid during 1971, the table
contained in section 3402(b) (1) is amended
to read as follows:

“‘Percentage Method Withholding Table
Amount of one
withholding
exemption:
$15. 00
$30. 00
$33. 50
$67. 00

Payroll period:
Weekly
Biweekly
Semimonthly __
Monthly
Quarterly
Semiannual __
Annual
Daily or miscellaneous (per day

of such perlod)

"“(3) WAGES PAID 1IN 1972.—Effective with
respect to wages paid during 1972, the table
contained in section 3402 (b) (1) is amended
to read as follows:

** *‘Percentage Method Withholding Table

Amount of one
withholding
Payroll period ezxemption

Weekly .00

Biweekly . 00

Semimonthly . B0

Monthly . 00

Quarterly .00

Semiannual .00

Annual .00

Dalily or miscellaneous (per day

of such period)

“(4) WAGES PAID AFTER 1972.—Effective
with respect to wages pald after December
31, 1972, the table contfained in section
3402(b) (1) is amended to read as follows:

“ ‘Percentage Method Withholding Table
Amount of one

withholding

exemption

$19. 00

$38. 00

$42, 00

$84. 00

$250. 00

$500. 00

#1, 000, 00

Daily or miscellaneous (per

day of such period) $2.70 "

Page 549, line 17, strike out “£600" and in-
sert “§700".

Page 550, lines 1, 8, and 11, strike out “§2,-
300" and insert “§2,400",

Page 550, line 12, strike out ‘“$600"” and
insert “§700".

Page 550, lines 21 and 22, strike out “this
section” and insert "subsections (a) and
(b)".

Page 550, after line 23 insert the following:

“{d) TaAxaABLE YEARS AFTER 19070.—

(1) TAXABLE YEARS BEGINNING IN 1971.—
Effective with respect to taxable years be-
ginning in 1871, section 6012(a)(1) 1is
amended—

“(A) by striking out ‘$700' each place it
appears therein and inserting in lieu thereof
‘$800";

Payroll period
Weekly
Biweekly
Semimonthly
Monthly
Quarterly
Semiannual

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

“(B) by striking out ‘$1,700' each place it
appears and inserting in lieu thereof ‘$1,800%;
and

“(C) by striking out '82,400' each place it
appears and inserting in lieu thereof '$2,600'.

“(2) TAXABLE YEARS BEGINNING IN 1972 —
Effective with respect to taxable years be-
ginning in 1972, section 6012 (a)(l) is
amended—

“(A) by striking out ‘$800" each place it
appears therein and inserting in lieu thereof
'$900";

“(B) by striking out ‘$1,800' each place it
appears and inserting in lieu thereof ‘$1,900%;
and

“(C) by striking out ‘$2,600" each place it
appears and inserting in lieu thereof ‘$2,800'.

“(3) TAXABLE YEARS BEGINNING AFTER 1972,—
Effective with respect to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 19872, section
6012(a) (1) is amended—

“(A) by striking out ‘4900’ each place it
appears therein and inserting in lieu thereof
‘$1,000;

“(B) by striking out ‘81,900 each place it
appears and inserting in lieu thereof ‘$2,000';
and

“(C) by striking out ‘$2,800' each place it
appears and inserting in leu thereof
‘#3,000"."

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I have re-
ceived today letters from three dis-
tinguished Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

Those distinguished Members have cir-
culated petitions or letters asking the
Senate to pass an amendment increas-
ing the personal exemption for each tax-
payer and dependent from $600 to $1,000
a year. I wish now to read a letter from
Representative Perer W. Robino, Jr.
His letter reads as follows:

DEAR SENATOR GoORE: Since our last corre-
spondence regarding your good effort to in-
crease the personal income tax exemption,
I have circulated my colleagues eliciting
their support for your cause, I have also
joined with my good friend Congressman
Charles Vanik in securing support for the
increased tax exemption. The attached list
of the members of the House is in addition
to those members that have signed Congress-
man Vanik's letter. We feel confident that
the majority of the members of the House
of Representatives will support a provision to
increase the personal income tax exemption,

I note that you now propose to increase
the exemption from 8600 to $1,000 with four
yearly increases of $100. The members joined
with me are all primarily interested in the
principle of increasing a wholly inadequate
$600 exemption. Thus, I feel confident they
will support any feasible means that ac-
complishes this important and meaningful
task.

Sincerely,
PETER W. Robino, Jr,

I ask unanimous consent that this let-
ter, together with the list of Members
of the House of Representatives attached
thereto, be printed in the REecorp at
this point.

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

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HousE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., November 25, 1969.
Hon. ALBERT GORE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENaTOR GoORE: Slnce our last cor-
respondence regarding your good effort to
increase the personal income tax exemption,
I have circulated my colleagues eliciting
their support for your cause. I have also
joined with my good friend Congressman
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Charles Vanik in securing support for the
increased tax exemption. The attached list
of the members of the House is in addition
to those members that have signed Congress-
man Vanik’'s letter, We feel confident that
the majority of the members of the House
of Representatives will support a provision
to Inerease the personal income tax exemp-
tion.

I note that you now propose to increase
the exemption from $600 to $1,000 with four
yearly increases of $100. The members
joined with me are all primarlly interested
in the principle of increasing a wholly in-
adequate $600 exemption. Thus, I feel con-
fident they will support any feasible means
that accomplishes this important and mean-
ingful task,

Sincerely,
PeTER W. ROoDINO, JI.,
Member of Congresa
AN ArTaACHED LIST OF MEMBERS OF
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Rodino, Peter W.; Adams, Brock; Anderson,
Glenn; Annunzio, Frank; Baring, Walter;
Blackburn, Benjamin; Blatnik, John A,
Brown, George; Burke, J. Herbert; Burton,
Phillip; and Button, Daniel E,

Carey, Hugh L.; Conyers, John; Dent, John;
Dulski, Thaddeus J.; Eckhardt, Bob; Flynt,
John J.; Friedel, Samuel N.; Gaydos, Joseph
M.; Hanley, James M., Helstoski, Henry;
Howard, James; Johnson, Harold; and Koch,
Edward I.

Lukens, Donald E.; McCulloch, Willlam M.;
Matsunaga, Spark M., Milkva, Abner J.; Mil-
ler, George; Pepper, Claude; Pickle, Jake; Po-
dell, Bertram; Reid, Ogden; Rooney, Fred;
St Germain, Fernand J., Sandman, Charles;
Stokes, Louls; Stratton, Sam; Tiernan, Rob-
ert; Vigorito, Joseph; and Yatron, Gus.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I read at this
point a letter from Representative
CHARLES A. VANIK:

Dear SENATOR Gore: We, the undersigned
Members of the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, urge your support of an amend-
ment to provide for an increase in the de-
pendency exemptions from $600 to at least
$1000.

We support an increase in dependency ex-
emptions to take effect immediately or in
several stages depending upon revenue effect
to the Treasury. A meaningful increase in
dependency exemptions is long overdue.

Bincerely yours,

THE

The letter is signed by Representative
Vanix and 173 Members of the House of
Representatives. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the letter and the names, to-
gether with Representative Vanik’s
statement, be printed in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the letter,
list of names, and statement were ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

STATEMENT oOF CONGRESSMAN CHARLES A,
VaNIE, oF OHIO, 173 MEMBERS OF THE
HoUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES SIGN LETTER
TO SENATOR GORE SUPPORTING INCREASE OF
DEPENDENCY EXEMPTION TO $1.000

The following letter was sent to Senator
Albert Gore, a member of the Senate Finance
Committee, in support of his efforts to in-
crease dependency exemptions from the pres-
ent $600-per-person rate to $1,000.

Senator Gore plans to offer an amendment
to this effect on the Senate Floor. The Mem-
bers of Congress who signed the enclosed
letter felt that it was essential that the Sen-
ate be informed of the strong support on
behalf of increasing dependency exemptions
since no vote on this issues was allowed on
the House Floor, during consideration of tax
reform leglslation, which was brought to the
Floor under a closed rule.
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Congressmen Peter Rodino of New Jersey
and John Saylor of Pennsylvania have gath-
ered additional signatures on this important
matter and are forwarding them to Senators
Gore and Williams of Delaware. In combina-
tion the total number of House Members
signing any of these three letters of support
equals a clear majority of the Membership
of the House of Representatives.

It is clearly the feeling of the Members
who have signed this letter that the present
$600 dependency exemption is totally un-
realistic and is not related in any fashion to
the actual costs of dependency support. In-
creasing this tax allowance to $1,000 will re-
flect more accurately the burden of support
which presently exists.

Congressman Charles Vanik attempted to
force this issue to a head when the House
of Representatives was consldering tax re-
form and relief legislation by asking that
the House Rules Committee allow for a vote
on this matter. His request was denied. He
testified in a similar manner before the Sen-
ate Finance Committee. However, the Com-
mittee chose to ignore including an exemp-
tion inecrease to $1000 in the bill which they
reported out.

When Senator Gore Iindicated that he
would take the fight for the increase to the
SBenate Floor, Congressman Vanik circulated
the text of the following letter to his col-
leagues in the House of Representatives, and
obtained the signatures of 154 Members, The
text of the letter is as follows:

“Hon, ALBerT GORE,
“U.S. Senate,
“Washington, D.C.

“DEAR SENATOR GORE: We, the undersigned
Members of the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, urge your support of an
amendment to provide for an increase in
the dependency exemption from $600 to at
least $1000.

““We support an increase in dependency

exemptions to take effect immediately or in
several stages depending upon revenue effect
to the Treasury. A meaningful increase in
dependency exemptions is long overdue.
“Sincerely yours,
“Slgned by 173 Members of Congress.”

AN ATTACHED LIST oF MEMBERS OF THE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Abernethy, Adams, Addabbo, Glenn An-
derson, William Anderson, George Andrews,
Annunzio, Ashley, Aspinall, Blackburn, Bar-
ing, and Barrett.

Bennett, Bevill, Biaggl, Bingham, Boland,
Brinkley, Brademas, Brasco, Brooks, George
Brown, James Burke, and Phillip Burton.

James Byrne, J. Herbert Burke, Caffery,
Carey, Casey, Celler, Chisholm, Clark, Clay,
Conyers, Culver, and Dent.

Daddario, Danlel, Daniels, Delaney, Diggs,
Dingell, Dent, Donohue, Dorn, Dowdy, Down-
ing, and Dulski.

Eckhardt, Edmondson, Don Edwards, Eil-
berg, Fallon, Farbstein, Fascell, Feighan,
Flood, Flowers, Flynt, and Friedel.

Willlam G. Ford, Fountain, Fraser, Rich-
ard Fulton, Galifianakis, Gallagher, Garmatz,
Gaydos, Giaimo, Gilbert, and Gonzalez,

Gray, Edith Green, William Green, Hagan,
Hanley, Hamilton, Hanna, Hansen, Harring-
ton, Hathaway, and Hawkins.

Hays, Hébert, Hechler of West Virginia,
Helstoski, Hicks, Holifield, Hull, Howard,
Hungate, Jacobs, and Harold Johnson.

Walter Jones, Earth, Kastenmeier, Kazan,
Kee, Kluczyinski, Koch, Kyros, Robert Leg-
gett, and Speedy Long.

Lowenstein, Lukens, Macdonald, Madden,
Matsunaga, Meeds, Mikva, George Miller,
Minish, Mink, Mollohan, Morgan, Willlam
Murphy, and McCulloch.

Nedzi, Nichols, Nix, Obey, O'Hara, O'Neill,
Olsen, Ottinger, Patten, and Pepper.

Perkins, Podell, Powell, Melvin Price, Pu-
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cinskl, Pickle, Randall, Rarick, Rees, Roberts,
Byron Rogers, and Paul Rogers.

Rosenthal, Roybal, Ryan, Fred Rooney,
Scheuer, Shipley, Slack, Neal Smith, Stag-
gers, Steed, Stokes, and St Germain.

Taylor, Frank Thompson, Tiernan, Vanik,
Vigorito, Van Deerlin, Waggonner, Waldie,
White, and Charles Wilson.

Wolff, Wright, Yatron, Zablocki, Blatnik,
Button, Pollock, Ogden Reid, Sandman,
Stratton, and Rodino,

Mr. GORE, Mr. President, I have re-
ceived a letter from Representative JouN
P. Savior, of the 22d District of Penn-
sylvania, dated November 21, 1969, which
reads as follows:

Dear SENATOR GoORE: It has come to my
attention that Members of your Party are
cireulating a letter in the House of Repre-
sentatives urging support for an increase in
the personal exemption amount from $600 to
$1000.

In a spirit of bi-partisanship I have en-
closed for your perusal a copy of an attach-
ment to my press release of July 24, 1969,
wherein I listed all House Members by State
who supported my bill HER. 12861 and/or
similar bills to accomplish this much needed
tax reform.

I am sure it will not escape your attention
that 24 of the 27 Members of the Pennsyl-
vania delegation supported the legislation
and 6 of the 9 Members of the Tennessee
delegation were found in support. You will
also note that I listed Members of both
Parties who were in favor of granting this
widely sought-after tax reform and tax relief
measure.

In spite of the fact that the wishes of the
majority (233 Members) of the House were
not successful in obtaining an amendment
to the House-passed tax reform bill, I wish
you and your colleagues of both Parties every
success in efiorts to incorporate such a sec-
tion in the Senate version of the tax reform
proposal,

Based on the attached list, I believe that
an increase in the personal exemption
amount would stand a good chance of final
passage should the Senate act to include the
reform in its bill.

Sincerely yours,
JoHN P. SAYLOR.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the letter which I have read
and the list of 233 Members of the House
of Representatives be printed at this
point in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., November 21, 1969.
Hon. ALBERT GORE,
U.S8. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR GoRE: It has come to my
attention that Members of your Party are
circulating a letter in the House of Repre-
sentatives urging support for an increase in
the personal exemption amount from $600 to
$1000.

In a spirit of bi-partisanship I have en-
closed for your perusal a copy of an attach-
ment to my press release of July 24, 1969,
wherein I listed all House Members by State
who supported my bill HR. 12861 and/or
similar bills to accomplish this much needed
tax reform.

I am sure it will not escape your attention
that 24 of the 27 Members of the Pennsyl-
vania delegation supported the legislation
and 6 of the 9 Members of the Tennessee
delegation were found in support. You will
also note that I listed Members of both
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Parties who were In favor of granting this
widely sought-after tax reform and tax rellef
measure,

In spite of the fact that the wishes of the
majority (233 Members) of the House were
not successful in obtaining an amendment to
the House-passed tax reform bill, I wish you
and your colleagues of both Partles every
success in efforts to incorporate such a sec-
tion in the Senate version of the tax reform
proposal.

Based on the attached list, I believe that
an Increase in the personal exemption
amount would stand a good chance of final
passage should the Senate act to include the
reform in its bill.

Sincerely yours,
JoHN P. SAYLOR.

ATTACHMENT LI1ST OF 233 CONGRESSIONAL SUP-
PORTERS OF BILLS To RAISE THE PERSONAL
EXEMPTION AMOUNT—BY STATE

Alabama: Bevill, Buchanan,
Flowers, and Nichols.

Alaska: Pollock.

Arizona: Udall.

California: Anderson, Brown, Burton, Ed-
wards, Hanna, Hawkins, Holifleld, Johnson,
Leggett, McFall, Miller, Pettis, Roybal, Smith,
Tunney, Waldie, and Wilson, C.

Colorado: Brotzman, and Rogers.

Connecticut: Daddario, Giaimo, Meskill,
St. Onge, and Weicker.

Florida: Burke, Frey, Gibbons, Haley, and
Rogers.

Georgia: Blackburn, Brinkley, Hagan, and
Stuckey.

Hawali: Matsunaga, and Mink.

Illinois: Annunzio, Gray, Kluczynski,
Mikva, Murphy, Price, Pucinski, Rallsback,
and Shipley.

Indiana: Jacobs, Madden, and Zion.

Iowa: Miller and Schwengel.

Kansas: Sebellus, Shriver, Skubitz, and
Winn.

Kentucky: Carter, Cowger, Perkins, and
Bnyder.

Louisiana: Edwards, Long,
Rarick, and Waggonner.

Maine: Kyros.

Maryland: Fallon, Friedel, Garmatz, Hogan,
and Long.

Massachusetts: Boland, Burke, Conte,
Donohue, Macdonald, O’'Neill, and Philbin,

Michigan: Broomfield, Chamberlain, Con-
yers, Diggs, Dingell, Wm. Ford, McDonald,
O'Hara, Riegle, and Ruppe.

Minnesota: Blatnik, Fraser,
Zwach.

Mississippi. Griffin, and Whitten.

Missouri: Clay, Hull, Hungate, and Ran-
dall.

Montana: Olsen.

Nebraksa: Cunningham and Martin,

Nevada: Baring.

New Hampshire: Wyman,

New Jersey: Daniels, Gallagher, Helstoskl,
Howard, Hunt, Joelson, Minish, Rodino,
Sandman, and Thompson.

New Mexico: Foreman and Lujan.

New York: Addabbo, Biaggl, Bingham,
Brasco, Button, Chisholm, Delaney, Dulskl,
Farbstein, Gilbert, Halpern, Hanley, Hast-
ings, Horton, King, Koch, Lowenstein, Mc-
Carthy, McKneally, Murphy, Ottinger, Podell,
Ryan, Rosenthal, Scheuer, Wolff, and Wydler.

North Carolina: Fountain, Galifianakis,
Henderson, Jones, and Taylor.

Ohio: Ashbrook, Ashley, Clancy, Feighan,
Harsha, Latta, Lukens, McCulloch, Minshall,
Mosher, and Stokes.

Oklahoma: Camp, Edmondson, and Steed.

Oregon: Green.

Pennsylvania: Barrett, Byrne, Clark,
Coughlin, Dent, Eilberg, Eshleman, Flood,
Fulton, Gaydos, Goodling, Green, Johnson,
McDade, Moorhead, Morgan, Nix, Rooney,
Saylor, Vigorito, Willlams, Whalley, Watkins,
and Yatron.

Rhode Island: St Germain and Tlernan,

Edwards,

Passman,

EKarth, and
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South Carolina: Gettys.

South Dakota: Berry.

Tennessee: Blanton, Duncan, Evins, Ful-
ton, Jones, and Quillen.

Texas: Brooks, de 1a Garza, Eckhardt, Gon-
zalez, Kazen, Patman, Pickle, Poage, Price,
Purcell, White, and Wright.

Utah: Burton.

Virginia: Abbitt,
Whitehurst.

Washington: Adams, Hansen, Hicks, and
Pelly.

West Virginia: Hechler,
Slack, and Staggers.

Wisconsin: Kastenmeier, Obey, Reuss,
Steiger, Schadeberg, Thomson, and Zablockl,

Arkansas: None.

Delaware: None.

Idaho: None.

North Dakota: None.

Vermont: None,

Wyoming: None.

Mr, GORE. Mr. President, it comes as
a great encouragement to the senior Sen-
afor from Tennessee that what appears
on quick examination to be considerably
more than one-half of the membership of
the House of Representatives have peti-
tioned the Senate to enact this impor-
tant and much needed reform, a reform
that would give a tax reduction to those
who need it the most, those with the
largest number of dependents.

The amendment which I have sub-
mitted will be called up at an appro-
priate time. I will undertake to speak
upon the amendment at that time. No
vote, however, is expected until next
week.

Scott, Wampler, and

Eee, Mollohan,

ORDER OF BUSINESS

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

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

SCHOOL SEGREGATION IN THE
STATE OF INDIANA

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, as I have
heretofore announced, I think it will be
helpful, in considering possible amend-
ments that may come up in connection
with appropriations bills, particularly
the HEW appropriation bill, to have the
facts before Senators regarding the
school integration picture not just in the
South but throughout the United States
as well.

In keeping with my purpose to bring
these facts to the Members of the Senate
and to the people of the Nation, I have
compiled certain data taken from the
official records of HEW files. Samples of
these records have been brought to the
special attention of Mr. Finch in an
open hearing before the Appropriations
Committee, and he agreed, in response to
my questions, that they were correct or
substantially correct and were believed
by him to be substantially correct. They
were obtained by lawful means, of course
through regular channels, by a staff
member of the Appropriations Commit-
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tee and from the files of the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare.

Today I have completed and assem-
bled the figures that reflect the picture
with reference to the public schools in
the State of Indiana. My remarks will
not be at great length, but they will give
a summary of the picture in that State
as of the date of these figures.

In the 1968-69 school year, there were
a total of 1,081,214 elementary and sec-
ondary students attending public schools
in Indiana. Of this total, 88.8 percent, or
961,182, were white; 9.8 percent, or 105,-
772, were Negroes, and the remaining 1.4
percent was made up of other minority
groups as classified by the HEW as
American Indian, Oriental, and Spanish-
American students.

However, HEW’s computer data re-
flects that there are 10 cities in Indiana
which have one or more schools where
Negro students make up 80 to 100 per-
cent of the total school enrollment, and
in these 10 school districts are enrolled
87.9 percent of all the Negro students in
Indiana—92,953.

There are 57 schools where the Negro
enrollment exceeds 80 percent of total
enrollment, and of these 57, there are 49
schools where the Negro enrollment is
90 percent to 100 percent of the total en-
rollment, and 40 schools within these 57
where the enrollment is 99 and 100 per-
cent Negro.

These HEW figures are very signifi-
cant in the issue of segregation and inte-
gration, and help show there is a totally
different set of rules applied in school
districts outside the South than is ap-
plied in school districts in the South.

Let us look at the school district of
Indianapolis, the capital of the State.
The total 1968-69 public school enroll-
ment is reflected as 108,587 students in
122 schools in this fine city; 72,010, or
66.3 percent, are white students; 36,5717,
or 33.7 percent, are Negro students—in
other words, two-thirds white and one-
third Negro students. There are no other
minority group students enrolled in these
schools. Let us now look at the distribu-
tion in these schools in the city.

There are 13,7656 Negro students in 17
schools that are from 99.2 to 100 percent
black. There are only 37 students listed
as white in these 17 schools.

There are another seven schools with
a total enrollment of 7,564 students, of
which 7,336 are Negro and 228 are white.
That would be 3 percent white and 97
percent Negro. The figures show 21,064
of the 36,577 Negro students in Indian-
apolis segregated in 24 schools that are
97 to 100 percent Negro. In all, there are
34 of the 122 Indianapolis schools which
have a majority Negro enrollment. In
these 34 schools there are 28,372 Negro
students and 3,212 white, or, 4.4 percent
of the total white student enrollment of
108,587 are attending these Negro ma-
jority schools.

Now let us look at the majority white
schools. There are 36 schools with a total
enrollmentof 31,221 students which are
99 to 100 percent white—18 schools are
100 percent white. There are but 76 Negro
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students listed as attending these 36
schools. There are another 28 schools
with enrollments aggregating 19,928 that
are 90.9 to 98.8 white. There are 869
Negroes attending these 28 schools, or
about 4 percent of the enrollment.

Accordingly, 51,159 white students, or
71 percent of the total white student en-
rollment, are isolated in 64 schools that
are 96 to 100 percent white. There are
nine schools with a total enrollment of
926 which are 89.1 to 80.3 percent
white—8,587 white students; 1,339, ap-
proximately 13 percent, Negroes. There
are another 15 schools with a total en-
rollment of 15,847 which are 77.9 to
51.7 percent white—10,007 white; 5,921,
approximately 37 percent, Negro. This
group of schools includes one technical
high school which has 5,190 students—
2,717 white and 2,473, or 47.6 percent,
Negro.

Overall, there are 68,798, or 95.6 per-
cent, of the 72,010 white students at-
tending Indianapolis public schools that
are in majority white schools. Only 3,212,
or 4.4 percent, of the white students are
attending schools having a majority
Negro student enrollment. The 8,305
Negro students attending majority white
schools constitute only 101% percent of
the total enrollment of the 88 majority
white schools.

If that situation prevailed in a south-
ern school district there would already
have been mandates from the Supreme
Court or from HEW, on down that the
district must be completely integrated
forthwith and that necessary Negroes
should be bused to predominantly white
schools and and white students bused to
majority Negro schools—regardless of
the consequences.

Mr. President, I could go into the facts
and figures as to a great number of those
schools and the way it is actually being
done, but I suppose that is not necessary
here. The same thing could be done in
Indianapolis, or anywhere in Indiana,
by the same processes and illuminate
this picture I have painted, which is
thought to be so evil by some and un-
lawful by all courts. However, virtually
nothing has been done, insofar as I know
from the record, by HEW in the State of
Indiana in an administrative way. As far
as I know, no Governor, since the deci-
sion in 1954 in the case of Brown against
Board of Education has moved and tried
to do something about the situation;
there has been no enactment of any law
by the legislature of that great State—
and I am not reflecting on that great
State.

Mr. President, my point is that nothing
has been done about it and there is no
prospect that I know of anything of any
appreciable substance being done about
it soon; whereas in the area where I live,
in the South, schools literally are being
torn to pleces—and I mean that; they
are going to be left in shambles within
a few months.

White students in the area where I live
are being taken from their home com-
munities and bused away to another end
of the county and placed in schools that
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are now predominantly colored; and
colored students are taken out of schools
in the community where they live and
they are being bused to another area of
the county and placed in vacant spots
created there.

I do not think that should be done in
the South; I do not think it should be
done anywhere. However, if there is a
principle involved it should be a uniform
prineiple that applies to all people in all
the Nation; and it should be carried out
by any President or anyone who is the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, or by the Attorney General.

Mr. President, I point out further that
nobody is claiming that the Supreme
Court decision of 1954 is not the law of
the land. No one is fighting on that basis.
But they are not stopping with integra-
tion. They literally are leaving a lot of
our area of the country in shambles so
far as public schools are concerned be-
cause of this percentagewise, or almost
percentagewlise, integration that I say is
unfair and unreasonable in any instance
from an educational standpoint.

If we are going to have it in one area
of the country the only way to bring it to
the attention and let it be felt by other
areas of the country is to enforce it uni-
formly throughout the Nation. Then, and
only then, can we get a national policy
that is based on reason and common-
sense and which is really wanted by the
people.

I think the parents of the children
of this country can get very nearly what
they want out of their State legislatures,
out of this Congress, and out of any-
body who is elected to the White House;
but as long as this unbearable burden
is being placed on one part of the coun-
try that is deemed to be evil to begin
with, and a presumption of guilt attached
to it, we are not going to have any na-
tional policy. We are going to have a
policy applied in a section of the coun-
try

I point out also that a great many
States outside the South had segrega-
tion laws of one kind or another well
over into this century, and several of
them up until a few years before the
1954 decision by the Supreme Court, but
nothing has been done to those States,
virtually nothing, if they are outside the
South. But they have literally turned
us upside down and they have shaken
the living life out of our publie schools.

Another point I wish to raise is that
all segregation, by law or otherwise, was
legal by Federal court standards in every
State until 1954. It had the sanction and
express approval of the Supreme Court,
so it was not unlawful anywhere. That
was the national policy. We moved then
from that 1954 decision that outlawed all
segregation statutes wherever they were,
and the policies and the statutes that
permitted it by choice under any circum-
stances. So before 1954, it was legal; and
after 1954 segregation was declared il-
legal and void. It was said you could
not diseriminate against any child in
the placement in schools because of col-
or. From that point, we have moved to
one policy after another being added
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to that basic principle by various court
decisions. But there has been no na-
tionwide maintaining of this principle
that was announced in 1954.

It is my purpose and my sole purpose
here and now to get the facts before
all the people, before all the Senators, all
Members of the House of Representa-
tives, and before officials in the executive
branch.

These things have not been known un-
til recently. This is a product of the com-
puter system. I think it should be brought
out and then we can make a judgment.
I am not here accusing anyone of bad
faith, and I am not here just finding
fault.

Yesterday in the hearings I posed this
question: “When you have these cases in
court demanding total integration now,
and you mix students up, haul them
around and balance them off; when you
get all the court decisions you want and
assuming they are all carried out by
trustees and the people, then, what are
you going to do?”

In effect the answer was that that
would be the end of the matter and they
would dismiss the case and withdraw
from the administration of it in any
State.

I said, “All right. Then, if the people
go back and by natural selection reseg-
regate themselves again, and come back
like they were or to a situation which is
similar to what they were, what are you
going to do then?”

He said, “Well we would have to inter-
vene again.”

So, Mr. President, here is a situation in
perpetuity where the people are going to
be closed in by a system of bureaucracy,
or whatever you may call it, from now on.

From now on, we will have to be
policed by this theory, this policy of gov-
ernment that they apply, so far, only on
a sectional basis. Their reasons are
largely fictitious. They are a sham, When
we get right down to the heart of the
thing, where the people live, that is what
is happening.

Now if Congress or the courts should
see fit to move into other areas of the
country, I think we will hear from a lot
of mothers and fathers. I also think that
Senators will hear from them, as well as
Members of the House, and the Presi-
dent, whoever he may be. This will be-
come a nationwide issue. I believe we will
get a more moderate policy out of it.

I do not advocate going back to the
old rules prior to 1954. I know that that
will not be coming. But so that the
schools may live, so that they may live
as educational institutions rather than
as instruments of social change, so that
we may have public education where the
poor children, all children, can go if
they wish to, rather than to have to go to
school under police state methods, so
that we may have our children educated
in a more natural way, that is what I am
pleading for.

I am pleading for the community
school, the neighborhood school, the
school where children live, where their
parents are, and where they have their
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interests. I believe that that can be well
brought about. The only way it can be
brought about, I believe, is through the
exposure of these facts.

I do not know how long it will take, but
I believe it will result in the formulation
of a nationwide policy to live and let
live which will be to the benefit of every-
one in this country and will take care of
the educational needs of all our children
and give them the opportunity to be
trained and become qualified according
to their own talents.

But as long as we go along with a sec-
tional policy that applies only to one sec-
tion of the country, I believe it is not
only downright wrong but will destroy
the public school system of the area
where it is applied.

Thus, I plead with my colleagues to
look at the facts, to formulate a national
policy that will get to the bottom of the
problem and then let us move forward
from there.

Mr, President, I mention Indianapolis
today, particularly because one of the
rare Federal actions filed against a
northern school district was filed against
the Indianapolis school district on May
31, 1968, That is the one case that, ac-
cording to my records, has already been
filed, almost 18 months ago. But, to date,
that action apparently has concerned it-
self only with teacher assignments, and
the only notation concerning it, as re-
ported by the Department of Justice on
September 30, 1969, is that it was, “wait-
ing for a trial date.” Further, it is my
understanding that it is still awaiting a
trial date.

Mr. President, let me say on that, that
I want any school district to have a rea-
sonable time to make adjustments. I am
not advocating any rash action here or
to demand the ‘“death penalty” so to
speak. That is what they are doing to us
in the South, demanding a “death pen-
alty.” That is what is being imposed
upon us because we have not done this
thing. I do not advocate that for any
other school district in the country.

My point is that nothing substantial
has been done, It has been ignored. The
Federal Government has been acting as
if these facts did not exist.

Mr. President, let me give one or two
more illustrations.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Mississippi yield?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.

Mr. LONG. Do I correctly understand
the Senator’s position to be that if the
cities and States up North will under-
take to abide by some sort of Federal
program which they find they can live
with, the probabilities are that those of
us in the South can come more nearly
to living under that program than we
can by something which is simply
handed down without any concurrence
at all or any acceptance at all, to apply
only in the Southern States, In other
words, that what is to be imposed in the
Northern, Eastern, and Western States
would, presumably, at least be some-
thing the people could live with in some
fashion——
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Mr. STENNIS, That is right.

Mr. LONG. That such a program would
be something that we in the South
could more or less live with, than what
they are trying to do to us now?

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator from
Louisiana is correct. If they apply a real
pattern—I am not advocating tearing up
the schools, under any conditions—but
we are at the point now that it has got
to be determined whether there will be
anything applied outside the South.

I have no doubt that if they put the
pressure on in, say, Ohio, or Indiana, in
the large voting States, there will be such
a reaction that it will bring a modified
policy in the Court, the Congress, HEW,
the Department of Justice, and every-
where else. There will be a policy that
all the people will benefit by and can
live with,

As I have said, I do not know how long
it will take to bring that about, but I
know as a fact, because I have dealt with
them, that the HEW feels it has a
“mission.” I am not referring to Secre-
tary Finch, although he has got his hand
into this problem and he has learned a
lot about it. I am not attacking him. He
has come out with some very helpful
statements. But there has been a group of
zealots down there in HEW who have
been running wild carrying out what they
feel to be their “mission” in life, as they
look aft it.

We have been promised time and time
again that there would be a program set
up to go into other States and see what
the response was and that perhaps we
would get a national policy out of it; but

substantially nothing has been done
about it.

One suit has been filed outside the
Southern States, and one administrative
action has been filed, but carried out by
HEW on one school.

I illustrated here before that 2 or 3

years ago someone in HEW notified
Chicago that it was going to have to get
in line. Just like a cannon going off,
there came back a response—I do not
know from where—perhaps Mayor Daley
came down here or just sent a telegram—
but, anyway, the White House took the
response under advisement, That was
about the end of it. Nothing was done
about it.

Last spring, between March and June,
I believe, HEW gave notice to the Chicago
schools that they would have to integrate
their facilities.

Immediately there was objection
raised by the faculties. They filed a ter-
rific protest. This was all published in
the press. The teachers were offered a
bonus to go into the schools in question.
The last time I heard of it they had still
refused to go. That is what the press re-
ported. They demanded that if it was
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going to have to be carried out, the Fed-
eral Governemnt would have to put up
the money, which was $48 million, I be-
lieve it was.

I talked to one of the Senators from
Illinois about that, so those facts are
substantially correct.

There has been nothing carried out and
no substantial efforts made. Now they
say, “Well, the South had de juris seg-
regation but de juris segregation did not
exist elsewhere.” Well, if that is a valid
distinction, they should not go into the
North at all. They should not bother, be-
cause they did not have any segregation
laws in 1954. So they admit to themselves
that they have jurisdiction of this mat-
ter and that they should proceed. Some
of them do. But as a practical matter
they do not get down to the facts of life
and make any requirements.

Mr. President, Gary, Ind., which is a
very fine city, has 50 public schools with
a total enrollment of 48,431, of which
29,826, or 61.6 percent are Negro stu-
dents, 14,063, or 29 percent are white,
and the remaining 9.1 percent are clas-
sified as Spanish Americans.

Of the total Negro enrollment, 23,-
265—or about 80 percent—are segregated
in 21 schools which are 99 and 100 per-
cent Negro.

Talk about lack of integration. How
could there be a more glaring illustration
than that?

Down home, the ultimatum of the
court is, “No more Negro schools as such.
Close them up. Abolish them. Put the
children somewhere else.” Nothing has
been done, as I say, up here.

There are but 20 white students listed
as attending these 21 schools—less than
one white child to the school.

There are 26,517 Negro students in 24
schools that are 91.3 to 100 percent seg-
regated; 28,910, or 96.5 percent, of the
Negro students are in majority Negro
schools, with 3,800 Spanish Americans,
2,965 whites, and 77 minority group
students.

The term “Spanish Americans” is the
term in the computer. That is not my
term, but for some reason they classify
these people on that basis.

On the white side of the school system,
there are five schools—this is Gary,
Ind.—with a total enrollment of 4,941
white students, which are from 95.1 to
98.8 percent white. There are only 46
Negro students in these five schools,
There are another two schools with 1,048
white students, with 90.2 and 94.4 per-
cent white enrollment, where only 43
Negro students attend. There are also
three schools with white student enroll-
ments totaling 3,065, which are from
82.8 to 86.9 percent white. There are
another six schools with 2,053 white stu-
dents which are 64.5 to 78.4 percent ma-
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jority white. In all, there are only 916
Negro students out of the total Negro
enrollment of 29,826, attending majority
white schools.

As I understand the case of Brown
against Board of Education, decided in
1954, the Court went to great length in
its reasoning that Negro students were
entitled to the association, the environ-
ment, and a list of other opportunities
that are supposed to have gone with the
white schools. That was the principle of
the case, as I understand. If that is right,
the children I have been calling atten-
tion to are being denied the principle
that the Supreme Court laid down as
something they were entitled to. There is
no effort on the part of the State to
correct that condition; only the very
slightest effort on the part of the De-
partment of Justice—one suit—and only
the slightest kind of effort on the part
of HEW to correct that situation.

On the contrary, in other parts of the
country, the demand is so total and de-
manding and exact, contrary to the
wishes of a great majority of the colored
parents and the white parents, that it
is leaving our schools in a shambles,
particularly the abrupt application of
the principle. In many of them, there
has been a more moderate, a more mod-
est, progressive integration, where the
proportions were not so pronounced, and
things have moved along in such a way
as to be able to preserve the public
schools.

I think the city of Washington is the
outstanding illustration to the whole
world of what happens over a period of
years when total, immediate integration
is applied. I am collecting some facts to
show just what the situation is and what
has happened in this great city.

In 1963, there was a Federal court case
brought against the school district of
Gary, Ind., by Negro parents alleging,
among other things, compulsory segrega-
tion and infringement of civil rights:
Bell v, The School City of Gary, Indiana,
213 Fed. Supp. 819, Affirmed, 7th Cir-
cuit, 1963, 324 F. 2d 209, cert. den., 377
U.S. 924, 1965. Here the court laid down
rules and policies exactly opposite the
rules now applied to the South. The deci-
sion was affirmed by the appellate court
and certiorari denied by the Supreme
Court. Neither HEW nor Justice Depart-
ment was a party to the suit. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
full HEW records for schools of Indiana
be put in the RECORD.

The records to which I refer are the
records about which I have been speak-
ing, and are authenticated as being of-
ficial records, as I have already described.

There being no objection, the records
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

[Number of districts: 232. Representing: 327, Number of schools: 1,878. Repr ting: 2,189]

American
Indian

Minority
total

Spanish-

Negro Oriental American Others

L e PL T . S T e L 525
Representing. S 544
Teachers___. 1
Representing.__.

105,772 854
105,178 884
2,619 32
2,520 33

12, 881
13,622
91

120, 032
121, 226
2,749
2,757

961, 182
1,089, 301
39, 816
45, (46
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INDIANA STATE TOTAL—Continued
B SERIES—SYSTEMS WITH AT LEAST 1 SCHOOL WITH MINORITY GROUP ENROLLMENT OVER 80 PERCENT
DISTRICT: HAMMOND SCHOOL CITY. NUMBER OF SCHOOLS: 28. REPRESENTING: 28, CITY: HAMMOND. COUNTY: 45 LAKE. ASSURANGE: 441

Students— Teachers—

Weight:
1.0— American
grade Indian

American Spanish-  Minorit

i 2 pani ¥ Spanish-  Minority
Indian Negro  Oriental American total  Other Negro  Oriental American total  Other

Percett .-

1,637 54 873

7.0 0.2 3.7

2,615 20,918 48 5 59 941
1.1 839 100.0 4.8 0.5 0.5 5.9 s

94.1

Maywood (15).....
Lew Wallace (26)

A. L. Spahn (24)
Lafayette (13).....-..-
Ha(rgn\und High School

Technical Vocational
High School (25).. ..

Riverside (23)__.......
Columbia (4)
Irving (10) e oo
Abraham Lincoln (14)._
Washington (27).
Woodrow Wilson (28). .
Thomas A. Edison (5)..
Kenwood (12).-.......
Roland B. Miller (16) -
Morton Elementary
an
Gene Stratton Porter
[ p BRI
Orchard Drive (20)..._
Lee L. Caldwell (1)...-..
Harding (9)

Donald E. Gavit Jr.-Sr.
High School. (7)

Maorton Sr. High School
(1) B S

George Rogers Clark
Elementary (2)

Franklin (6)..------

James Whitcombe
Riley (22)

Marton Middle School
(18)

Thomas Jefferson (11).
George Rogers Clark
(&)
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530 42 572 112
210 0 220 198
283 108 393 840
103 92

156 40

186
15
4

0

3
12
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61
0
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33
50
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2
13
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23 745
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501
600
979
2,240

1676
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500

1183
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011111100000000
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0111111100000
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000000011100000
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011111111100000
0000000000110
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000000000011110
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011111110000000
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01 I111110000008
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011111110000000
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011111110000000
(2. 5%
Dlllllllﬂﬁlﬂgﬂ?

(2.1)
011111100000000
(2.1)
000000001111110
@1

000000000011110

(1,8)
011111110000000
31, 5)
011111110000000
51.4)
011111110000000

(L2
000000011100000

1.2
0111111 10005000§
000000001111110
(0.9)

22
13
51
38

55

o 0O o = 0o O o o 0o O O

o - o0 0 0 9 - o o o 9
S M o M OR e R e oD e M

DISTRICT: GARY COMMUNITY SCHOOL CORPORATION. NUMBER OF SCHOOLS: 50. REPRESENTING: 50, CITY

: GARY, COUNTY: 45

Percent

80
0.2

29, 526 60
61.

4,402 34,368 14,063
6 0.1 9.1 .0 290

1,133
58.2

7 24
0.4 1.2

Charles R, Drew Ele-
mentary School (12).

James Henry Garnett
Elementary (20)

Teenettes (48)

Daniel Hale Williams
Elementary (44)

Dunbar Elementary
@13)

George Washington
?ga)rv er Elementary

Benjamin Banneker
Elementary (4)

Horace S, Norton
Elementary (32)

946 950

851 852
7 7

973 973

793 738

899

750

011111110000000

100, 0
0111!1110300000)

(100. 0)
000000000000001

100, 0)
0111110800000

(100.0)
011111110000000

100, 0)
011111110300001

6100_ 0)

011111110000001
100, 0

01111 unnaounnn)

6!00. 0)
011111110000001

35

28
0

30

2




CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Students—

INDIANA STATE TOTAL—Continued

November 25, 1969

American Spanish-  Minority
Indians Negro Oriental American total

David 0. Duncan
Elementary (14). 972 972

Frederick Douglass
Elementary ill) 753 753

Pulaski Junior High
(34)

Theodore Roosevelt
Senior High (37)

Froebel High School
L) RS

Alain L. Locke
Elementary (25)

Ernie Pyle Elementary
¢ PR

Alfred L. Beckman
Junior High (5)... ...

Lincoln Elementary
(25)

Beveridge Elementary
5 S i R,
Tolleston High (38)___.

Mary McLeco Bethune
Elementary (6)

William Merritt Chase
Elementary (10)

George Washington
Elementary (41)

Ivanhoe Elementary
(22).

Brunswick Elementary
7

Fifth and Lincoln (50)..
West Side Senior ngh
(43 =

Edison (15)... .. ...
Emerson High (17).
Duneand (47)._......
.Ie?‘el)son Elementary

ET?rson Elementary

John H. Vohr Elemen-
tary (39)

Norton Park (46)._.._.

Mann High (27)

Ambridge Elementary
@

Fifty-Third and Harri-
son (49)

Miller Elementary (30).

Bailly Junior High (3). .

Daniel Webster Ele-
mentary (42).._____.

Kuny Elementary (24).-

Lew Wallace Senior
High (40;

Franklin Elementary
L} PR

Arthur P. Melton
Elementary (29).

Marquette Elementary
(2%)_____.._ i 8l

Glen Park Elementary
i) T e

94 (99.
011111110000000

Weight:

Teachers—

1.0— American

grades

Indians Negro

5 Spanish-  Minority
Oriental American total

Other

(100, 0)
011111110000000
(100.0)
000000001110001
100, 0)
000000000611110
(100.0)
000000011111111
99.9
OL1111110050000

99.9)
DIIlllllDO!gﬂUGl

(99.9)
000000001110001

99,9
011[!111!)030000}

99. 8
0!11111]006000)

(99.8)
ooaooomum;g .
mmumwﬁm' .
7

07 (99. 4)
011111110000001

97.9

OL1111110000001
93,5

011[11000060!]]1)

91‘?)

(88.9)
000000000011110
(87.4)
000000111110000
0000000011 {1110
()

7.0
O11111000000000
86. 1
on111110080001

58.0
0|1111|10030000J

[ll)ﬂﬂnﬂﬂﬂls 11110

0]]111]10500000
63 9. B)
000000000000001

0111 wuao&roouug
UUDWU{IUIEOOUU

01111111080'0000
01111111080000?
0000000003

lllIU

0111[111003%);&]?
0111111100&363)
0[1111]10086%)
0111111100083&)
Dlllllliﬂmgbg]

3

30

47

95

64

44

29

51

38

7
n

35

30

49

9%6




November 25, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

INDIANA STATE TOTAL—Continued

Students— . Teachers—
- - — Weight: .
American d Spanish-  Minority 1.0— American Spanish-

Indians Negro  Oriental American total grades  Indians Negro  Oriental American

Aetna Elementary (1).. 0 45 53 4.9) 5
011111110003000
Nobel Elementary (31). 13 15 3 4.1) 7
Riley EI tary (36) 1 20 24 el (4.0) 5
iley Elementary (36).. ;
000000001111110
William A. Wirt High
[ 1) TRES s

e 31 38 33 15
01111111000(0003
Pittman Square Ele-

mentary (33) 496 502 (1.2)

DISTRICT: SCHOOL CITY OF EAST CHICAGO. NUMBER OF SCHOOLS: 14. REPRESENTING: 14. CITY: EAST CHICAGO. COUNTY: 45 LAKE COUNT Y

1 13 138

Number................ 0 4,167 0 2,88 7,054 3,359 10,413 124
40.0 32,3 100.0 30.2 0.2 3.2 33.7

7
Percent 0.0 0.0 21.7 67.7

011111110000000
Columbus Elementary

School (11) 271 275 82 69}',5)
: 01111111 1
Carrie Gosch Ele-

mentary School (9). . 762 838 3 90, B)
01111 ]DDOO%DOOU
Lincoln elementary

School (14) 83 516 ‘4 8?)3.02)
011111110000001
Eugene Field Ele-

mentary School (4).. 434 592 80.9
4 & 000000001 ugoom)
Joseph L. Block Junior

High School (1 495 935 00 85.0
« th mmnmoo(omo)
Benjamin Franklin Ele-

mentary School(12)... a1 795 B et
189 587 (70.5)

000000000011111

578 ; 3 69.2)

0111110000000

235 (53.3)
000000001111111
Roosevelt High

e - : 011111110063&3)5
% ; 0111111100(0301:50?3

528 54 i Eig_ 3)

40 40 s an, g)

64 64 (0.0)

Washington
Elsmgmnry School
(10)

DISTRICT: FORT WAYNE COMMUNITY SCHOOLS. NUMBER OF SCHOOLS: 56, REPRESENTING: 56. CITY: FORT WAYNE. COUNTY: 2 ALLEN COUNTY

Number............ 5,750 58 380 6,218 35,377 41,585 0 66
Percent_ ? 2.5 0.1 0.9 149 8.1  1boo ; g 4.1

H (29) 839 0 16 858 42 00 s 95, :lt 0 12
armar s
011111110060001)
Hanna (28). .. s 489 20 509 25 4 08903 3) 9
011111110000001
McCulloch (37)........ 528 5 533 38 1 (93.3) 11
0000000011 10001
Memarial Park Junior

High School (14) ... 543 548 131 9 80.7
. : ﬂlllllllmaﬂﬂﬂ])
0 80.2)

Smart (47)..oeee oo 892 906 224 E .
00000 1110
Ge(ril)ra! High School 511 543 384 (58.6)

——mesmm - 000000001110001

Weisser Park Junior
High Sehool (17). ... 406 412 387

Ward (53) 211 216 288

)

(51.6
011111110000000
(42.9
000000001110001

170 194 355 9 35,3)
0111 111100‘50001
0 (34.2)

Adams School (18). ... 197 226 434 s
{ 000000000000001
Special Education

Center (51)......... 13 14 35 9 (28.6)

011111110000000
Study () - e eae 131 138 437 4,
011111111100000
Allen County
Children’s Home
2,1 bt e S SN 33 (21.4)




CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE November 25, 1969

INDIANA STATE TOTAL—Centinued

Students— h Teachers—
Weight: - -
American Spanish-  Minority 1.0— American Spanish-  Minorit

Indians Megro Oriental American total  Other grades  Indians Negro  Oriental American total  Other

011111110000000
17.7

i e 7 83 387 (17.7) 16
Southern Heights (50). L lUUDﬂ?UU

Hoaulan-d (33‘)._... e 62 95 457 DDDOGMDDO!S{ l'lg) 25
Sngyr'losnlldé?lgh 259 294
Irwin (36) 7 47
Nebraska (39)...-. 21 36

Geyer Junior High
chool (8) 45 54

(13.8)
0111111 muamug
011111110003001
nunumumll&ml

B?, 5)
000000001110001

52
Dllllllllﬂﬂaﬂﬂﬂ

2 0111111[000&001
2 muuuuunﬁfm?l)
% 0111111 1000:\]?}[10
a n11111|snuu33013)
= mmnwooﬁums;)
% mummwéom
¢ mmumou‘oom
# 0111:1110005%&?))
numuaooﬁom
011111110000000
nunumnufﬂ%h:f)
nnunmooﬁghﬁ)
nnuououomﬁéb?)

Portage Junior ngh
School (18)._- =,

Northerest (40)
Riverside (43).

Indian Village (35).
Hillcrest (32)

South Calhoon (48). ...
Bloomingdale (22).
Merle J. Abbett (18). ..
Washington (54).... ...
Holland (34) . - - -~
Brentwood (29). - -----
Maplewood (38).------
Slocum (46)

South Wayne (49)

Northwood Junior High
School (15)ccvaaaa-

Forest Park (25)..--.--
Anthony Wayne (21). ..

38
29
25
27

9
20
26
20

1
20
14
14

o o

o o0 9 8 0o adm o oo o Mo
e o = R 9 N o o @ o o o

o o o 9 o0 o0 9 09 o a 9 9 o
a0 o0 9 o000 0 o 0 a9 e
o o0 9 oo o o0 0 o o o0 0.
o o o @ o - = N o o o o o -

61,8)
011111110000001
011111110000000

000000001110001

Franklin Junior High
School (7)

Glenwood Park (27)...-
Elmhurst High School
(@)

0111111]0006002
000000000001110

5.9)
011111110000000

Harrison Hill Elemen-
tary (31).

Franke Park (26)

Waynedale (56)----.--

Washington Center
(35)

(.8)
u1111111000000é

(.
011111110000000

(.7)
011111110000001

oonnnnﬂmumfif:)
o111 11110000000
011111110000 'og
0000000011100 0)

Snider High School (4).
Shambaugh (45).......
Price (42)

Lakeside Junior Htgh

School (12). - .4
000000001110000
Lane Junior High

School (13)- .- . -aean
e 0111111!0000%00

Barris (30). <o - oo
DDOOODDOIIIUGU'U

Jefferson Junior High
School (10).

North Side High
School (3). - caaae-

%0.3)
000000000001110
Bg, 3)
000000001110000

Kekionga Junior High

School (11). 01111[110006600

Croninger (24)
) 00000000111 IJ'EI
Harrison Hill Junior

High School (3)
0111111 10005000
St. Joseph Central (44).
01111111

Pleasant Center (41)...




November 25, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

INDIANA STATE TOTAL—Continued
DISTRICT: MUNCIE COMMUNITY SCHOOLS. NUMBER OF SCHOOLS: 31. REPRESENTING: 31. CITY: MUNCIE. COUNTY: 18 DELAWARE COUNTY

Students— y Teachers—
S ——— == = Weights ————— s L
American i Spanish-  Minority 1.0— American Spanish-  Minorit
Indians Negro  Oriental American total  Other Total grades  Indians MNegro  Oriental American total  Other Total

Number..._.......... 2,077 2,096 16,402 18,498 . L i 0 19 1 20 705 725
Percent. _ _ - : " 11.2 0.1 X 1.3 88.7 100 0 = 3 2.6 0.1 b i 97.2 100, 0

1111!1110000!}00

West Longfellow Ele-

mentary (21)__ (94.0)
111111110000000
East Longfellow Ele-

mentary (20). __ 88 6?9. 2)
011111110000000
Garfield Elementary

School (16). _ _ -~ 516 (41.0)
011111110000000
Blaine Elementary

School (11). : 292 7 436

Kurner Junior High
School (6)........ ( 324

Washington Elemenlaw
(30

(40.1)
000000001110000

(36.3)
011111110000000

254 (22.3)
000000001110000
Franklin Junior High

School (5) 531 613, 1)
000000000001110

12.5)

Southside H|gl1 School
@) 5
000000000001110

1,263

Mr.;iqcihes(,}ehntr?geniol 1,579 9.9)
igh School (2) ' .

y 000000001!18000
Wilson Junior High

School(9). .. ... Z 1,079 4 U&g 9)
L 011111111100001
Marrison Mock School
(24) 311

8.0
011111|10m§uuo)

368 (4.9)
000000001110000
McKlnler Junior H1gh

School ( 834

153,4}
011111110000000
Mitchell Elementary

School (23) 440

Burris School (1)
Roosevelt School (27). .

(1.1)
011Il111i11é]lﬂ}
011111110000000

6 . 7)
011111110000000

Emersen (13) 5 . 6)

011111110000000

Anthony Elementary
School (10)......... 50. 5)

011111110000000

West View Elementary
School (31)

Sturer Junior I-hgh
School (8).......

Sﬂ, 4)
000000001110000

0. 4)
0111 11110003000
Jefferson Elementary
School (18)

Forest Park (15)
Sutton Elementary
School (29

(0. 4)
011111110000000
Oaﬂ, 2)
011111110000000

80.2)
011111110000000

Claypool Eleme ntary
School (12)..

Lincoln Elementary
School (19)__ . .

Riley Elementary
School (26)

.2
011111110000000

(0.2)
011111110000000

D&U. 0)

011111110000000

Stevenson Eleme ntary
School (28). .

North View
Elementary (25)

(0.0)
011111110000000

0.0)
0111 1111000800[]
McKinley Elementary
(22)

10. 0)
000000000001110
Mzigr.te Trade School

60. 0)
011111110000000
Eugene Field

Elementary (14).. ... 0 (0.0)

CXV——2256—Part 26




35828 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

INDIANA STATE TOTAL—Continued
DISTRICT: MICHIGAN CITY AREA SCHOOLS. NUMBER OF SCHOOLS: 21. REPRESENTING: 21. CITY: MICHIGAN CITY, COUNTY: 46 LA PORTE COUNTY

November 25, 1969

Students—

American
Indians

Spanish-

Negro  Oriental American

Minority

total

Other

Teachers—

1.0— American
grades  Indians

= Spanisl.l.-

» i inority
MNegro  Oriental American total  Other Total

1,819 8 38
14 ? 0.1 0.3

Number.....coeooo...

Percent 0.0

Benjamin Harrison
(E]feTe ntary School

Central Elementary
School (6)

Niemann Elementary
School (17)

Park Elementary
School (18)__.__.._.

Riley Elementary
School (20).

Isaac C Elston Junior
High-School (3). .. .-

Martin T Krueger
Junior High School
Ay Z5c =

Garfield Elementary
School (10)- .-

Isaac C Elston Senior
High School (1).._.

Jefferson Elementary
School (12).... .....

Baker Junior High
School (2)

Cool Springs Elemen-
tary School (7)

Springfield Elementary
School (21)_

Pine Elementary
School (19).

Baverly Shores
(Eslgrne ntary Sl:hool

Joy Elementary
gchnol (=g N

Edgewood Eleme ntar\r
School (9)__. ..

Knapp Elementary
School (14).........

Marsh Elementary
School (16)

Long Beach
Elementary School
(15) 0 0 2

1

. 969
15.1

3l

246
13

46

11

13

11, 088
B4.9

A
100.0

253

2,505
255

966

519

631

376

170

505

633

554

402

406

498

507

462

423

463

937

965

284

2,751
268

1,012

530

644

383

173

511

640

559

405

408

011111110000000

685‘ 0)
011111110000000
79.7)
0111111 IDDEUCNJO
(40.2)
011111110000001
33. 8)
01111 1110030000
33.6)
011111 llUUSﬂODﬁ
(23.5)
000000001110000

(18.7)
000000001 110000

19. 1)
D!llllllﬂﬂaﬂﬂtﬂ

10.9)
0000000000'31 110
(8.9)

84.9)
000000001110C00

4, 5)
0||1111:0005m1

@1
011111110000000

2.0
0!1111]]000%001)

o
001111110000000

(1.7).
011111110000000

1.2)
Olllllliwﬂéﬂﬂﬂ

L1
Dlll[l!lﬂﬂOSOOB)
50,9}
011111110
0.7
{)!1111[!0003000)

(0.5)

21 473
4.3 9.7

494
100.0

DISTRICT: EVANSVILLE VANDERBURGH SCHOOL CORP. NUMBER OF SCHOOLS:

2,848 17 24
3.4 0.0 0.1

Number__
Percent. . .

Lincoln School (20). ...

Wheeler School (40). ..

Stanley Hall School
(33)

671 0
296 0

359
Howard Rucsa School .
s Pt e 196
Glenwood School (19). - 223
Central High School (2)_ 330
Cedar Hall School (9). . 90
Benjamin Basse High
School (1)....._.._. 297
Union School (36). ... 8
Culver School (11)._... 83

41, REPRESENTING: 41. CiTY:

EVANSVILLE. COUNTY: 82 VANDERBURGH CO.

2,899
8.5

671
300

359

205
223
340

90

297
8
83

31,137
81.5

2
90

376

411
731
1,373
437

1,533
43
668

34,036

100 0

673
390

735

616
954
1,713
527

1,830
51
751

0

011111111100001
(99.7)

011111111100001
(6.9

011111111100000

643,8)
011111111100001

m'li]l[llaﬂﬂm
00000000001 1110

DIIIIIIIIISOOOI

l]ﬂDDDOOOOOIII]D

UULIIIIHIISDOO(]

01!1111]1160001
(1L.1)

0.0

65 0 65 1, 280
4.8 , 0.0 4.8 8.2

22 22
4 4




November 25, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

INDIANA STATE TOTAL—Continued

Students— | Teachers—
Weight:
American : Spanish-  Minori 1.0— American Spanish-  Minority
Indians Negro  Oriental American total  Other grades  Indians Negro  Oriental American total

nnmmwt}:goé)
0111111100300’01
(6.5)
muunmmmou
0111111100001
mmnnm&gbé)
011111111105gb1
0111111110000
(2.2)
011111111100001
@2.0)

65 579
13 186
21 415
27 572
14 380
20 582
16 mn

867

Delaware School (14)._ 69
White School (41) 13
Dodge School (27) 20
Baker School (7) 27
Fulton School (18) 14
Harper School (20)..... 20
Harwood School (21)... 15
Helfrich Park School 16
23)

o o o @ o = o 9
o o 0o 0o o © 0o o
o 2 o o o @ @ ©
R R - I - ]
2 o o o o O 0 O
o o o o0 o o o o
L T — e T — L]

) 000000000011110
North High School (4).. 2,133 011111111105']63)}1‘)

Washington School
(38) =

(5]

921 932 (1.2)
000000000011110

Francis Joseph Reitz
High School (5) 25 2,228 2,253

Cynthia Heights School
(12)

(1.1)
011111111100001

806 814 1.0)
011111111108001

Vogel School (37) = % 01111111110'53@?)
0.9

Hebron School (22). ... 763 770 E . 9)
o R T 58 o 011111111100000
olumbia School - Déﬂﬂ.ﬂ
Tek | School (35 735 739 AU (0.5)
eko choo A ,
i 3 011111111100000
West Terrace School
B 673 676
Highland School (24)._. 1,012
Dexter School (15).._.. 795 798
Stringtown School (34). 855 858
McGary School (28)_... 3rz 373
Fairlawn School (17)... 852 854
Plaza Park School (31). 933 935

William Henry Harri-
son High School (3)_- 2,476

Evans School (16) 936 936
Armstrong School (6). - 110 110

éﬂ.d]
011111111100000
l%‘J,ll)
011111111100000
30. 4)
0[111111110(000)
011111110000000
(0.3)
011111111100000
(0.2)
011111111100000
(0.2)
000000000011110

(0.2)
011111111100000
(0.0)
001111111100000
(0. 0)
011111110000000
Perry Heights School
B 325 325

Daniel Wertz School
(13)

0.0
011[111\[!03000)
351 351
Caze School (8)....... 841 841
Scott School (32).-.... 683 683
Oak Hill School (29)... 975 975

(0.0)
011111111100000
(0.0)
011111111100000
(0.0)
011111111100000
(0.0)

DISTRICT: SOUTH BEND COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT. NUMBER OF SCHOOLS: 49. REPRESENTING: 49. CITY: SOUTH BEND. COUNTY: 71

Number 28 5,937 67 216 6,248 31,062 37,310 __. i 0 91
PR = T o 0.1 15.9 0.6 16.7 83.3 100.0 __. &= R 6.3

g - ~ OLLI11110000000

Linden Elementary
School (29) 481 481

Perley (44)_ . _...... 463 465 35
Benjamin Franklin
(1] SRR 239 245 60

Benjamin Harrison
) e

mg%.ﬁ)

011111110000001
93.0

011111110000001

(80.3)
011111111100000

645 670 274 0651,0}
011111110000000

i 229 229 126

Henry Studebaker 718 723 426
School (45).

OliverSchool (43)_._... 555 598 408
Rally School (26) 216 216 185

Central Junior Senior 609 520 543
High School (2).

Schu&;!er S. Colfax
(11 3 ot en S

364,5)
011111111100000
(62.9)

011111111110000
(59, 4)

011111110000000
(53.9)

000000001000011
(53.3)

CXV——22567—Part 26




CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

INDIANA STATE TOTAL—Continued

November 25, 1969

Students—

American

Indians Negro

Oriental American

Spanish-  Minori
fotal

Other

Weight:
1.0—
grades

Teachers—

American
Indians

Negro

Spanish-
Oriental American

Minority
total

Lulu V. Cline (13)
Ardmore School (9)....
McKinley School (31). .

Thomas Jefferson
hool ¢

Woodrow Wilson
School (49). ...

Marquette School (34)...

James Whitcomb Riley
High School (6). ...

Muessel School (38)...

John Adams High
School (1)

James Madison School
(32

Lasalle High School (5).

Lydick School (30).-..-
Warren School (48)_ ..

Alexis Coquillard
School (15). .- ecnne

Booth Tarkington
Elementary School
(47)

John P. Nuner (41)....

Pierre Navarre Ele-
mentary School (39).

Darden Elementary
School (16)

Lafa{elte Elementary
School (27)

John ), O'Brien (42)_ ..

Thomas A. Edison (17).

Ja(mes Monroe School

Forest G. Hay (?4E-- =

Edythe ). Brown Ele-
mentary School (10).

Maple Lane School (33).

North Liberty High
School (1)

Andrew Jackson High
School (3). .- ..o oo-

Edward Eggleston
Elementary School
(18)

Lincoln School (28). ...

Clay High School (4).-.

John Marshall School
(3)

Swanson Highlands

Elementary School
(46,

Alexander Hamilton
Eiet)nentar\r School
Centre School (11)_....

North Liberty Ele-
mentary School (40).

German School (20)....

17
94
77
193

19
94
83
198

40
138

289

52
272
329
816

173
679

000000000000001
(25.38
0111111100000
01111111000000
(20, Ia
01111111110000
(19.5)

111111110000000

(18.8)
011111110000000
16.9)
000000000011110
(15.8)
001111111100001
(15. 5)
000000000011111
(14.1)
011111111100000
11.8)
000000000011110
(11.1)
011111111100000
{10.98
00000000001111
(10.6)
011111111100000

(8. 4)
0111100000005?00

(5.
000001111100
4.6)
011111111100000

(3.0)
011111110000000

(2.9)
011111111000000

(2.5)
011111111100000

(2.2)

(2.1)
011111110000000

2.1
m111|11umo?og
01111111110 ]'

5)

ﬂlllllllliﬂéﬂm
1.1

UUODUUUO]ID&UUO)

6I.0)
01000001000 gUO
01111111000

Sll 9)
011111110000000

fﬂ. 7
000000000011110

@9

000000000011110
(0.5)

0111110000000

(.
0111111100001

(0.5)
0000000001 11100

0.4
Ullillllilﬂgﬂﬂﬁ)

0.2)
011111110000000

0.2)
01111111]]08000

0.1)

010000010003000
oéllﬂ)

011111111100000

0.0
Dllllillmﬁéﬂm}
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INDIANA STATE TOTAL—Continued
DISTRICT: INDIANAPOLIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS. NUMBER OF SCHOOLS: 122. REPRESENTING: 122. CITY: INDIANAPOLIS. COUNTY: 49 MARION.

Students— Teachers—

Weight:
American Spanish- Minuritf I.BD— American Spanish-  Minority
Indians Negro  Oriental American total  Other Total grades  Indians Negro  Oriental American total  Other

Number 0 36,577 0 0 36,577 72,010 108,587 0 913 0 913 3,151
Percent_ . ............ 0.0 33.7 0.0 0.0 3.7 663 100.0 0.0 22.5 8 0.0 28 7.5

011111111100001
1,011 1,011 1,011 (100.0 23
011111111100000
George Washington
Carver School (84). .. 587 587 587 (100. 0) 15
011111111100001
Wendell Phillips
Schoal (60) 517 517 517

Elder W. Diggs School
[0l BRIt E e 942 942 942

Robert Gould Shaw
School (38). ... 165 165 165

Benjamin Franklin
School (34) 723 723 723

(100, 0) 10
011111111100000

(100. 0) 26
011111110000000

gll]ﬂ,ﬂ)
011111111100001

{IUO. 0)
011111111100001
George W. Sloan
School (39) §9'9. 9)
000000000011111
Crispus Attucks High

School (111). ... 99,8
John H <S :I 1(24) 0111“1“10‘0;39018:
ohn Hope Schoo 1 '
: 011111000050001

William D. McCoy

School (23)......... 99.7)
0111111100510001

Charles Sumner
School (22)........

Mary E. Cable School
“)

99.7
011111111130001)

99.6
000000001 160001)
Booker T.

School (16 99, 5
{9 BIIIIIIIIISUDDI)

Harriet Bee
School (61)

Oliver Perry Morton

School (27) 99.3)
0111111 III(GDUDI

Hazel Hart Hendricks
School (35)

(39.5)
011111110000001

899.2)
011111111100000
James Whitcomb Riley

School (41 0o

(Sch} 1(42) 0|11111|113;Jgn31:
Riverside Schoo e !

) ulllllIlllENJUﬂD

Joy&e Kilmer School 98.2)
9 ommmuauubo

Paul C. Stetson
(98.2)
011111111100000

School (73)
Julian Coleman School
(106) 893. 1)
011111110000001

William A. Bell School
(98.1)

William Watson
Woolen School (43).. 011111110[!!()333)?

011111111100001

Wallace Foster
School (30)

Audubon School (36)_..

Charity Dye
School (25)

Shortridge High
School (117)

George Rogers Clark
School (1) oo

(92.7)
011111111100001
(85. 0)
011111110000001
(81.1)
000000001111110
(73.5)
011111111100000

(72.5)
011111111100000
Hanrl\: P. Coburn

School (63)_ .-

Daniel T. Weir
School (68)

Woodrow Wilson
School (72)

(67. 1)
011111111100000
(67. 0)
011111111100000

(66. 0)
011111111100001
James Russell Lowell

o 63.7)
chool (48) 0111111111&!001

Emmanuel Haugh
School (49)

General Hospital(120)..

(60.6)
001111111111110
(57.9)
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November 25, 1969

Students—

Spanish-

American 1 pan|
Oriental American

Indians  Negro

5

grades

Teachers—

Wei
g0— American

Indians

Negro

Spanish-
Oriental American

Minori
total

Other

DewittS. Morgan
School(83). .....-..

Arsenal Technical High
School (122)

Robert Browning
School (70)-- - - van

Austin H, Brown
School (6). .. ...

Juvenile Center (119). .

Thomas Jefferson
School (7)

Oscar C. McCu!Ioch
School (5).-

H. L. Harshman School
(98)

George Washington
High School (113). ..

Robert Dale Owen
School (11)

a”fq E. Wood High
ool (114). .-

Theodore Potter
School (71)

School (2
J. K. Lilly, Sr., School
GO S
James E. Roberts
School (34). ...

Broad Ripple High
School (110).

Edgar H. Evans
chool (10)

Otis E. Brown School
(19)

Margaret McFarland
School (108).

Nebraska Cropsey
School (21).......-.

Emmerich Manual
High School (112). ..

George B. Loomis
School (82)

Arlington High School
(109)

Gs{car)s Deltch S:hunl

Daniel Webster School
Rousseau McClennan
School (88)

Mary E. Nicholson
School (67)-.c.v..--

Emma Donnan School
(69)

Whittier School (31)__.
William Penn School
(46)

Floro Torrence School
(80)-

Stephen Collins Foster
School (64)

011111111100000

298 (48.3)
000000000011110

2,17 47.6
l]lllllllll?)ﬂﬂﬂl,

576 46, 7
01111 11110500003

66

34 (46
000000000000001

55 41,5
000000000030001)
52 40,9)
000000001 ISGDDD
850 235.3)
000000000011110
(31.9)
011111110000001
i31“.-‘)
000000001111111
62?. 9)
011111110000001
25, 8)
011111111130001
24.3)
011111111150000
(23.0)
011111111100000
22.1
01]1111111&[111)
(19.7)
000000000111110
18.2
01111111}1%01]00)
13,9
011111]]1[80000)
13. 8
011”1110080000)
13.6
01]111110060000}

(13.1)
000000000011110

12,5
011111 IIODBGUUI)

fl?. 4)
000000000011110

10.9
0111111]1150001)

9.1
011][111110&001)

(8.6)
011111111100001
0111111111

6?,2)
011111111100000

UUU’DDDUUUO]?I. llg

011111110005000

01111113]108000
64. 9)
011111111100001
4.6
011[[1111105001’

4.0)
011111111103000
(4.0)

(46.3)
UDDGHIII]IH}U)




November 25, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

INDIANA STATE TOTAL—Continued

Students— - Teachers—
— Weight: -
American Spanish-  Minorit 1.0— American Spanish-  Minority
Indians Negro  Oriental American total  Other grades  Indians Negro  Oriental American total

001111111111 13109)
0111111 wuoo(udo
395 3.7)
William McKinley
School (37) 858
Calvin Fletcher School
(8)

Riley Hospital (121)..... 73

3.4)
011111111106001
278 53. 1)
011111110000000

Washington Irving

School (13 553 300
chool (13) 011111111103000

610 2.7
011111[11103001)

416 62.6)
011111111100001

520

(2.3)
011111111100000
582 22

0111111111000
671
Flackville School (97)_. 595

Abraham Lincoln
School (17) 819

George W. Julian
chool (54) 720

John McCormick
School (28) 344

Henry Wadsworth
Longfellow School
(26)

2.0)
011111110000001

@0
011111111100000

61,9)
011111111100000
1.9
0111111100015000)
1.4
Blilllllllﬂgbﬁl)

960 1.3
Olllllilllﬂ&m)
Anna Pearl Hamilton

School (74) 386 (1.3)
011111111100000
Frances Willard School

an 481 (1.2)
000000000011110
Thomas Carr Howe

High School (118)....

Albert Walsman
School (107)

1.0
Olllllllllﬂéoﬂﬂ)

0.8)
0111111 ll]ﬂﬂ%)ﬁﬂo
Frances Bellamy
School (99)

Willard J. Gambold
School (104)

Clarence R. Farrington
School (58)_ . ...

BU.?)

000000001100000
0.6

01111111 ll(]l?l[l[)[l>

(0.4)
011111111100000
Francis Scott Key

School (100)........ 0.4)
g Ulllllllllﬂé‘ﬂﬂﬂ
Ernie Pyle School (87).. 0.4

Kenneth Walker
School (86)- .-

John Marshall High
School (115)

(0.
011111111100001

(0.4)
000000000011110

0.3
01111111000&000)

Hurlazce Mann School v
Ll OLL111111108000

Eleanor S. Skillen
School (32)

60, 3)
011111110000000
Charles W. Fairbanks

School (101)...... ... (0.3)

o1111111
Brookside School (51).. (0.2)

011111110000000
Jonathan Jennings

School (105)

George H. Fisher
School (30)

Meredith Nicholson
School (93)

Lew Wallace School
(103)

0.2
011111111!03000)
EU,Z)

011111110000000

60, 1)
011111110000000
(0.1)
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INDIANA STATE TOTAL—Continued

Students— ; Teachers—

Weight: -

American . Spanish-  Minorit 1.0— American 3 Spanish-  Minority
Indians Oriental American total  Other grades  Indians Negro  Oriental American total  Other

011111111100000
Ralph Waldo Emerson

School (55 0.1)
S 01[!111]1[08000
Ge&rga Buck School

3 A, 0. 0)
01111111110804}9

T. C. Steele School (95). 050. 0)
011111111100000

Robert Lee Frost
School (102)-.....

Thomas Edison School
(45)

0. 0)
Ullllilll]DBUﬂI

30, 0)
011111110000000
Arlington Woods

School (96) 0.0)
i 0111110000000

William H. Evans
Schoal (92) Eﬂ, 0)

011111111100000

James A. Garfield
School (33)

Christian Park Schoal
(79)

50.0}
011111111100000

(0.0)
011111111100000
Booth Tarkington

School (89).........

Lillian M. Reifell
School (29).....-.. 366

Nathaniel Hawthorne
School (47) 854

(0.0)
011111110000000

(0.0
011111111100001

(0.0)
011111110000000
Thomas D. Gregg

School (14). ... 880

Carl Wilde School (76)- 1,321

Anna Brochhausen
School (85) 736

(0.0)
011111110000001
(0. 0)
011111111100000
0.0
[!IllllllllDD{DUO)
Raymond F. Brandes
School (62) 767

Minnie Hartman School
({5

(0. 0)
011111111100000

(0.0)
011111111100000
Lucretia Mott School

) RO e < 7 611 611 0.0
) DIlillIlllDO%UU)

Susan Roll Leach
School (65). 830 830 (0.0)

DISTRICT: ANDERSON SCHOOL CITY. NUMBER OF SCHOOLS: 29. REPRESENTING: 29. CITY: ANDERSON. COUNTY: 48 MADISON.

2,228 14,980 17,208 ._.
129 &1 100.0 .

. 0111111 moogtéoc{_ ;
munnm&g‘pbg)
nmmmnagésb?o

Shadeland (4)._.... ... 430 73 569
Hazelwood School (8)_ . 405 77 482
Westvale (11) 397 198 595

o ol Oﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ]llgﬂﬂﬂﬂ
Central Junior High (2). 265 745 526_ 2)
E _ 000000001110000
South Side Jr. High

School (6)-.--.-.-- 196 808 (19.5)
000000000000001
Central Avenue School
Ay N ey S 10 52
Anderson Senior High
Schoo |(5) 7 299

616. 1)
000000000001110

(14.0)
011111110000000
- 0 53
Columbia School (27)._. 20
Madison Heights Higl
School (9) = 0 48
Riley (19). ... .._.._. 11
29th Street Elementary
L4 ) I —

(11.6)
011110000000000

(7.2)
000000000001110

3.6)
010011110000000
@.6)
011111110000000

31'2)
01111111000 ?00
(.

Longfellow School (3).- 0)




November 25, 1969

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

INDIANA STATE TOTAL—Continued

Students—

Teachers—

American
Indians

Spanish-
Negro  Oriental American

Weight:

Minorit? r
total Other grades  Indians

1.0— American

Minorit
tota

Spanish-

Negro  Oriental American Other

Park Place School (7).

Madison Heights
Junior High School
i PR TR e

Washington (12)_.... ..

Farest Hills School (25).

Lindheu{h Elementary
School (22),

7th Street (17)

Meadowbrook School
R e

25th Street (14).. ...

North Side Junior
High School (10)-._.

10th Street School (15).
Edgewood (26). ...
Hiawatha School (23)..

Roosevelt Elementar
School (18)_._____..

North Anderson
Elementary (20)

Southview Schoal (16)...

Franklin Elementary
School (24)......._.

011111110000000
0.9

450 5 . 8)
000000001110000

732
668
690

53.8)
01111111000 uug)
mmumnm‘mbu

éu.s)
011111110000000

449 1 BU. 4)
011111110000000
318 0

5 . 3)
011111110000000
370
459

(0.3)
011111110000000
0000000111600

0.1)
DBHI]IIUUO&DG(]
0.0)

onmmuooﬁubu)
mmmuumuﬁohu

so. 0)
011111110000001

366 0.0)
0111[[110005000

515 0.0)
011111110000001
434 0,

L 0
0111 lllIDUUéﬂoﬂ)
520 (0.0)

13

37
23
21

14
10

13
14

18
14

14

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 O'CLOCK
AM

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, if there be no further business to
come before the Senate, I move, in ac-
cordance with the order of yesterday,
November 24, that the Senate stand in
adjournment until 10 o’clock tomorrow
morning.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5
o'clock and 38 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned until tomorrow, Wednesday,
November 26, 1969, at 10 o’clock a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate November 25, 1969:

In THE Navy

The following named officers for perma-
nent promotion to the grade of captain in
the Navy in accordance with Article II, sec-
tion 2, clause 2 of the Constitution:

Comdr. Charles Conrad, Jr., U.8. Navy.

Comdr. Richard F. Gordon, Jr., U.S. Navy.

Comdr. Alan L. Bean, U.S. Navy.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate November 25, 1969:
U.8. ATTORNEY
Stanley B. Miller, of Indiana, to be US.
attorney for the southern district of Indiana
for the term of 4 years.
U.S. MARSHALS
Andrew J. F. Peeples, of Florlda, to be U.S.
marshal for the middle distriet of Florida
for the term of 4 years.

James W. Traeger, of Indiana, to be U.S.
marshal for the northern district of Indiana
for the term of 4 years.

Anthony E. Rozman, of Michigan, to be
U.S. marshal for the eastern district of Mich-
igan for the term of 4 years,

Lloyd H. Grimm, of Nebraska, to be U.S.
marshal for the district of Nebraska for the
term of 4 years.

J. Keith Gary, of Texas, to be U.S. marshal
for the eastern district of Texas for the term
of 4 years.

CommMmiIssioNn oN Civi RicHTS

Maurice B. Mitchell, of Colorado, to be a
member of the Commission on Civil Rights.

Stephen Horn, of California, to be & mem-
ber of the Commission on Civil Rights.

Howard A, Glickstein, of New York, to be
Stafl Director for the Commission on Civil
Rights.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

THE VICE PRESIDENT—VALID
CRITICISM

HON. PAUL J. FANNIN

OF ARIZONA
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Tuesday, November 25, 1969

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, Vice
President AcNEw has hit a responsive
chord in the hearts of most Americans.
Most of the people I have talked to
about his speeches are not only in agree-
ment, but they say he does not go far
enough.

Last week the Arizona Republic pub-
lished an excellent series of editorials
written by Edwin McDowell, who is no
stranger to the preparation of material

for national media. This is one of the
most careful and reasoned series that
I have seen on this subject. I ask unan-
imous consent that the entire series
of three articles be printed in the Ex-
tensions of Remarks,

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the REc-
ORD, as follows:

[From the Arizona Republic, Nov. 16, 1969]
WERE SpPIRO AGNEW'S CRITICISMS VALID?
CoLUMNIST SAYS YES, AND TELLS WHY
(By Edwin McDowell)

Vice President Spiro Agnew will not win
an Emmy for his recent speech in Des
Moines, charging that the TV networks are

abusing their unprecedented concentration
of power over American public opinion.

Already commentators are jolning the net-
work executives who widely condemned the

speech as an attempt to intimidate and inter-
fere with press freedom.

But the public opinion polls will no doubt
show, as the early returns have already
shown, that the large majority of Americans
agree with the vice president.

I also want to go on record in support of
Mr. Agnew’s criticisms.

Frankly, I am uneasy that the criticism
was lodged by a high-ranking government
official.

I see no reason to doubt the vice president’s
opposition to any government censorship,
nevertheless my reaction is to recoil when-
ever a government official says anything that
smacks of media censorshlp.

But Mr. Agnew was right to ask whether
a form of censorship already exists. And the
answer, In my opinion, is that it does.

It is not as perniclous as government-
imposed censorship, yet it is still widespread,
it is blatant, and it Is a repudiation of the
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