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Leftist-oriented Institute for Policy Studies,
and many others identified with elements of
the New Left movement.

The groundwork for the December meet-
ing was lald on November 22 at a meeting in
downtown Washington when New Mobe's
executive committee gathered to make an
assessment of their “moratorium™ campaign.
Minutes of that meeting reveal that New
Mobe received a number of inquiries from
the news media for information about their
future plans. However, the executive com-
mittee decided a “decision on any such plans
would be made at the Steering Committee
meeting in December.”

Committee investigators reported that at
the November meeting, David Dellinger—one
of New Mobe's eight national co-chairmen
and a man who has described himself pub-
llecly as a “non-Soviet"” style Communist,
offered a three-point proposal for the future
of the organization.

This proposal not only called for a steer-
ing committee meeting December 13-14 but
also advocated the establishment of task
forces to “develop program ideas which could
then be discussed in depth In workshops at
the Steering Committee meeting.”

This proposal was adopted—an indica-
tion of Dellinger's influence on New Mobe—
and task forces were set up to deal with such
subjects as “G.I1.’s", “Tax Refusal,” "Repres-
slon and Political Prisoners"”, “Conspiracy”,
“the Draft”, and “Economic Boycott”.

Virtually word for word, the Dellinger list
comprised the agenda for the S8aturday work-
shops at the Cleveland meeting in December.

Chalrman Ichord said the Committee staff
report indicated that while New Mobe will
continue its campaign to force an immediate
withdrawal of American troops from Viet-
nam under such slogan banners as “Stop the
Warl!”, "Stop the War Machinery!”, “Stop
the Death Machine!”, the broadened range
of attack on the so-called ‘“‘power structure”
of the U.S. will, in Sidney Peck’s stated view,
cause the major political emphasis of the
anti-war movement to be directed as expos-
ing “the relationship between the racist,
genecidal character of the war machine in
Vietnam and the death-dealing aspects of
that same machinery in the destruction of
the environmental ecology at home.”

Arthur Waskow, who admits a “gut prefer-
ence for disorder,” told the conferees in
Cleveland that he belleves New Mobe is the
most important force on the Left now that
Student for a Democratic Society, In his
opinion, is collapsing. He said this would be
particularly the case if college and high
school students can be enlisted in New
Mobe's activitles.

Waskow declared that aside from antl-war
actions, the New Mobe should “glve a Left
direction to the country” by devoting more
attention to numercus domestic problems
ranging from hunger to medical care, inade-
quate housing, air and water pollution, and
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any conditions viewed as irritants to the
middle class and working class in America.

He concluded: “The anti-war movement,
as such, no longer needs the Mobilization
(except perhaps to set dates and name focal
points of action). The country, however,
needs and wants an intelligent Left. That
need is the one the Mobe should now fulfill.”

Peck told the conferees that Arthur Was-
kow, Stewart Meacham of the American
Friends Service Committee and he were asked
to draft plans for a mass national action
next spring. He declared that New Mobe
wants “a general work stoppage (political
general strike) in New York, Detroit, and
either San Francisco or Los Angeles, with a
sympathetic strike or moratorium demon-
strations in every city in the country, includ-
ing a special call to Federal employees in
major Governmental offices in Washington,
Do

The Committee staff reports the likelihood
that a further national organizing confer-
ence of New Mobe to implement a detailed
program of protests will be held in the near
future.

SOCIAL SECURITY RISE
HON. HASTINGS KEITH

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, December 17, 1969

Mr. KEITH. Mr. Speaker, the 15-per-
cent across-the-board increase in social
security benefits as it has just passed the
House is a much-needed step in the right
direction. When one considers that the
cost of living has risen 9.1 percent since
the last social security rise in February
of 1968, and that the benefits we are
now voting will not take effect until
next April, then the rightness of our
vote becomes obvious.

As Chairman MirLs of the Ways and
Means Committee has pointed out, this
measure is only a beginning, not the end,
of our consideration of the social secu-
rity system. Mr. Miirs has promised to
undertake an extensive review of all as-
pects of social security—disability in-
surance, hospital insurance, supplemen-
tary hospital benefits, and others—and
report a comprehensive reform bill to
the House next March.

Among the measures to which I hope
the committee will give careful consid-
eration is one which I, along with many
of my colleagues, have long advocated.
It calls for a standard cost-of-living in-
crease in social security benefits, to be
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applied automatically—as they generally
are to civil service and military retire-
ment benefits. Certainly, our senior citi-
zens should not be forced to bear the
brunt of inflation, by living on fixed in-
come when wages and prices for the rest
of our society are rising. Raising their
social security benefits to meet the rising
cost of living is not generosity—it is only
fairness, and I hope that the Ways and
Means Committee will recognize this in
their deliberations next year.

For now, however, I applaud the step
we have taken—remembering, as I say,
that it is only the first of many that we
must take to give our senior citizens
what they deserve. Yesterday’s vote, if
accepted by the Senate, will do much to
improve the lot of our retired citizens.
The average benefit paid to a retired
worker would rise from $100 to $116 a
month. For a married couple, benefits
would rise from $170 to $196 a month.
Average widows benefits would rise from
$88 to $100 monthly. A disabled worker's
benefits would rise from $113 to $130 a
month. And a widow with two children
would find her social security check ris-
ing from $254 to $292 a month.

Some 25 million people would benefit
from the increases provided in this bill.

It is, let me reiterate, a beginning to
what I hope will be an extensive revamp-
ing our entire social security system.
But this bill is a good beginning, and I
am glad to support it.

COMMITTEE ON THE ENVIRONMENT

HON. JOHN M. ZWACH

OF MINNESOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, December 17, 1969

Mr. ZWACH. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
distinguished colleagues for the support
they have given me in proposing a Com-
mittee on the Environment. It is now my
hope that the Rules Committee will hold
hearings on this proposal as soon as its
schedule allows. Time is of the essence in
this matter because if Congress begins
the push for a better environment with-
out the necessary committee framework
and professional expertise, it may never
assert its proper role in this area which
becomes more important to all Americans
with each passing day.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, December 18, 1969

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

Glory to God in the highest and on
earth peace among men of good will—
Luke 2: 14.

Our Heavenly Father, who hast come
into this world of darkness to bring light,
into this world of worry to bring peace,
and into this world of fear to bring
faith, may Thy blessing be upon us and
upon each one of our homes this Advent
season. Do Thou lead us as we seek
earnestly to be worthy followers of Thy
wholesome way.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

Make our feet to walk along the road
to Bethlehem where we may give due
honor and praise to Thee whose love gave
us Christmas Day. May we so make room
for Thee in all our hearts that we may
live at peace with one another and in
good will with all Thy family.

In the spirit of Him whose birthday
we celebrate we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed, with amend-
ments in which the concurrence of the
House is requested, a bill of the House of
the following title:

H.R. 14794. An act making appropriations
for the Department of Transportation and

related agencies for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1970, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 14794) entitled “An act
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making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Transportation and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1970, and for other purposes,” re-
quests a conference with the House on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and appoints Mr. STENNIS, Mr.
MacNUSON, Mr. PASTORE, Mr. BIBLE, Mr.
Casg, Mrs. SmITH, and Mr. ALLOTT to be
the conferees on the part of the Senate.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 14794, DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS, 1970

Mr. BOLAND, Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 14794)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Transportation and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1970, and for other purposes, with
Senate amendments thereto, disagree to
the Senate amendments, and agree to
the conference asked by the Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts? The Chair hears none, and
appoints the following conferees: Messrs.
BorLaNp, McFaLL, YATEs, MaHON, MIN-
sHALL, CoNTE, and Bow.

PERMISSION FOR HOUSE MAN-
AGERS TO FILE CONFERENCE RE-
PORT ON H.R. 14794, DEPARTMENT
OF TRANSPORTATION AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS, 1970

Mr. BOLAND. Mr., Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the managers on
the part of the House may have until
midnight tonight to file a conference re-
port on the bill (HR. 14794) making
appropriations for the Department of
Transportation and related agencies for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970.

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

There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR HOUSE MAN-
AGERS TO FILE CONFERENCE RE-
PORT ON HR. 14751, MILITARY
CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIA-
TIONS, 1970

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the managers on the
part of the House may have until mid-
night tonight to file a conference report
on the bill, HR. 14751, making appropri-
ations for military construction for the
Department of Defense for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1970, and for other
purposes.

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

There was no objection.

REQUEST FOR CONFERENCE ON
DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, AND
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WEL-
FARE, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS, 1970

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to take from the Speaker’s
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table the bill, H.R. 13111, making ap-
propriations for the Departments of La-
bor, and Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, and related agencies, for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1970, and for other
purposes, with Senate amendments
thereto, disagree to the Senate amend-
ments, and agree to the conference re-
quested by the Senate.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I would like to direct
a question to someone on the minority
side who will be handling this bill. My
question is with respect to the so-called
Whitten amendment which the gentle-
man from California (Mr. CoHELAN) and
I fought, which was passed by this branch
by a very close vote, and which has been
amended in the Senate.

Should this conference committee not
go along with the so-called Scott amend-
ment amending the Whitten amendment,
I would like to know whether the right to
make a motion to recommit the bill with
instructions will be given to me, or to
someone of like thinking or whether this
motion to recommit will be taken away
from us again as it was on the agricul-
tural bill.

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

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

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, if I may
respond to the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts, I think this is rather a unique
question, for such a request to be made
at this particular time.

I would point out to the gentleman
from Massachusetts that the gentleman
from Illinois has no real strong feelings
one way or another on the issue but
when I go into a conference I go there to
uphold the position of the House, but
we all know that the reason for having
a conference is to have some give and
take.

As I say, I have no real strong feel-
ings to shut the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts off from any legitimate leg-
islative prerogatives that he might have
when the appropriate time comes.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, the reason
I am doing this, and it may seem out of
the ordinary to some of my colleagues,
is that I want to be fair about this thing.
I do not want to force a rollcall on a
motion at this time if we can get some
assurances that this right will not be
taken away from us later. But I want
to make sure that the opportunity will
exist for a clear-cut expression by the
House on this issue.

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

Mr., CONTE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr., Speaker, I should
think, in response to the question asked
by the gentleman from Massachusetts,
that the distinguished Speaker of the
House would be an interested first, sec-
ond, or third party in this procedure
that the gentleman is speaking of. I
would think that the Speaker would
have something to say about who was
recognized.
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Mr. CONTE. I am sure that the
Speaker will use that prerogative wisely,
as he has in the past.

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

Mr. CONTE. I will be glad to yield
to my friend, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. COHELAN).

Mr. COHELAN. I just want to say
that I share the feelings of the gentle-
man from Massachusetts and I com-
mend him for his great effort. I would
like to express the hope, however, that
the conferees will adopt the Senate
amendment and come back to the House
so that we can vote on the Labor and
HEW appropriations and get home to
our districts for the holidays.

I think the expression by the Senate
is very clear. I think the House remem-
bers well what happened last year. The
Senate was in disagreement and on a
floor vote in the House on three sep-
arate votes, we adopted the Senate
amendment which, in effect, negated the
previous action we had taken which, of
course, is exactly what some of us hoped
for.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
O’HARA) .

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
commend the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts for the statement he has made
under his reservation.

I agree completely with him. Unless
this House can be assured of a clear-cut
opportunity to express its will on this
matter, when the conference report is
brought back, a motion to instruct should
be offered. If we cannot get that assur-
ance, I would, and the gentleman does
not object to sending the bill to confer-
ence at this time, I would see that the
gentleman will have an opportunity to
prepare that motion and have it ready.

Mr. CONTE. I appreciate that and I
appreciate the gentleman’s offer.

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

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentleman
from Mississippi.

Mr. WHITTEN. As the gentleman
knows, I am not a member of the com-
mittee and I did not hear the gentleman'’s
earlier statement, but I did want to say
to the gentleman at this time, I recall
that he was very insistent on a committee
on which I was a conferee to stand by the
House position which we worked for a
full month. I just wanted to recall that
to the gentleman.

Mr. CONTE. Yes, I do recall that and,
as I remarked, I have complimented the
gentleman from Mississippi many, many
times. The gentleman has had great ex-
perience in the practice of the law and
he is one of the finest parliamentarians
I have ever met. I used to have a pro-
fessor Mr. O'Keefe in remedies back at
Boston College law school, and he would
S8y

You know, the only way you are really
going to learn law and learn all about evi-

dence is by getting your knuckles rapped in
the courtroom.

In this session I have had my knuckles
rapped many times. That is why I am on
my feet today so that it will not happen
again, so I will not have the rug pulled
out from under me again.
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Mr. WHITTEN. The gentleman is
overgenerous as he usually is, but I thank
him for the kind statement.

Mr. CONTE. I withdraw my reserva-
tion at this time.

The SPEAKER,. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. Froobp) ?

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Speaker, I object.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr., Speaker——

The SPEAKER. For what purposes
does the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. FrLoop) rise?

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I would
offer a motion.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will recog-
nize the gentleman after the 1-minute
speeches.

BILLION DOLLAR CHRISTMAS
PRESENT

(Mr. PIKE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Speaker, sometime be-
tween now and the end of the year the
Air Force has promised to give to some
happy corporation a multibillion-dollar
Christmas present. It is called the F-15.
It is my opinion—and I might say I got
this opinion from the Armed Forces
Journal—that the competition has been,
is, and will conclude illegally. It is in
violation of section 2271, chapter 135,
title 10, of the United States Code, which
says in essence that the competitors in
any major procurement should be told
precisely what weightings should be
given to each element in the competi-
tion, and further states that these
weightings shall not be changed during
the competition.

The Air Force says that they do not
have to obey this law because it derives
from a law which was passed in 1926
and is obsolete. This is the Air Force
equivalent of saying rape is okay as
long as you do not get prosecuted for it.
Ignoring this law—and it is being ig-
nored—allows the Air Force to come up
with any winner in any competition
that political expediency demands. If
the Air Force can flout mandatory pro-
visions of the law and the clearly ex-
pressed intention of Congress that con-
tracts shall be awarded only on the
basis of merit and military considera-
tions, then perhaps the best thing for
us to do at this time of the year is to
kneel toward the Pentagon and join in
singing, “How silently, how silently, the
wondrous gift is given.”

INSTRUCT LABOR-HEW CONFEREES
ON VOCATIONAL SCHOOL

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

Mr. NELSEN. Mr, Speaker, now that
the conference committee on the Labor-
HEW bill is about to proceed, I wish to
call to the attention of the conferees on
the part of the House that in the divi-
sion of funds for the technical school and
liberal arts college, the original passage
of the bill and the report that was sub-
mitted provided there would be a division

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

of the proceeds of the endowment of the
land-grant funds.

However, HEW has ruled the act did
not clearly specify that this should be
done. Therefore, there has been some
problem.

I am hoping that when the conferees
go into session there may be some state-
ment put in on the part of the managers
that backs up the original intent of those
who have sponsored this legislation, I
call the attention of the managers on
the part of the House to the fact that
I was the author of the bill that estab-
lished the liberal arts college, the voca-
tional school and authored the legisla-
tion that qualified the two schools for
land-grant funds.

I feel that I am fully aware of what
was legislative intent and I do feel that
clarification could be incorporated in a
statement by the managers of the con-
ference. The vocational school has done
such an outstanding job and deserves
our every consideration.

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

Mr. NELSEN. I yield to the gentleman
from Washington.

Mr. ADAMS. I commend the gentle-
man for his remarks. I support what he
said. I hope the conferees will do what
the gentleman suggests.

SENATE AMENDMENT TO CUT OFF
FEDERAL AID TO COLLEGES THAT
FAIL TO CURB DISORDERS

(Mr. HUNT asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute.)

Mr. HUNT. Mr. Speaker, I was dis-
mayed by the action taken by the other
body yesterday to delete a provision
added to the Labor-HEW appropriations
that would, in effect, suspend Federal
funds to colleges and universities whose
administrations fail to effectively insure
the rights of the majority of students
and faculty by not cracking down on
those who deliberately instigate disor-
derly conduct and disrupt the orderly
functioning of those institutions.

In view that the vote was only 49 to
43 in favor of this action, I trust the
conferees on the part of both bodies will
not yield to minority pressure and will
restore this provision to put much-
needed backbone into those university
administrations which are readily in-
clined to yield to intimidation by those
few distraught and radical revolution-
aries who would like nothing more than
to close down these institutions. So long
as public funds are involved, the hard-
pressed taxpayer has every right for
once to make a demand of his own that
his financial stake in this matter is not
abused. Mollycoddling adamant dissi-
dents is a quickly passing fad that must
yield to the restoration of good old
American commonsense in the recogni-
tion that reasoning with the unreason-
able is a one-sided flop. We ought to
speed the demise of this fad.

SEASONS
THE 101
ATRMOBILE

(Mr. SCHADEBERG asked and was
given permission to address the House

GREETINGS FROM
AIRBORNE DIVISION
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for 1 minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. SCHADEBERG. Mr. Speaker, I
am sure my colleagues would like to read
a very brief note I received from a young
man from my district. I read without
comment for his words speak for them-

selves:
DECEMBER 12, 1969.

Dear CONGRESSMAN SCHADEBERG: I'm in
hopes that this card finds your family and
yourself in good spirits.

Remember in June of 1968 an individual
from Racine, Wis, called and asked for assist=
ance getting in the United States Army.

I would like to say once again, thank you
for all you've done for me.

You've done more than you'd suspect.

After a tour in Viet Nam and the army,
one can't help but be changed.

I've learned more in the last 914 months
over here, than I could in a life time back in
the “world.”

The simple things of life have so much
more meaning to me.

Its changed me for the rest of my life, all
for the better.

I wish the people of the world could real-
ize what a precious thing peace is. But, of
course, the price of freedom will never be

cheap.
I'm proud to have had the chance to serve
in Viet Nam under our beautiful stars and

stripes.
May we proudly fight for its honor for-
ever,

Sincerely,
STAN CELME.

TROOP WITHDRAWAL

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

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
applaud the speech given by President
Nixon Monday night. The announced
withdrawal of an additional 50,000 troops
is indeed encouraging. This brings the
total cuts he has initiated to 110,000. I
would remind my colleagues, in this re-
gard, that the actual troop strength was
542,000 when President Nixon took office
last January.

The President was quite candid, once
again, about our lack of success at the
negotiating table in Paris. His satisfac-
tion, however, with the progress of Viet-
namization was obvious. It reinforced
similar enthusiasm shown by our former
colleague, Secretary of Defense Mel
Laird, on ABC’s “Issues and Answers” on
December 14.

Now, as many of my colleagues know,
I have often been critical of U.S. policy
in Vietnam. I will, of course, continue to
raise my voice when I feel it is necessary
to do so.

But I must say that I am very pleased
by the tone, and the substance, of Presi-
dent Nixon's latest remarks. For the first
time in many years, our brave young
troops are coming home. The withdraw-
als have begun, and I fervently hope the
process will continue until every last one
is back with us.

I fully endorse this latest move by the
President to extricate us from this con-
flict.

CEILING ON SPENDING

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

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, President
Nixon yesterday referred to the ceiling
we voted on spending last spring as a
“rubber ceiling.”

Unfortunately, the President was right.
It is elastic.

We voted a ceiling that was only as
good as our word and our intentions.

Which apparently are elastic, too.

Every time we have voted appropria-
tions to stretech that ceiling we have also
stretched our credibility with the Ameri-
can people.

And that credibility, Mr. Speaker, does
not have as much give to it as either our
fiscal ceiling or apparently, our solemn
intentions.

If we continue ignoring our responsi-
pilities in an effort to buy votes and
popularity, at the price of those respon-
sibilities we may find we have also lost
our credibility with the American people.

Mr. Speaker, I believe it is time we
quit thinking of how we can buy the
affections of the people and begin think-
ing about how we can preserve the econ-
omy of our country.

CHRISTMAS GIFTS FROM CAPITOL
HILL TO SOLDIERS IN VIETNAM

(Mr. FINDLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FINDLEY, Mr. Speaker, I would
like to take this opportunity to thank
the many Members of this body and the
members of their staffs for the generous
support which they have given to the
project of sending Christmas gifts from
Capitol Hill to soldiers in Vietnam. The
cash income has been very good—more
than $3,000—but we still have a prob-
lem.

The work center for getting the pack-
ages together and ready for shinpment,
the shipment that will be undertaken by
air through the generosity of the air-
lines beginning Saturday morning—is in
room 1302 of the Longworth House Of-
fice Building which is a subcommittee
rcom of the House Committee on Agri-
culture. We need some help this after-
noon in order to get these packages put
together for shipment by air. So if any
of you have an extra girl, send her up
to that room so we can get the job com-
pleted.

AUTHORIZING THE RELEASE OF
CERTAIN LAND-USE RESTRIC-
TIONS ON A TRACT OF LAND AT
EL PASO, TEX,

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the bill (HR. 12535) to
authorize the Secretary of the Army to
release certain restrictions on a tract of
land heretofore conveyed to the State of
Texas in order that such land may be
used for the city of El Paso North-South
Freeway.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
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the request of the gentleman from Flor-
ida?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, if I remember cor-
rectly, this does not call for any expendi-
tures from the Treasury?

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, not a cent.

Mr. GROSS. The use of this land and
the land to be taken for this highway
purpose will revert to the Federal Gov-
ernment if it ceases to be used for that
purpose?

Mr. BENNETT. That is correct.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Flori-
da?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

HR. 12535

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Becretary of the Army is authorized and di-
rected to release or modify on behalf of the
United States the land use restrictions and
reservations applicable to a tract of land,
constituting a portion of a 24.25-acre parcel
of land In El Paso, Texas, heretofore con-
veyed for National Guard and military pur-
poses by the United States to the State of
Texas by deed dated November 4, 1954 pur-
suant to the Act of August 30, 1954 (68 Stat.
974), so that such tract, described in section
2 of this Act may be conveyed by the State
of Texas to the city of El Paso as a right-of-
way for the construction of the E1 Paso
North-South Freeway.

Bec. 2. (a) The land referred to in section
1 of this Act is located in El Paso County,
Texas, belng 5.975 acres of land, more or less,
out and a part of section 21, black 81, town-
ship 2, Texas and Pacific Rallroad Company
Survey, in El1 Paso County, Texas, and being
a portion of the same land described in a
Quitelaim Deed from the United States of
America to State of Texas dated November
4, 1954, recorded in volume 1206, page 369,
deed records of El Paso County, Texas, sald
5.975 acres of land being more particularly
described by metes and bounds as follows:

Beginning at a point which is the intersec~
tion of the proposed westerly right of way
line of United States Highway 54 and the
south line of Hayes Avenue, sald point bears
south 88 degrees 05 minutes 08 seconds east,
& calculated distance of 1118.74 feet from the
southeast corner of the Intersection of Hayes
Avenue, and Pollard Street;

thence south 88 degrees 05 minutes 03 sec-
onds east, 120.69 feet along the said south
line of Hayes Avenue to the northeast corner
of the Texas National Guard, said corner be-
ing a point in the Fort Bliss Military Reserva-
tion boundary line;

thence south 01 degrees 56 minutes 18
seconds west, 110.75 feet along the said Mili-
tary Reservation boundary line to a point
in the common property line between the
Southern Pacific Railroad Company and the
Texas National Guard;

thence south 16 degrees 54 minutes 24
seconds west, 8468.56 feet along the said com-
moen property line to a point which is the
southeast corner of the Texas National
Guard;

thence north 86 degrees 38 minutes 45
seconds west, 407.07 feet along the south
line of the Texas Natlonal Guard to a point
in the saild proposed westerly right-of-way
line;

thence north 26 degrees 52 minutes 55 sec-
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onds east, 217.95 feet along the said proposed
westerly right-of-way line to a point;

thence north 34 degrees 22 minutes 55
seconds east, 260.00 feet along the said pro-
posed westerly right-of-way line to a point;

thence north 30 degrees 32 minutes 55 sec-
onds east, 571.20 feet along the said proposed
westerly right-of-way line to the point of
beginning, containing an area of 5.975 acres
of land, more or less.

(b) The above legal description may be
modified, as agreed upon by the Secretary,
the State and the city, consistent with any
changes in the right-of-way alinement for
the freeway, but in no event shall the total
area of this tract exceed six acres.

SEC. 3. The release and conveyance author-
ized herein shall be upon the following terms
and conditions:

(a) That the lands described in section 2
above shall be used only for public high-
way and related purposes, and if such prop-
erty shall ever cease to be used for such
purposes, all right, title, and interest to such
property shall revert to the United States,
which shall have the immediate right to
entry thereon.

(b) That the structures and improvements
presently located on, or adversely affected by,
the property to be conveyed, shall be re-
placed in kind and constructed, at the ex-
pense of the city of El Paso, on the adjacent
remaining lands of the State of Texas: Pro-
vided, That the plans for such replacement
facilities shall first be approved by the State
and the Secretary of the Army, and that no
structure shall be removed until satlsfactory
replacement of the same has been made
available.

(c) That the relocated replacement struc-
tures and facilities shall be subject to the
same restrictions, use limitations and rever-
slonary rights of the United States as set
forth in the deed of November 4, 1954, to the
State of Texas of the lands involved herein,

SEC. 4. The Secretary of the Army is au-
thorized to Impose such additional terms and
conditions on the release authorized by this
Act as he deems appropriate to protect the
Interests of the United Staets. All expenses
for surveys and the preparation and execu-
tion of legal documents necessary or appro-
priate to carry out the provisions of this
Act shall be borne by the city of El Paso.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, this bill
would authorize the Secretary of the
Army, upon certain conditions, to release
or modify the land use restrictions as to
approximately 6 acres out of a 24.25-
acre parcel of land in El Paso, Tex., con-
veyed by the United States in 1954 to the
State of Texas for National Guard and
military purposes. The objective is to
enable the State to convey this 6-acre
tract to the city of El Pasc for the con-
struetion of the El Paso North-South
Freeway.

The lands involved, together with im-
provements, comprise a National Guard
facility and were formerly a part of Fort
Bliss. Pursuant to the act of August 30,
1954 (68 Stat. 974), the Secretary of the
Army, by deed of November 4, 1954, con-
veyed this 24.25-acre parcel of land to
the State of Texas subject to the condi-
tions that first, the property be used pri-
marily for training the National Guard
and other military purposes, and if it
ceased to be so used, title would revert
to the United States; second, upon a
declaration of war or national emergency
the United States may reenter and use
said property without charge; third, all
minerals, oil and gas are reserved to the
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United States; and fourth, rights-of-way
for roads and utilities to serve other por-
tions of Fort Bliss are also reserved to
the United States.

The city of El Paso has requested the
State of Texas to convey to it approxi-
mately 6 acres of this facility for the con-
struction of the El Paso North-South
Freeway. This is a federally assisted proj-
ect designated as U.S. No. 54 highway.
However, by reason of the statutory and
deed restrictions, the State is unable to
transfer this property for highway
purposes.

H.R. 12535 provides the requisite au-
thority for the Secretary of the Army to
release the restrictions and reservations
upon certain specified conditions: first,
the lands conveyed shall be used only for
highway and related purposes, and if
such use ceases, title shall revert to the
United States; second, all improvements
affected shall be replaced in kind on the
adjacent State land at the expense of the
city; third, plans for the replacement
structures are to be approved by the
State and the Army; fourth, no structure
will be removed until a replacement is
available; and fifth, replacement facili-
ties shall be subject to the same rights
of the United States as in the deed to
the State of November 4, 1954.

The Department of the Army considers
that the release of the 6-acre tract as
provided in H.R. 12535 would not ad-
versely affect National Guard training or
future military requirements, also that
the proposed freeway will not be incom-
patible with present or future military
requirements. Accordingly, the Depart-
ment of the Army interposes no objec-
tion to the enactment of H.R. 12535.

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I represent
the 16th District of Texas, which in-
cludes Fort Bliss, the area to which H.R.
12535 pertains. This legislation author-
izes and directs the Secretary of the
Army to release or modify the land-
use restrictions on a 5.975-acre tract of
land.

This land is in the path of the pro-
posed North-South Freeway through
the Fort Bliss Military Reservation. The
freeway is a Federal aid project, a part
of U.S. Highway 54, beginning at the
Mezxican border, and proceeding north-
ward through the city of El Paso and
the Fort Bliss Military Reservation to
the city limits, where it connects with
the present U.S. 54.

Because this highway is equally to
the interest of our military installation
at Fort Bliss and the civilian commu-
nity, Fort Bliss has conveyed to the
State of Texas all of its own land in the
area, as authorized under the Federal-
aid Highway program. However, there
is a 24.25-acre tract, within the Fort
Bliss boundaries, which was conveyed to
the State of Texas by the United States,
on November 4, 1954, pursuant to an act
of Congress of August 30, 1954, (68 Stat.
974). The entire tract, outlined in
brown on the map, was conveyed to the
State with certain restrictions, the per-
tinent one being that, should the prop-
erty cease to be used for the training of
the National Guard, and for other mili-
tary purposes, title would revert to the
United States.

This smaller area, at the extreme edge
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of the tract, is the area needed for the
freeway. The Texas National Guard is
ready to convey this to the State of Texas
Highway Department for building the
freeway, but is prevented from doing so
by the restrictions which state that, when
the property ceases to be used for Na-
tional Guard or military purposes, it shall
revert to the United States. My bill would
simply remove those restrictions as they
pertain to this area of 5.975 acres. The
remainder of this area would continue to
be used for National Guard training—
and the buildings and equipment located
on the smaller tract would be removed,
at the expense of the State of Texas and
the city of El Paso, to the remaining 18
acres of the tract. The Texas National
Guard has stated this will be sufficient
for its purposes.

Your committee has a favorable report
on this bill, from both the Department of
the Army, and the General Services Ad-
ministration. In each case, the Bureau of
the Budget reviewed the report, and ad-
vise that, from the standpoint of the
administration program, there is no ob-
jection to the presentation of the favor-
able report to the committee.

The General Services Administration,
in its report, stated that GSA would
prefer that the land be conveyed by the
Army to the State of Texas under the
Federal aid highway program, I would
like to report that the legal staff of the
Army, and of the city of El Paso and the
State of Texas, investigated this possi-
bility and reported that legislation would
be necessary. The General Services Ad-
ministration therefore says it has no ob-
jection to H.R. 12535, which accomplishes
the desired results.

The State Highway Department of
Texas recently completed construction of
Interstate 10, running east and west
through the city of El Paso. Its effec-
tiveness will be increased greatly if it
can be matched with a major north-
south traffic artery. Among its many
benefits, it will make Fort Bliss a more
effective and more desirable post. It will
afford the military better access to the
city of El Paso, the International Airport,
other major highways, and to the various
Fort Bliss training facilities to the north
and east in New Mexico. It will also serve
to strengthen, even further, the excel-
lent relations between the military and
civilian populations of our city, a pleas-
ant relationship which has now existed
for 120 years.

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

ADJUSTING THE LEGISLATIVE JU-
RISDICTION OVER LANDS, ETHAN
ALLEN, AND UNDERHILL, VT.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the bill (8. 59) to au-
thorize the Secretary of the Army to ad-
just the legislative jurisdiction exercised
by the United States over lands within
the Army National Guard facility, Ethan
Allen, and the U.S. Army Materiel Com-
mand Firing Range, Underhill, Vt.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object, am I correct in assuming
that there will be no cost to the Federal
Government by virtue of the enactment
of this legislation and that there will be
no loss of property; that is, by way of
reversion to any subdivision of govern-
ment in the State of Vermont?

Mr. BENNETT. The gentleman is pre-
cisely correct.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw
my reservation of objection.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as fol-
lows:

8. 59

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, not-
withstanding any other provisions of law,
the Secretary of the Army may, at such times
as he may deem desirable, relinquish to the
State of Vermont all, or such portion as he
may deem desirable for relinquishment, of
the jurisdiction heretofore acquired by the
United States over any land within the
Army National Guard Facllity, Ethan Allen,
and the Unlted States Army Materiel Com-
mand Firing Range, Chittenden County, Ver-
mont, reserving to the United States such
concurrent or partial jurisdiction as he may
deem n . Relinquishment of jurisdic-
tion under authority of this Act may be made
by filing with the Governor of the State of
Vermont a notice of such relinquishment,
which shall take effect upon acceptance
thereof by the State of Vermont in such
manner as its laws may prescribe,

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, S. 59
would authorize the Secretary of the
Army to adjust jurisdiction now being
exercised by the United States over lands
within the Army National Guard facility,
Ethan Allen, and the U.S. Army Materiel
Command Firing Range at Underhill, Vt.

Very simply, this bill would allow State
and local officials in Vermont to exercise
police jurisdiction over the two military
installations,

At the present time, the United States
is vested with legislative jurisdiction but
neither the military departments nor the
U.S. attorney’s office located 70 miles
away can furnish sufficient staff to pro-
vide the necessary police protection. The
State and local officials, while willing to
do so, are without legal authority to over-
see these areas for the reason that ex-
clusive jurisdiction is held by the United
States. It is well established that, as long
as the United States retains ownership
of the subject lands, legislative jurisdic-
tion cannot be revested in the State un-
less authorized by an act of Congress.
It is anticipated that the ability to utilize
the combined forces of the Federal, State,
and local agencies will result in effective
protection and law enforcement in the
reservation areas.

This measure is identical to many pre-
vious enactments on the same subject
with respect to other military reserva-
tions all over the United States.

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

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks preced-
ing the passage of the last two bills.

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Members
may have 3 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude tabular material with regard to the
veterans' legislation being considered
today.

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

There was no objection.

CARE AND TREATMENT OF VETER-
ANS IN STATE VETERANS' HOMES

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr, Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s desk the bill (H.R. 9334) en-
titled “An act to amend title 38, United
States Code, to promote the care and
treatment of veterans in State veterans’
homes,” with a Senate amendment
thereto, and concur in the Senate amend-
ment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amendment,
as follows:

Page 3, strike out lines 15, 16, and 17.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
this bill which passed the House unani-
mously on June 2, provided three amend-
ments to the laws involving the care and
treatment of veterans in State veterans
homes. They first authorized the Ad-
ministrator to pay each State for an eli-
gible veteran cared for in a State home
at the rate of $3.50 per day for domicil-
iary care, $5 for nursing home care, and
$7.50 for hospital care.

The second provision authorized the
Administrator on a matching fund basis
for a period of 10 years to expend as
much as $5 million in 1 year for the
purpose of renovating and modernizing
existing structures providing hospital
and domiciliary care. A similar provision
is already in effect for the construction of
new nursing care facilities at State
homes.

The last provision in the bill involved
a change in the ratio of nursing care
beds which is now 15 beds per 1,000 war
veteran population in a particular State.
The house bill had raised this to three.
The Senate deleted that provision so
that the ratio remains at 115. My motion
would concur in the Senate amendment,
thus leaving the ratio as it is today.

The Senate amendment was concurred
in,

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.
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VETERANS' EDUCATIONAL
AMENDMENTS OF 1969

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s desk the bill (H.R. 11959), en-
titled “An act to amend chapters 31, 34,
and 35 of title 38, United States Code, in
order to increase the rates of vocational
rehabilitation, educational assistance,
and special training allowance paid to
eligible veterans and persons under such
chapters,” with Senate amendments
thereto, and consider the Senate amend-
ments.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ments, as follows:

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert:

That this Act may be cited as the “Veter-
ans Eduecation and Tralning Assistance
Amendments Act of 1969".

TITLE I—INCREASE IN ALLOWANCES FOR
EDUCATION AND TRAINING PRO-
GRAMS; AMENDMENTS TO FLIGHT
TRAINING AND FARM COOPERATIVE
PROGRAMS
SEc. 101. Section 1504(b) of title 38, United

States Code, s amended to read as follows:
“(b) The subsistence allowance of a vet-

eran-trainee is to be determined in accord-

ance with the following table, and shall be
the monthly amount shown in column IT, IIT,
or IV (whichever is applicable as determined
by the veteran’s dependency status) opposite
the appropriate type of training as specified
in column I:

Column Columl;

Column
“Column | " 1l v

Two or
One de- more de-

No de-

Type of training

Institutiona | :
$219 §255
Three-quarter-time_ _ .. 160 189
Ralf-fime___ = - 109 124
Institutional on-farm,
apprentice, or other
on-job training: Full-

|t e e 138 182 219

Where any full-time trainee has more than
two dependents and is not eligible to receive
additional compensation as provided by sec-
tlon 315 or section 335 (whichever is ap-
plicable) of this title, the subsistence allow-
ance prescribed in Column IV of the foregoing
table shall be increased by an additional
$7.30 per month for each dependent in ex-
cess of two.”

Sec. 102, (a) Subsection (a) of section
1677 of title 38, United States Code, is
amended by striking out the material pre-
ceding clause (1), and inserting in lieu there-
of the following:

“(a) The Administrator may approve the
pursuit by an eligible veteran of flight train-
ing where such training is generally accepted
as necessary for the attainment of a recog-
nized vocational objective in the fleld of
aviation or where generally recognized as
ancillary to the pursuit of a vocational en-
deavor other than aviation, subject to the
following conditions:".

(b) The last sentence of subsection (b) of
section 1677 of such title is amended by strik-
ing out “$130" and inserting in lieu thereof
“$190".

(c¢) Section 1677 of such title is further
amended by adding at the end thereof a new
subsection as follows:

“(e)(1) In any case In which a veteran
wishes to pursue a course in flight training
under this section but does not possess a
valid private pilot's license and has not satis-
factorily completed the number of hours of
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flight instruction required for a private pilot's
license, the Administrator is authorized to
make a direct loan to such veteran to pursue
the flight tralning required for a private
pilot’s license.

*(2) Loans made under this subsection
may be made In any amount not exceeding
$1,000 or 90 per centum of the established
charges for tuition and fees which similar-
ly circumstanced nonveterans enrolled in
the same flight-training course are required
to pay, whichever amount is less; and such
loans shall bear interest at a rate determined
by the Administrator, but not to exceed 6
per centum per annum.

“(8) Loans made under this section shall
be repayable in equal monthly installments
over a period of time not to exceed three
years commencing (A) upon the fallure of
the eligible veteran to enter upon a course
of training under subsection (a) of this sec-
tion within one year after obtaining a pri-
vate pilot’s license, or (B) upon failure to
satisfactorily complete such a course of
training within one year after enrollment in
a course of training under subsection (a)
of this section.

“{4) Loans made under this section shall
be made upon such other terms and condi-
tions as may be prescribed by the Adminlis-
trator.”

Sec. 103. (a) The table (prescribing educa-
tional assistance allowance rates for eligible
veterans pursuing educational programs on
half-time or more basis) contained in para-
graph (1) of section 1682(a) of title 38,
United States Code, is amended to read as
follows:

Column Culurnlil Calum#

Column
“Column | 1l I v

More than
Type of No de- One de- Two de- two de-
program pendents pendent pendents pendent

The
amount in
column
IV, plus
the follow-
ing for
each de-

_ pendent
in excess
of two

$15

Institutional:

Full-time_ _ _. $218 $240

162 184
107 119
177 199

(b) Bectlon 1682(b) of such title is
amended by striking out “$130" and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “$180".

(c) Bection 1682(c)(2) of such title is
amended by striking out “$130” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “$190".

(d) Section 1682(d) of
amended to read as follows:
“*(d) (1) An eligible veteran who is en-
rolled in a ‘farm cooperative’ training pro-
gram which provides for institutional and
on-farm training and which has been ap-
proved by the appropriate State approving
agency in accordance with the provisions of
paragraph (2) of this subsection shall be
eligible to receive an educational assistance
allowance as follows: $153 per month, if he
has no dependents; $182 per month, if he
has one dependent; $211 per month, if he has
two dependents; and £10 per month, for each
dependent in excess of two.

“(2) The State approving agency may ap-
prove a farm cooperative training course
when it satisfies the following requirements:

"“(A) The course combines organized group
instruction in agricultural and related sub-
jects of at least two hundred hours per year
(and of at least elight hours each month) at
an educational institution, with supervised
work experience on a farm or other agricul-
tural establishment; and the course pro-

such title is
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vides for not less than one hundred hours
of individual instruction per year, at least
fifty hours of which shall be on a farm or
other agricultural establishment (with at
least two visits by the instructor to such
farm or establishment each month). Such
individual instruction shall be given by the
instructor responsible for the veteran’s insti-
tutional instruction and shall include in-
struction and home-study assignments in the
preparation of budgets, inventories, and
statements showing the production, use on
the farm, and sale of crops, livestock, and
livestock products.

“({B) The course is developed with due con-
sideration to the size and character of the
farm or other agricultural establishment on
which the eligible veteran will receive his
supervised work experience and to the need
of such eligible veteran, in the type of farm-
ing for which he is training, for proficiency
in planning, producing, marketing, farm
mechanics, conservation of resources, food
conservation, farm financing, farming man-
agement, and the keeping of farm and home
accounts.

“(C) The farm or other agricultural es-
tablishment on which the veteran is to re-
celve his supervised work experience shall be
of a size and character which will permit
instruction in all aspects of the management
of the farm or other agricultural establish-
ment of the type for which the eligible veter-
an is belng trained, and will provide the
eligible veteran an opportunity to apply the
major portion of the farm practices taught
in the group instruction part of the course.

“(D) Provision shall be made for certifica-
tion by the institution and the veteran that
the training offered does not repeat or dupli-
cate training previously received by the vet-
eramn.

“(E) The institutional on-farm training
meets such other fair and reasonable stand-
ards as may be established by the State ap-
proving agency.”

(e) The table (prescribing educational as-
sistance allowance rates for eligible veterans
pursuing an apprenticeship or other on-job
training) contained in section 1683(b) of
such title is amended to read as follows:

Two or
more de-

- One de-
“Periods of training dents pendent p

First 6 months $131 $146
Second & months. . 87 102 116
;hilrsllhﬁ mgnths 2 73 87
ourth and any succeeding "
6-month periods..__...... 43 58".

SEc. 104. (a) Section 1732(a) of title 38,
United States Code, is amended to read as
follows:

“(a) The educational assistance allowance
on behalf of an eligible person who is pur-
suing a program of education consisting of
institutional courses shall be computed at
the rate of (1) $190 per month if pursued
on a full-time basis, (2) $140 per month if
pursued on a three-quarter-time basis, and
(3) #90 per month if pursued on a half-
time basis.”

(b) Section 1732(b) of such title is
amended by striking out “$105" and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “$155".

(e) Section 1742(a) of such title is
amended to read as follows:

“(a) While the eligible person is enrolled
in and pursuing a full-time course of special
restorative training, the parent or guardian
shall be entitled to receive on his behalf a
special tralning allowance computed at the
basic rate of $190 per month, If the charges
for tuition and fees applicable to any such
course are more than #$59 per calendar
month the basic monthly allowance may be
increased by the amount that such charges
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exceed $569 a month, upon election by the
parent or guardian of the eligible person to
have such person’s period of entitlement re-
duced by one day for each $6.20 that the
special training allowance pald exceeds the
basic monthly allowance.”

8ec. 105. (a) Except as provided in subsec-
tions (b) and (c) of this section, the amend-
ments made by this title shall become ef-
fective on the first day of the second calen-
dar month which begins after the date of the
enactment of this Act.

(b) Section 101, section 102(b), section
1038, except subsection (d) thereof, and sec-
tion 104 of this title shall become effective
as of September 1, 1969.

(c) Any veteran enrolled in a farm coop-
erative course under section 1682(d) of title
38, United States Code, prior to the effec-
tive date prescribed in subsectlon (a) of this
sectlon may continue in such course to the
end of the current academic year under the
same terms and conditions that were in ef-
fect prior to such effective date.

TITLE II—SPECIAL ASSISTANCE FOR
EDUCATIONALLY DISADVANTAGED
VETERANS; PREDISCHARGE EDUCA-
TION PROGRAM; VETERANS' OUT-
REACH SERVICES PROGRAM; MISCEL-
LANEOUS AMENDMENTS TO VETERANS'
AND DEPENDENTS' EDUCATION PRO-
GRAMS

Sec. 201 (a) Subsection (b) of section 1652
of title 38, United States Code, is amended
by adding at the end thereof a new sentence
as follows: “Such term also means any cur-
riculum of unit courses or subjects pursued
at an educational institution which fulfill
requirements for the attalnment of more
than one predetermined and identified edu-
cational, professional, or vocational objective
if all the objectives pursued are generally
recognized as being reasonably related to a
single career fleld.”

{b) Subsection (c) of section 1652 of such
title is amended to read as follows:

“(e) The term ‘educational institution’
means any public or private elementary
school, secondary school, vocational school,
correspondence school, business school, jun-
ior college, teachers’ college, college, normal
school, professional school, university, or sci-
entific or technical institution, or other in-
stitution furnishing eduecation for adults.”

Sec. 202, (a) Chapter 34 of title 38, United
States Code, is amended by—

(1) striking out “section 1678 of this title”
in section 1661(c) and inserting “subchap-
ters V and VI of this chapter”;

(2) striking out section 1678; and

(3) adding at the end of chapter 34 the
following new subchapters:

“SUBCHAPTER V—SPECIAL ASSISTANCE FOR THE
EDUCATIONALLY DISADVANTAGED

“§ 1690, Purpose

“It 1s the purpose of this subchapter (1)
to encourage and assist veterans who have
academic deficiencies to attaln a high school
education or its equivalent and to qualify
for and pursue courses of higher education,
(2) to encourage and assist institutions of
higher education and other educational insti-
tutions in the development of programs
which provide special instruction, counsel-
ing, tutorial, and other educational and
supplementary assistance to such veterans,
and (3) to encourage and assist institutions
of higher education and other educational
institutions in the development of special
educational programs and projects for such
veterans.

“§ 1691. Elementary and secondary education
and preparatory educational as-
sistance

“(a) In the case of any eligible veteran
who—

*“{1) has not received a secondary school
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diploma (or an equivalency certificate) at
the time of his discharge or release from
active duty, or

“(2) in order to pursue a program of edu-
cation for which he would otherwise be
eligible, needs refresher courses, deficiency
courses, or other preparatory or special edu-
cational assistance to qualify for admission
to an appropriate educational institution,

the Administrator may, without regard to so
much of the provisions of section 1671 as
prohibit the enrollment of an eligible vet-
eran in a program of education in which he
is already qualified, approve the enrollment
of such veteran in an appropriate course or
courses or other special educational assist-
ance program.

“(b) The Administrator shall pay to an
eligible veteran pursuing a course or courses
or program pursuant to subsection (a) of
this section, an educational assistance al-
lowance as provided in sections 1681 and
1682 of this title; except that (1) no enroll-
ment in adult evening secondary school
courses shall be approved in excess of half-
time training as defined pursuant to section
1684 of this title; and (2) whenever enroll-
ment in a special educational assistance
program cannot feasibly be measured under
section 1684, such a program shall be con-~
sidered full-time training for purposes of
this chapter when a minimum of twenty-
five net clock hours per week of instruction
or other supervised program work is required,
and the Administrator shall prescribe the
instruction or other work requirements for
part-time training for any special educational
assistance program.

“§ 1692. Special supplementary assistance

“In the case of any eligible veteran who is
enrolled in and pursuing a course of educa-
tion at an educational institution and who,
because of a deficlency in his education or
training, needs one or more refresher courses,
counseling, tutorial, or remedial assistance,
or some other form of special supplemen-
tary assistance in order to successfully pur-
sue such course, the Administrator shall, on
behalf of the veteran, reimburse the educa-
tional institution concerned the reasonable
cost of providing such veteran with such
special supplementary assistance. The
amounts which shall be paid on behalf of
an eligible veteran to any educational in-
stitution for special supplementary assist-
ance provided him under this subchapter
and the terms and conditions under which
such assistance shall be provided shall be
prescribed in regulations issued by the Ad-
ministrator after consultation with the
Commissioner of Education, but in no event
shall the amounts exceed $100 per month on
behalf of an eligible veteran,

*§ 1693. Grants and contracts

“(a) To carry out the purposes of this
subchapter, the Administrator is authorized,
in accordance with regulations issued by
him after consultation with the Commis-
sioner of Education, to make grants to and
enter into contracts with institutions of
higher education and other educational in-
stitutions to encourage and assist such in-
stitutions to—

“(1) plan and develop programs or proj-
ects In connection with the special educa-
tional and supplementary assistance pro-
grams authorized to be provided to eligible
veterans by sections 1691 and 1692 of this
title; and

“(2) plan, develop, strengthen, or con-
duct other special educational programs or
projects for eligible veterans, including but
not limited to—

“(A) accelerated and concentrated edu-
cational programs;

“(B) educational programs extending be-
yond the usual period for completion of the
course of study at an educational institu-
tion; and
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“(C) encouraging and training such vet-
erans to pursue public service occupations
to meet community needs.

“(b) To carry out the purposes of this
subchapter and those of subchapter IV of
chapter 3 of this title, the Administrator is
authorized, in accordance with regulations
issued by him after consultation with ap-
propriate departments and agencies of the
Government referred to in section 242(6) of
this title, to make grants to and enter into
contracts with public and private non-profit
organizations for the purpose of providing
the outreach services specified in that sub-
chapter to educationally disadvantaged eli-
gible veterans.

“(¢) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to carry out this section $15,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 80, 1970, and
£30,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1971,

“§ 1604, Effect on other benefits and on ap~
proval requirements

“(a) The benefits received by or on behalf
of any veteran under this subchapter shall
be pald without charge to any period of en-
titlement the veteran may have earmed pur-
suant to section 1661(a) of this title and
shall in no way affect his eligibility or quali-
fication for benefits under other provislons
of this title or under other provisions of law.

“(b) The provisions of sections 1673(d)
and 1675 of this title shall not apply in the
case of programs provided under sections
1691 (a) (2), 1692, and 1693 of this title.

“SupcHAPTER VI—PREDISCHARGE EDUCATION
PROGRAM

“§ 1605. Purpose; definition

“(a) The purpose of this subchapter is to
encourage and assist veterans in preparing
for their future education, training, or voca-
tion by providing them with an opportunity
to enroll in and pursue a program of educa-
tion or training prior to their discharge or
release from active duty with the Armed
Forces. The program provided for under this
subchapter shall be known as the Predis-
charge Education Program (PREP).

“(b) For the purposes of this subchapter,
the term ‘eligible person’ means any person
serving on active duty with the Armed
Forces who (1) has served on active duty not
less than twelve consecutive months, and (2)
has twelve months or less active duty service
remaining prior to the time he is expected to
be discharged or released from active duty, as
certified to the Administrator by the Secre-
tary concerned.

“§ 1696, Payment of training and education
expenses

“(a) The Administrator shall, under such
regulations as he shall prescribe jointly with
the Secretary of Defense and the Commis-
sioner of Education, pay the education and
training expenses for any eligible person who
enrolls in and pursues a course of education
or training offered by an educational insti-
tution if such course of education or train-
ing is required for or preparatory to any pro-
gam of education or training or any vocation
such eligible person intended to pursue after
his discharge or release from active duty with
the Armed Forces.

“{b) The education and training expenses
which the Administrator shall pay under this
subchapter on behalf of any eligible person
shall include the cost of determining suit-
ability for enrollment, job placement, and
career guidance, and books and supplies
furnished to the eligible person by the insti-
tution, In no event shall the Administrator
pay more than $150 per month for any course
of education or training pursued by any
eligible person.

“(e) The cost of any education or training
course pald for by the Administrator under
this subchapter shall be paid directly to the
educational institution furnishing such
course,
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“(d) In no event shall education or train-
ing expenses be pald on behalf of any eligible
person for any period in excess of twelve
months,

“§ 1607. Approved education or
courses and institutions
“The Administrator shall pay the expenses
of a course of education or tralning pursued
by an eligible person under this subchapter
only if such course and the educational in-
stitution providing such course have been ap-
proved, without regard to sections 1673(d)
and 1675 of this title, by the Administrator in
accordance with regulations issued jointly by
the Administrator, the Secretary of Defense,
and the Commissioner of Education,

““§ 1698. Educational and vocational guldance

“The Administrator shall be responsible
for arranging for and coordinating educa-
tional and vocational guidance and job
placement assistance to persons eligible for
education and training under this sub-
chapter.

“§ 1609. Effect on educational entitlement
and benefits

“(a) Education and fraining expenses un-
der this subchapter shall be pald without
charge to any period of entitlement an
eligible person may earn pursuant to sec-
tion 1661 (a) of this title.

“(b) No person shall be eligible to receive
educational benefits under this subchapter
for any period for which he is recelving an
educational assistance allowance under sub-
chapter IV of this chapter.”

(b) The table of sections at the beginning
of chapter 34 of title 38, United States Code,
is amended by striking out

*“1678. Bpeclal training for the educationally
disadvantaged.”;
and by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing:
“SUBCHAPTER V—SPECIAL ASSISTANCE FOR THE
EDUCATIONALLY DISADVANTAGED

“1680. Purpose.

“1691. Elementary and secondary education
and preparatory educational assist-
ance.

“1692. Bpeclal supplementary assistance,

“1693. Grants and contracts.

“1694. Effect on other benefits and on ap-
proval requirements.

“SUBCHAPTER VI—PREDISCHARGE EDUCATION
PROGRAM

‘“1695. Purpose; definition.

“1696. Payment of training and education
expenses.

“1697. Approved education or
courses and institutions.

“1698. Educational and vocational guidance.

1699. Effect on educational entitlement and
benefits.”

(c) Section 1681(a) of such title is amend-
ed by inserting “, except subchapter VI," im-
mediately after “this chapter”,

Bec. 203. (a) Section 1684(a) of title 38,
Unlted States Code, is amended by—

(1) striking out “and” after the semicolon
in clause (2); and

(2) striking out clause (3) and inserting
in lieu thereof the following:

“(3) an academic high school course re-
quiring sixteen units for a full course shall
be considered a full-time course when a
minimum of four units per year is required.
For the purpose of this paragraph, a unit is
defined to be not less than one hundred and
twenty sixty-minute hours or their equiva-
lent of study in any subject in one academic
year; and

“(4) an institutional undergraduate course
offered by a college or university on a guar-
ter- or semester-hour basis for which credit
is granted toward a standard college degree
shall be considered a full-time course when
& minimum of fourteen semester hours or its
equivalent Is required; except that where
such college or university certifies, upon the
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request of the Administrator, that (A) full-
time tuition is charged to all undergraduate
students carrying a minimum of less than
fourteen semester hours or the equivalent
thereof, or (B) all undergraduate students
carrying a minimum of less than fourteen
semester hours or the equivalent thereof are
considered to be pursuing a full-time course
for other administrative purposes, then such
an institutional undergraduate course offered
by such college or university with such min-
imum number of semester hours, for which
credit is granted toward a standard college
degree, shall be considered a full-time course,
but in the event such minimum number of
semester hours under (B) is less than twelve
hours or the equivalent thereof, then twelve
semester hours or the equivalent thereof
shall be considered a full-time course.
Notwithstanding the provisions of clause (4),
A veteran shall be considered to be pursuing
a full-time course at a junior college, college,
or university if (A) he is carrying a number
of semester hours, or the equivalent thereof,
necessary to be considered a full-time course
under clause (3), (B) credit is granted to-
ward a standard college degree for not less
than half the number of those hours, and
(C) he is carrying one or more courses not
paid for under section 1692 of this title and
for which no credit is granted toward such
a degree but which he is required to take
because of a deficlency in his education.”

(b) Bection 1733(a)(3) of such title
is amended to read as follows: *““(3) an
institutional undergraduate course offered
by a college or university on a guarter- or
semester-hour basis for which credit is
granted toward a standard college degree
shall be considered a full-time course when
& minimum of fourteen semester hours or its
equivalent is required; except that where
such college or university certifies, upon the
request of the Administrator, that (A) full-
time tuition is charged to all undergradu-
ate students carrying a minimum of less
than fourteen semester hours or the equiva-
lent thereof, or (B) all undergraduate stu-
dents carrying a minimum of less than four-
teen semester hours or the equivalent there-
of are consldered to be pursuing a full-time
course for other administrative purposes,
then such an institutional undergraduate
course offered by such a college or university
with such minimum number of semester
hours, for which credit is granted toward a
standard college degree, shall be considered
a full-time course, but in the event such
minimum number of semester hours under
clause (B) is less than twelve hours or the
equivalent thereof, then twelve semester
hours or the equivalent thereof shall be
considered a full-time course.”

SEc. 204. (a) Chapter 3 of title 38, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the end
thereof a new subchapter:

“SUBCHAPTER IV—VETERANS OUTREACH
SERVICES PROGRAM

“§ 240. Purpose; definition

“{a) The Congress declares that the out-
reach services program authorized by this
subchapter is for the purpose of insuring
that all veterans, especially those who have
been recently discharged or released from
active military, naval, or air service and those
who are eligible for readjustment or other
benefits and services under laws adminis-
tered by the Veterans' Administration and
other governmental programs, receive per-
sonalized educational, vocatlonal, social
services, and job placement assistance in
order to ald them in applying for and obtain-
ing such benefits and services, in achieving
a rapid social and economic readjustment
to civilian life, and in obtaining a higher
standard of living for themselves and thelr
dependents. The Congress further declares
that the outreach services program author-
ized by this subchapter is for the purpose of
charging the Veterans’ Administration with
the affirmative duty of seeking out eligible
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veterans and eligible dependents and pro-
viding them with such services through, to
the maximum extent possible, one integrated
Federal program which utilizes personnel
who are able to communicate with and pro-
vide such assistance in the most effective
and meaningful manner and which places
maximum emphasls upon personal contact.

“{b) For the purposes of this subchapter
(1) the term ‘other governmental programs’
shall include all programs under State or
local laws as well as all programs under
Federal law other than those authorized
by this title, and (2) the term ‘eligible
dependent’ shall mean an ‘eligible person’
as defined in section 1701(a)(1) of this
title.

“§ 241, Veterans assistance centers and out-
reach services

“(a) The Administrator shall establish and
maintain veterans assistance centers at such
places throughout the United States, its
territories, Commonwealths, and possessions,
as he determines to be necessary to carry out
the purposes of this subchapter, with due
regard for the geographic distribution of
veterans recently discharged or released from
active military, naval, or air service, the spe-
cial needs of educationally disadvantaged
veterans, and the necessity of providing ap-
propriate outreach services in less populated
areas.

“{b) Veterans assistance centers shall seek
especially to provide the outreach services
provided for in this subchapter to educa-
tionally disadvantaged veterans and such
centers shall, to the maximum practicable
extent, be located Iin communities where
large numbers of those veterans reside rather
than in Federal or other business-district
office buildings.

“(c) Special efforts shall be made to em-
ploy at veterans assistance centers veterans
who themselves reside In the community
served or in similar communities and, where
possible, who themselves have received as-
sistance from such centers. Personnel as-
signed to such centers shall be selected with
major regard to their ability to communicate
with and provide the outreach services au-
thorized in this subchapter directly to edu-
cationally disadvantaged veterans in the
most effective and meaningful manner.

“{dy Those outreach services that the Ad-
ministrator shall provide to all eligible vet-
erans and eligible dependents shall include,
but shall not be limited to, the following:

“(1) The distribution of full informsation
regarding all benefits and services to which
they may be entitled under laws adminis-
tered by the Veterans' Administration and to
which they are entitled under other govern-
mental programs, Including training and
manpower programs.

*“(2) Arranging for and conducting, to the
maximum extent possible, person-to-person
interviews to explain and answer questions
regarding the programs referred to in para-
graph (1), and planning an individual pro-
gram of education, training, or employment
as may be best sulted to the eligible veteran
or eligible dependent concerned, and, in the
case of an eligible veteran, an individual pro-
gram which will also aid him in making a
rapid social and economic readjustment to
clvilian life.

*“(3) Providing job and other appropriate
referrals and job placement assistance when
appropriate, undertaking especially to match
the particular gqualifications of an eligible
veteran or eligible dependent with an avail-
able job, on-job training opportunity, or ap-
prenticeship opportunity which is commen-
surate with his qualifications or vocational
objectives, and, if every effort to locate such
an opportunity in his home area reveals no
such opportunity, furnishing him with a list-
ing of such opportunities avallable in other
parts of the Nation.
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“(4) Providing social and other special
services necessary to ald them in obtaining
maximum assistance from the benefits and
services to which they are entitled.

“(5) Providing aid and assistance in the
preparation and presentation of claims under
this title and in connection with any other
governmental program.

*(6) Maintaining full records of the out-
reach services offered and conducting peri-
odic followup checks to determine the suc-
cess of Individual assistance provided and
the success of the program generally.

“{e) (1) The Administrator shall pay the
reasonable travel expenses, including per
diem for food and necessary lodging, of any
eligible veteran or eligible dependent in con-
nection with any interview of such veteran
or dependent with an employer or training
or apprenticeship director where such inter-
view results from services provided through
the outreach services program. The amount
paid to any veteran or dependent under this
paragraph as a per diem allowance and for
travel expenses shall not exceed the amount
authorized for such purposes under the
Standardized Government Travel Regula-
tions.

“(2) The Administrator shall pay a rea-
sonable moving allowance to any eligible vet-
eran or eligible dependent who obtalns em-
ployment or is placed in a training or appren-
ticeship program as a result of services pro-
vided through the outreach services program,
if (A) every effort made to locate suitable
employment or placement in a training or
apprenticeship program in the veteran's or
dependent’'s home area has revealed no such
opportunity, (B) a moving allowance or sim-
ilar relocation assistance is not avallable un-
der any other existing Federal program, and
(C) a moving allowance is not provided as a
matter of established policy by the employer
or by the training or apprenticeship program
in which the veteran or dependent is to par-
ticipate. Such allowance may include rea-
sonable travel expenses for the veteran or
dependent and dependent members of his
immediate family; reasonable expenses for
moving his personal effects and household
goods; and reasonable expenses for lodging
for not more than a two-week period while
seeking housing in the new location, In no
case may the amount paid for moving the
personal effects and household goods of a
veteran or dependent exceed the maximum
amount authorized to be paid pursuant to
regulations issued by the President under
section 5724 of title 5, United States Code, in
connection with the transfer of an employee
of the Federal Government,

‘“(3) The Administrator shall, after con-
sultation with the Secretary of Labor, pre-
scribe regulations to carry out the provisions
of this subsection,

“{f) To the maximum extent possible, the
Administrator shall begin providing the out-
reach services authorized in this subchapter
to members of the Armed Forces prior to
their discharge or release from active duty.
Buch services shall be provided such members
at Army, Navy, and Air Force installations,
especially those in foreign countries, pur-
suant to the authority of section 231 of this
title.

“% 242 Coordination with Federal and other
agencies

“In earrying out the purposes of this sub-
chapter, the Administrator shall—

*(1) utilize the facilities and services of
any other Federal department or agency pur-
suant to proper agreement with the Federal
department or agency concerned;

*“(2) cooperate with and use the services
of any State or local governmental agency
or reccgnized national or other organization;

“(3) where appropriate, make referrals to
any Federal department or agency or State
or local governmental unit or recognized
national or other organization;
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*(4) at his discretion, make payment to
cover the cost of services either in advance
or by way of reilmbursement as may be pro-
vided by agreement with any such Federal
department or agency, State or local govern-
mental unit or other organization;

“(5) at his discretion, furnish available
space and office facilities for the use of au-
thorized representatives of such govern-
mental unit or other organization providing
services under contract or agreement; and

“{6) conduct studies, in consultation and
coordination with the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity, the Department of De-
fense, the Department of Labor, the
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, and the Urban Affairs Council, to
determine the most effective program design
to carry out the purposes of this subchapter
with respect to locating educationally disad-
vantaged veterans and assisting and motivat-
ing them to pursue education and training
under this title.

*'§ 243. Reports to Congress

“The Administrator shall submit to the
Congress not later than September 1 and
March 1 each year a report on the activities
carried out under this subchapter, each re-
port to include (1) an appraisal of the effec-
tlveness of the programs authorized herein
and the degree of cooperation received from
other Federal departments, agencles, other
governmental programs, and service organi-
zations, with particular reference to section
241(d) (6) and 242(6) of this title, and (2)
recommendations for the improvement or
more effective administration of such
programs.”

(b) The table of sections at the beginning
of chapter 3 of such title is amended by
inserting immediately after

“236. Administrative settlement of tort
claims arising in foreign countries.”
the following:

“SUBCHAPTER IV—VETERANS OUTREACH SERVICES
PROGRAM

240, Purpose; definition.

“241. Veterans assistance centers and out-
reach services.

242, Coordination with Federal and other
agencies.

*'243. Reports to Congress."

Sec. 205. Section 1677(a) (1) of such title
is amended by deleting “or must have satis-
factorily completed the number of hours of
fiight training instruction required for a
private pilot’s license,”.

Sec. 206. Section 1681(d) of title 38, United
States Code, is amended by inserting below
clause (2) the following: “Notwithstanding
the foregoing, the Administrator may pay
an educational assistance allowance repre-
senting the initlal payment of an enrollment
period, not exceeding one full month, upon
receipt of a certificate of enrollment.”

Sec. 207. Section 1712 of title 38, United
States Code, is amended by—

(1) deleting in subsection (a) (3) the words
“first occurs” immediately preceding “(A)”
ang inserting in lieu thereof “last occurs™;
an

(2) adding at the end thereof a new sub-
section as follows:

“(e) The term ‘first finds’ as used In this
section means the effective date of the rat-
ing or date of notification to the veteran
from whom eligibility is derlved establish-
ing a service-connected total disabllity per-
manent in nature, whichever is more advan-
tageous to the eligible person.”

Sec. 208. (a) Chapter 35 of title 38, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the
end of subchapter VI thereof a new section
as follows:

“§ 1763. Notification of eligibility

“The Administrator shall notify the parent

or guardian of each eligible person defined in
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section 1701(a) (1) (A) of this chapter of the
educational assistance available to such per-
son under this chapter. Such notification
shall be provided not later than the month
in which such eligible person attains his
thirteenth birthday or as soon thereafter as
feasible.”

(b) The table of sections at the beginning
of chapter 35 of such title is amended by
inserting immediately below
*1762. Nonduplication of benefits.”
the following:

“1763. Notification of eligibility.”

Sec. 200. Chapter 36 of title 38, United
States Code, 1s amended as follows:

(1) by inserting at the end of section 1772
thereof the following new subsection (c):

“(c) In the case of programs of apprentice-
ship where—

“(1) the standards have been approved by
the Secretary of Labor pursuant to section
50a of title 29 as a national apprenticeship
program for operation in more than one
State, and

*“(2) the training establishment is a car-
rier directly engaged in interstate commerce
which provides such training in more than
one State,
the Administrator shall act as a ‘State ap-
proving agency' as such term is used in sec-
tion 1683(a) (1) of this title and shall be
responsible for the approval of all such pro-
grams.";

(2) by deleting section 1781 of subchapter
II in its entirety and inserting in lleu thereof
the following:

“§ 1781. Limitations on educational assist-
ance

“No educational allowance or special train-
ing allowance granted under chapter 34 or 35
of this title shall be pald to any eligible per-
son (1) who is on active duty and is pursu-
ing a course of education which is being paid
for by the Armed Forces (or by the Depart-
ment of Health, Educatlon, and Welfare in
the case of the Public Health Service); or (2)
who is attending a course of education or
training paid for under the Government Em-
ployees’ Training Act and whose full salary
is being paid to him while so training.”; and

(3) by deleting in the table of sections at
the beginning of such chapter the following:

“1781. Nonduplication of benefits."
and inserting in lleu thereof the following:

*1781. Limitations on educational assist-
ance.”

Sec. 210. The amendments made by this
title shall become effective on the first day
of the second calendar month which begins
after the date of enactment of this Act, ex-
cept that the amendments made by sectlon
208 shall become effective July 1, 1970.

Amend the title so as to read: “An Act
to amend title 38, United States Code, to in-
crease the rates of vocational rehabilitation,
and special training assistance allowances
paid to eligible veterans and eligible persons
under such title; to improve the flight train-
ing and farm cooperative programs; to pro-
vide educational assistance to veterans at-
tending elementary school; to provide spe-
cial assistance to educationally disadvan-
taged veterans; to provide for a predischarge
education program and a veterans' outreach
services program; to reduce under certain
circumstances the number of semester hours
that a veteran must carry in an institutional
undergraduate college course in order to

qualify for a full-time educational assistance
allowance; and for other purposes.”

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the Senate amendments be
considered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?
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There was no objection.
MOTION OFFERED BY MR. TEAGUE OF TEXAS

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
offer a motion.
The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TeacUuE of Texas moves that the House
concur in the Senate amendments with an
amendment, as follows:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert in lleu thereof the following:

That this Act may be cited as the “Vet-
erans Educational Amendments of 1969".

TITLE I—INCREASE IN EDUCATIONAL AND
VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION SUB-
SISTENCE ALLOWANCES

Sec, 101, Section 1504 (b) of title 38, United
States Code, is amended to read as follows:

“(b) The subsistence allowance of a vet-
eran-trainee is to be determined in accord-
ance with the following table, and shall be
the monthly amount shown in column IT, ITI,
or IV (whichever is applicable as determined
by the veteran’s dependency status) opposite
the appropriate type of training as specified
in column I:

Column  Column Column
I 1] v

“Column |

Two or
No de- One de- more de-
Type of training dents pendent pendent

Institutional :
- 5176 5205
Three-quarter time...... 95 130 153
Half time 89 100
Institutional en-farm,
apprentice, or other
on-job training: Full
time 148 176

Where any full-time trainee has more than
two dependents and is not eligible to receive
additional compensation as provided by sec-
tion 315 or section 335 (whichever is appli-
cable) of this title, the subsistence allowance
prescribed in Column IV of the foregoing
table shall be increased by an additional
$6 per month for each dependent in excess
of two.”

SEc. 102. Section 1677(b) of title 38, United
States Code, is amended by striking out in
the last sentence thereof “$130" and inserting
in lieu thereof “$170".

Sec. 103. (a) The table (prescribing edu-
cational assistance allowance rates for eligi-
ble veterans pursuing educational programs
on half-time or more basis) contained in
paragraph (1) of section 1682(a) of title
38, United States Code, is amended to read
as follows:

Column  Column Column
i w v

“Column |

More than
Type ol One de- Two de- two de-

Prog! P 3 P

The
amount in
column
IV, plus
the follow-
ing for
each de-
_pendent
in excess
of two

513

Institutional :

Full-time...... $170 $200 $225

149 174 10
97 110 7
Cooperative______ 162 187 10"

(b) Section 1682(b) of such title is
amended by striking out “$130” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “$170".

(¢) Bection 1682(c)(2) of such title is
amended by striking out “$130" and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “$170".

(d) The table contained in section 1682
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(d) (2) of such title is amended to read as
follows:

Column
“Column | v

More than
s two de-
Basis dent

The
amount
in Col-
umn

1V, plus
the fol-
lowing
for each
de-
pendent
in ex-
cess of
twe:

$138

9 117 136 7
66 78 81 4",

§162 $187 $10

Half-time__ _ .

(e) The table (prescribing educational
allowance rates for eligible veterans pur-
suing an apprenticeship or other on-job
training) contained in section 1683(b) of
such title is amended to read as follows:

Twoor

Node- Onede- more de-

“‘Periods of training

First 6 months. ... ... $105 $117
Second 6 months. _ 79 91
Third 6 months. .. ... 53 65
Fourth and any succeeding

6-month periods 39

Sec. 104, (a) Section 1732(a) of title 38,
United States Code, is amended to read as
follows:

“(a) (1) The educational assistance allow-
ance on behalf of an eligible person who is
pursuing a program of education consisting
of institutional courses shall be computed at
the rate of (A) $170 per month if pursued
on a full-time basis, (B) $125 per month if
pursued on a three-quarter-time basis, and
(C) 79 per month if pursued on a half-time
basis.

“{2) The educational assistance allowance
on behalf of an eligible person pursuing a
program of education on less than a half-
time basis shall be computed at the rate of
(A) the established charges for tuition and
fees which the institution requires other
individuals enrolled in the same program to
pay, or (B) $170 per month for a full-time
course, whichever is the lesser.”

(b) Section 1732(b) of such title is
amended by striking out “$105" and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “$138".

(c) Section 1732 of such title is further
amended by deleting subsection (¢).

(d) Sectlon 1742(a) of such title is
amended to read as follows:

“(a) While the eligible person is enrolled
in and pursuing a full-time course of special
restorative training, the parent or guardian
shall be entitled to receive on his behalf a
special training allowance computed at the
basic rate of 8170 per month, If the charges
for tuition and fees applicable to any such
course are more than $54 per calendar month
the basic monthly allowance may be in-
creased by the amount that such charges
exceed $54 a month, upon election by the
parent or guardian of the eligible person to
have such person’s period of entitlement re-
duced by one day for each $5.60 that the
special training allowance pald exceeds the
basic monthly allowance.”

TITLE II-—-MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS
TO VETERANS’ AND DEPENDENTS' EDU-
CATION PROGRAMS
Sec. 201. (a) Subsection (b) of section

1652 of title 38, United States Code, is

amended by adding at the end thereof a new

sentence as follows: “Such term also means
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any curriculum of unit courses or subjects
pursued at an educational institution which
fulfill requirements for the attainment of
more than one predetermined and identified
educational, professional, or vocational ob-
jective if all the objectives pursued are gen-
erally recognized as being reasonably related
to a single career field.”

(b) Subsection (¢) of section 1652 of such
title is amended to read as follows:

“(c) The term ‘educational institution’
means any public or private elementary
school, secondary school, vocational school,
correspondence school, business school,
junior college, teachers’ college, college, nor-
mal school, professional school, university, or
scientific or technical institution, or other
institution furnishing education for adults.”

Sec. 202. (a) Section 1673(a) of title 38,
United States Code, is amended to read as
follows:

‘“(a) The Administrator shall not approve
the enrollment of an eligible veteran in—

“(1) any (A) bartending course, or per-
sonality development course, or (B) any sales
or sales management course which does not
provide specialized training within a specific
vocational field; or

“(2) any type of course which the Admin-
istrator finds to be avocational or recrea-
tional in character unless the veteran sub-
mits justification showing that the course
will be of bona fide use in the pursuit of his
present or contemplated business or occu-
pation.”

(b) Bectlon 1673 of such title is further
amended by adding at the end thereof a new
subsection as follows:

“{e) The Administrator shall not approve
the enrollment of any eligible veteran in an
apprentice or other on the job training pro-
gram where he finds that by reason of prior
training or experience such veteran is per-
forming or is capable of performing the job
operations of his objective at the same per-
formance level as the journeyman in the
occupation.”

Sec. 203. (a) Subsection (a) of cection
1677 of title 38, United States Code, is
amended by striking out the material preced-
ing clause (1), and inserting in lleu thereof
the following:

“{a) The Administrator may approve the
pursuit by an eligible veteran of flight train-
ing where such training is generally accepted
as necessary for the attalnment of a recog-
nized vocational objective in the field of avia-
tion or where generally recognized as ancil-
lary to the pursuit of a vocational endeavor
other than aviation, subject to the following
conditions:”.

(b) Section 1677(a) (1) of such title is
amended by deleting “or must have satis-
factorily completed the number of hours of
flight training instruction required for a
private pilot's llcense,”.

Sec. 204, Section 1681(d) of title 38, Unit-
ed States Code, is amended by inserting be-
low clause (2) the following: “Notwithstand-
ing the foregoing, the Administrator may
pay an educational assistance allowance rep-
resenting the initial payment of an enroll-
ment period, not exceeding one full month,
upon receipt of a certificate of enrollment.”

Sec. 205. Sectlon 1682 of title 38, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the
end thereof a new subsection as follows:

“(e) If a program of education is pursued
by an eligible veteran at an institution lo-
cated in the Republic of the Philippines,
the educational assistance allowance com-
puted for such veteran under this section
shall be paid at a rate in Philippine pesos
equivalent to #0.50 for each dollar.”

Sec. 206. SBection 1684(a) of title 88, United
States Code, iIs amended by—

(a) striking out “and" after the semicolon
in clause (2);

(b) inserting at the end of clause (3)
thereof the following:
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“Notwithstanding the provisions of clause
(3), a veteran shall be considered to be pur-
suing a full-time course at a junior college,
college, or university if (A) he is carrying
a number of semester hours, or the equiva-
lent thereof, necessary to be considered a
full-time course under clause (3), (B) cred-
it is granted toward a standard college de-
gree for not less than half the number of
those hours, and (C) he ls carrying one or
more courses for which no credit is granted
toward such a degree but which he is re-
quired to take because of a deficiency in his
education; and”; and

(c) adding at the end thereof a new clause
(4) as follows:

“(4) an academic high school course re-
quiring sixteen units for a full course shall
be considered a full-time course when a
minimum of four units per year is required.
For the purpose of this clause, a unit is de-
fined to be not less than one hundred and
twenty sixty-minute hours or their equiva-
lent of study in any subject in one academic
year.”

Sec. 207. Section 1712 of title 38, United
States Code, is amended by—

(a) deleting in subsection (a)(3) the
words “first occurs” immediately preceding
“(A)” and inserting in lieu thereof “last
occurs”; and

(b) adding at the end thereof a new sub-
section as follows:

“(¢) The term ‘first finds’ as used in this
section means the effective date of the rating
or date of notification to the veteran from
whom eligibility is devised establishing a
service-connected total disability permanent
in nature, whichever is more advantageous
to the eligible person.”

SEc. 208. Section 1723(a) of title 38, United
States Code, s amended to read as follows:

“(a) The Administrator shall not approve
the enrollment of an eligible person in—

“{1) any (A) bartending course, or per-
sonality development course, or (B) any
sales or sales management course which does
not provide specialized training within a
specific vocational field; or

“(2) any type of course which the Ad-
ministrator finds to be avocational or recre-
ational in character unless the eligible per-
son submits justification showing that the
course will be of bona fide use in the pursuit
of his present or contemplated business or
occupation.”

Sec. 209. Section 1732 of title 38, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the
end thereof a new subsection (d) as follows:

“(d) If a program of education is pursued
by an eligible person at an institution lo-
cated in the Republic of the Philippines, the
educational assistance allowance computed
for such person under this section shall be
paid at a rate in Philippine pesos equivalent
to $0.50 for each dollar.”

Sec. 210. Section 1772 of title 38, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the
end thereof a new subsection (c¢) as follows:

“(e) In the case of programs of appren-
ticeship where—

(1) the standards have been approved by
the Secretary of Labor pursuant to section
50a of title 20 as a national apprenticeship
program for operation in more than one
State, and

*“(2) the training establishment is a carrier
directly engaged in Interstate commerce
which provides such training in more than
one State,
the Administrator shall act as a ‘State ap-
proving agency’ as such term is used In sec-
tion 1683(a) (1) of this title and shall be
responsible for the approval of all such pro-
grams."

Sec. 211. Chapter 36 of title 38, United
States Code, is amended as follows:

(a) by deleting section 1781 of subchapter
11 in its entirety and inserting in lieu there-
of the following:
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“§ 1781. Limitations on educational assist-
ance

“No educational allowance or special train-
ing allowance granted under chapter 34 or
35 of this title shall be paid to any eligible
person (1) who is on active duty and is
pursuing a course of education which is
being paid for by the Armed Forces (or by
the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare in the case of the Public Health
Service); or (2) who is attending a course
of education or training pald for under the
Government Employees’ Training Act and
whose full salary is being paid to him while
so training.”; and

(b) by deleting in the table of sections at
the beginning of such chapter the following:
““1781. Nonduplication of henefits.”
and inserting in lleu thereof the following:
*1781. Limitations on educational assist-

ance.”

Bec. 212. (a) Section 504 of the Act of
October 15, 1968, entitled “An Act to amend
the Public Health Service Act so as to ex-
tend and improve the provisions relating to
reglonal medical programs, to extend the
authorization of grants for health of migra-
tory agricultural workers, to provide for spe-
cialized facilities for aleoholics and nar-
cotic addicts, and for other purposes” is
hereby repealed.

(b) SBection 508 of the Act of October 18,
1968, entitled “An Act to amend the Higher
Education Act of 1965, the National De-
fense Education Act of 1958, the Natlonal
Vocational Student Loan Insurance Act of
1965, the Higher Education Facilities Act of
1963, and related Acts" Is hereby repealed.

TITLE III—EFFECTIVE DATE

Sec. 301. The amendments made by this
Act shall become effective on the first day of
the second calendar month which begins
after the date of the enactment of this Act.

Amend the title so as to read as follows:
“To amend chapters 31, 34, and 35 of title 88,
United States Code, in order to increase the
rates of vocational rehabilitation, educa-
tional assistance, and special training allow-
ance paid to eligible veterans and persons
under such chapters; to amend chapters 34,
35, and 36 of such title to make certain im-
provements in the educational programs for
eligible veterans and dependents; and for
other purposes.”

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment to the Sen-
ate amendments be considered as read
and printed in the REcorbp.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
the motion which I have made preserves
the integrity of the House action while
at the same time offering a real basis
for compromise with the Senate on a
reasonable proposal which will do jus-
tice and equity to those involved. I have
proposed a slight increase in the rates
which now amount to more than a 31.8-
percent increase for those taking train-
ing under the so-called GI bill of rights
and approximately 17 percent for those
under the vocational rehabilitation pro-
gram which have their educational costs
paid. I hope that speedy concurrence
can be had in the other body and that
we can send this proposal to the White
House so that the beneficiaries may have
this increase at the earliest possible time.

I include the following comparative
tabulation:




COMPARATIVE PRINT OF H.R. 11959 AS PASSED HOUSE; H.R. 11959 AS PASSED SENATE; HOUSE SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT; AND CURRENT LAW

Provision

House- pa&se{i version

Vocational rehabilitation subsistence rates:

Senate-passed version

House substitute amendment

Present law

Col. 1: Type of training

Col. IV: 2 or
more dep
ents

Col, 11: No

Col. 111z 1
dependents dependent

Col, IV: 2 or
more
dependents

Col. 11: Mo Col. 11z 1
dependents  dependent

Col. I1: No
dependents

Caol. 11121
dependent

Col. IV: 2 or
more
dependents

Col. Hl: No
dependents

Col. HI: 1
dependent

Col. IV: 2 or
more
dependents

Institutional:
Full-time._..........
Three-quarter-time.
Hall-time....

{nstitutional on farm, apprenticeship or
other on-job training: Full-time

$201
150
98

173

$127
92

$160
116
80

138

$i29
160
109

182

$255
189
124

219

§176 $205
130 153
89 100
176

§130
95

$110 $150 $175
80 110 130
55 75 85

95 125 150

Additional amount for dependents in excess

ofd ..

(54.0 million)

S0 .-~ ($12.3 million)

(54.8 million)

$5.

ram:
training. -

Flight training
g Ancillary fﬂgh

Monthly rate of charge agamst enfitiement. .

Loans for pursuit of private pllot’s license ..

Repeal of equivalency alternative. .
Educational assistance allowance rates:

516 ".j"ts'isz'ﬁi.'ilidr'-i
No provision. . _ 4
|dentical to pmwsmn of H.R.6808 ___ (No cost)

Col. | ; Type of program

Col. Col.
1 i
Node- 1de-
pend- pend-
ents ent

Cal.
1V:
2 de-
pend-
ents

Col. V: Mare
than 2
dependents

_ The amount
incol, IV, plus
the following
for each
dependent
inexcessof 2:

Provision made
$190. AT
Provision made.

(Nominal)

($22.3  million)
--- (3109 millmn;
.- (No cost

Nominal)

(SN milliun)

Ne grovisktn.
$130.

No provision,
Alternative presently contained in current law.

Iv:
2 de-
pend-
ents

Col. V: More
than 2
dependents

pend-
ents

Col.
Iv:

2 de-
pend-
ents

Col. V: More
than 2
dependents

Cal. Col.
Ii: 1N

No de- 1 de-
pend-  pend-
ents ent

Col.
1V:

2 de-
pend-
ents

Col. V: More
than 2
dependents

. The amount
in col. 1V, plus
the followin

for eac
~ dependent
in excess of 2:

_ The amount
in col, IV, plus
the followin,

for eac
. dependent
in excess of 2:

The amount
incol. IV, plus
the followin

for eac
~ dependent
in excess of 2:

Institutional :
Full-time
Three- quarler—hme
Hall-time...

Cooperative. .......... et

Active duty; less than hali-time

Correspondence course monthly sntltiemani

charge. ... -
Farm oooperatwe llamlng

Col. 1: Basis

Full-time. ..........
Three-quarter-time. -
Half-time...

Korean conflict type on-farm program

$13
9
7
9

(5140.2 million)

not to exceed full-time rate of $165.
($10.2 million)
($11.1 million)

Tuition cost,
$165

Col Hi:
1 de-
pend-
ent

Col. IV:
2 de-
pend-
ents

Col, V: More
than 2 de-
pendents

The amount

in cal. IV,

plus the
followin
for eac

dependent

in excess

of 2:

§133
96
64

$159
116

(30,2 mllllnn)

3240 §15
184

10
119 o
199 10

60
105

($210.6 million)

Tuition cost, not to exceed full-time rate of $190,
($17.4 million)
L[ IR -($19 million)

Eliminates existing program with savings clause.

Provision made (rates): $153, no dependents;
$182, 1 dependent; $211, 2 dependents; §10
each dependent in excess of 2. (50,9 million)

($151.0 million)

not to exceed full-time rate of $170,

$11.6 million)
$170. ... élz.? million)

Tuition cost,

Tuition cost, not to exceed full-time rate of $130
$130.

Col. V: More
than 2 de-
pendents

: Col. 11k Col. IV:
1de- 2de-
pend-  pend-

ent ents

Col. 1V:
2 de-
pend-
ents

Col. V: More
than 2 de-
pendents

: Col. 1
1 de-
pend-

ent

Tha amount
in col. IV,
plus the
followin,
for eac
dependent
in excess
of 2:

The amount

in col. 1V,

plus the
followin;
for eacl

dependent

in excess

of 2:

§138  §162 $10
99 117 7

4

(0.2 million)

No provision

$145 §7
105 5
70 3
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75
50
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90
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No provision.
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Apprenticeship and other on-the- job training:

Periods of training

IstGmonths.._..___.__.

2d 6 months.

3d 6 months._

Ath and any suoceudmg 6-month permds

War orphans, widows, and wives education rates:
Institutional :

Three- quartar-tima._
Half-time__.____.
Less than half-time. -
Cooperative.......
ISpec:lal restorative training. .

with reduction in entitle-

ment.

No depend-
ents 1 dependent

2 or more
dependents

No depend-
ents 1 dependent

2 or more
dependents

No depen 2 or more

ants 1 dependent dependents

No depend

2 or more
ents 1 dependent

dependents

$102 $114 §127
16 89 102

76
31

5146
116
87
58

$129
103
18
52

($11.9 million)

1
Reduced 1 day for each $5.30 on tuition amount
over $50 per month ($15.7 million)

($19.9 million)

Reduced 1 day for each $6.20 on tuition amount
over $59 per month_________.(326.8 million)

($13.0 million)

o S e A S
‘slluition cost, notto exceed full-time rate of $170.

$17
Redu:ed 1day for each $5.60 on tuition amount
over $54 per month ($17.9 million)

N 0 Ef ovision,

5130
Reduced 1 day for each $4.25 on tuition amount
over $41 per month,

Permits dual educati

I-vocationalobjecti

L) ] e T

Provision made (Nominal)

Provision made (Nominal)

No provision,

Elementary level education
Special assistance for t!r.‘lut:allcmsulyr disadvantaged
veterans......

No provision

No provision.

Provision made (Nominal)

Provision made ($15 million)

Provision made (Nominal)

No provision

No provision.
More limited program (38 U.S.C. 1678).

Predischarge education program. _.

No provision

Provision made ($22 million)

Mg PO e e e

No provision.

Veterans outreach services program

LD T N e o R i e e~

Provision made.____...__.___. ($20.5 million)

No provision

Limited program under aulhuritv of sec. 231 and
3311 of title 38, U

Full-time academic high school course defined. _.

Provision made

Provision made....................(Nominal)

Provision made. ... .- oocoooooo. (Nominal)

Measured on clock-hour basis (38 U.S.C. 1684).

Measurement of full-time clllege unds(gfsduale
course under chs. 34 and 35. .

No provision.. ............

Liberalizes 14-hour requirement._($0.9 million)

No provision__._

Requires 14-hour minimum.

Notwithstanding Clause—Non-credit tlelnclem:jI
course counted toward full-time pursuit_ _

Earlier initial paymenl for below college training.
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Pro\ru on made in H.R. 6808. _ | .(Nu;nﬂ'n‘a_l}

Liberalization of periods of eligibility for children
under ¢ch. 35 and certain widows and wives.__

Provision made in H.R. 6808. . (Nominal)

Provision made........_...........(Nominal)

Provision made....-.....ceouue--.(Nominal)

No provision,

Provision made___. < ae=n-{Nominal)

Provision made (Nominal)

No provision.

Provision made (Nominal)

Provision made (Nominal)

No provision.

Notification of eligibility of children under ch 35.

Mo provision. _ ..

Provision made_ _______. -----.(No cost)

No provision. - . ceeernaaas

No provision.

Approval of interstate transportation apprentice-
shio programs

Provision made in H.R. 6808. .__._ (Nominal)

Provision made..............._.....(Nominal)

Provision made (Nominal)

No provision.

Modification on nonduplication of Federal benefits

I

Provision made in H.R. 6808 (5.5 million)

Provision made_____. -($1.5 million)

Provision made. ___ ----($1.5 million)

More stringent requirements (38 U.S.C. 1781),

Avocational-Recreational Curb:!
Applicable to veterans_ . .._....._ ...
Applicable to dependents

Provided only in H.R, 6808..

Provided only in H.R. 6808__________(No cost)

No provision
No provision

Provisionmade. . .. . ..........

Provision made ~ (Nocost)

Provides certain limitations.
Provides certain limitations.

Apprenticeship limitation t

Provided only in H.R. 6808_.. (Nocost)

No provision

Provision made (No cost)

More liberal provision.

Philippine Education Payment: t
Applicable to veterans.
Applicable to dependents

Provided only in H.R. 6808
Provided 0nly in H R. 6808
eeieeeeo- (Savings* $1.35 million)

No provision
No provision. _ ...

Provision made 5 ;
Provision made. . . ... .(Savings: $1.35 million)

More liberal provision.
More liberal provision.

Monduplication Law Rapaals 1
Public Health Service__
Higher Education Act
Effective dates:
R e

Notification of children's eligibility. ... ____
All other provisions

Farm cooperative: Savings clause
Total first Year Cost

Provided only in H.R. 6808

Provided only in H.R. 6808 __(No cost)

No provision.._.._....._.
No provision...........

Provision made. ... -...coeniacnas

Provision made. “(No cost)

Not applicable.
Not applicable.

1st day of 2d calendar month beginning after
date of enactment.

Not applicable.

1st day of 2d calendar month beginning after
date of enactment.

Not applicable

Sept. 1,1969.......

July 1, 1970

1st day of 2d calendar “month beginning after
date of enactment.

Provision made. . .. ... iocaaae

.___._..(3400 II'II"II]I'I)

1st day of 2d calendar month beginning after
date of enactment.

No provision... ...

15t day of 2d calendar month beginning after
date of enactment.

Mo provision................-

o mmonliliIlI($22625 million)

Notapplicable.

Do.
Do.

Do,

._Ko!e {i; H.R. 6808 was passed by the House of_ﬁep_re_s;ﬁlgtwes May 19, 1969.

(2) The costs of all itmes through the War orphans, widows and wives education rates column are costed on a first-year
bas:s and therefore are not identical with those shown for fiscal year 1970 on page 69 of Senate Report No. 91-487,
Al items helow that category are for fiscal year 1970 and reflect an eflective date of January 1, 1970.

! These provisions were contained only in H.R. 6808 as passed by the House and were not included in either the House or
Senate passed version of H.R. 11959. The savings which would result from inclusion of the Philippine “‘peso rate" formula
are not reflected in the total first-year cost figures on H.R. 11959, except in the House substitute amendment.
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Mr. Speaker, as chairman of the
House Veterans' Affairs Committee, I
have tried to cooperate with the admin-
istration on veterans matters. I fully
understand the President’s desire to bal-
ance the budget and I, too, recognize that
the taxpayers cannot make an unlimited
commitment to veterans programs. I
think my record of responsibility in this
field is sufficient evidence to establish
my own concern. I have tried to under-
stand the administration’s position that
the Senate approved 46 percent increase
in educational benefits for returning
Vietnam veterans was more than the ad-
ministration wanted, and I understand
the Senate has been advised of the pos-
sibility of a Presidential veto. It is in an
effort to cooperate and avoid a veto that
has led me to insist on the House rates
with only a small increase, and send this
bill back to the Senate.

I should add that the Senate approval
of 46 percent is completely understand-
able if one is to accept the President’s
own words that the Nation must do more
to encourage Vietnam veterans in the
educational field. Nevertheless, the later
plea for restraint was heard, and we are
attempting to cooperate with the admin-
istration request. I hope the Senate will
accept the House bill and the President
will sign it.

This acquiesence to the President's re-
quest on educational benefits was done
in the spirit of cooperation. However,
there is absolutely no basis on which I
can go along with the administration ac-
tions, which if allowed to stand, will
wreck the VA hospital program. The ad-
ministration policies are undermining
the veterans medical program to the
point of dangerous dilution in quality.
The administration has canceled or de-
layed needed construction. It has denied
needed air conditioning. It has refused
funds to staff and operate lifesaving
modern equipment already purchased
and installed that stands idle while sick
and dying veterans are denied the inno-
vative care these facilities can provide.

The Veterans' Administration hospital
system has long been considered among
the best of Government-operated medi-
cal facilities, and this Nation has prided
itself in its service to those who have
borne the burden of battle. A bipartisan
attitude has long prevailed in Congress
in the funding of an adequate medical
program for America’s veterans, and in
providing for the educational and hous-
ing needs of returning servicemen. We in
Congress, of both parties, have always
acted in the belief that the finest medical
care should be made available to those
who served their country in uniform, and
especially to those who returned home
suffering wounds and service-connected
disabilities. The construction program
whiech is being curtailed by the Nixon ad-
ministration was devised by the Eisen-
hower administration in cooperation
with the Congress.

The present administration has broken
that tradition of support for an adequate
medical program for our veterans. The
actions by the Nixon administration, in-
cluding the failure of the White House
to even respond to urgent pleas to inform
the President of the seriousness of the
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situation, leads me to the irrefutable
conclusion that the administration is
willing to reduce medical care in VA hos-
pitals to a second class status and to
ignore the medical and other pressing
needs of returning Vietnam veterans. We
are told this is a part of the war on infla-
tion. I take the position that the Vietnam
veteran has contributed enough when he
fights the shooting war and that he
should not be expected to fight the in-
flation war too, at the expense of his
health.

I have sought, through the usual
channels and through a personal call to
the White House, to bring to the at-
tention of the President the deteriora-
tion and serious crisis of the VA mediecal
care program. An earlier effort—a letter
to the President of November 18—re-
ceived a perfunctory acknowledgement,
and my latest and most persistent plea,
a personal telephone call to the White
House requesting a meeting with the
President to discuss the problem, has not
been acknowledged.

I have waited for a week since the re-
quest for a meeting was made. That is
sufficient time.

Under present budgetary and person-
nel ceiling policies of the Nixon admini-
stration, the entire VA hospital system
faces a very grave crisis. This Congress,
recognizing the need, repealed the per-
sonnel ceiling, but the administration
reimposed it administratively. We are
told now that the Bureau of the Budget
has approved some additional positions
for the VA, but many of these had to be
allocated to the offices that administer
other benefits. There is also the ques-
tion as to whether extra funds to sup-
port these positions are being allotted.

The modest increase in appropriations
for the Veterans’ Administration this
year was mostly eaten up by pay raises
for personnel, and sufficient funds are
not being made available for increased
costs and increased medical needs com-
bined with the greater demand for these
services by the returning Vietnam serv-
icemen.

The present staff-patient ratio
throughout the VA hospital system is
only 1.5 staff to each patient in general
medical hospitals and less than one per
patient in psychiatric hospitals. This
compares unfavorably with the national
staff ratio of 2.72 staff for each patient
in general medical communities, State
and local government hospitals, and
three staff per patient in university and
teaching hospitals.

The fiscal 1970 budget submitted by
the outgoing administration provided for
4,000 additional medical personnel. Even
this number would not have been suffi-
cient to bring the staff-patient ratio to
a desirable level, but it would have per-
mitted staffing of the modern equipment
in various intensive care units. The Nixon
administration cut this request, reduced
the budget, and now many of these in-
novative treatment facilities remain idle,
even though Congress restored most of
the funds.

The restrictions of the administration
have caused some hospital wards and
beds to be closed. The Nixon adminis-
tration veteran policies have brought a
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curtailment in some hospitals of nursing
care programs, a reduction in outpatient
drug programs, deferral of medical
equipment purchases, deferral of main-
tenance, reduction in food allowances,
decreases in research and—worst of
all—lack of sufficient personnel to
properly staff hospitals and treat our
veterans.

Certainly these administration actions
are inconsistent with their words. The
administration spokesmen say the Nation
faces a medical crisis, and point to the
extreme shortage of trained medical per-
sonnel. The VA hospital system is the
world's largest training system for just
those personnel, and the original budget
included funds for the expansion of the
VA education program in the medical
field. Mr. Nixon cut these out. Congress
has restored them, and it remains to be
seen whether the administration will
permit their use. And, if the adminis-
tration is really serious about training
other medical personnel, the VA system
can provide the most economical avenue
to do just that, and train them ade-
quately.

I do not intend to sit idly by and al-
low the shortsighted attitude of the ad-
ministration to destroy a medical pro-
gram that is not only needed, but ab-
solutely necessary, to give adequate care
to veterans.

We cannot in good conscience permit
the medical care of our veterans to de-
teriorate into a second-class operation,
and unless the direction is reversed, it
is about to do just that under the Nixon
administration.

My committee is in the process of ac-
cumulating the details of the effects of
fund reductions on the various hospitals
and I expect to make this information
available to Members of the House. A
Senate committee is holding hearings
now and receiving testimony that under-
scores the concern I have expressed here.
I dislike resorting to reciting detailed
cases involving individuals who may not
have received the best treatment as a
way of demonstrating the conditions that
exist, but I certainly wil: do so if it be-
comes necessary.

There is not the slightest doubt in
my mind that the American public ex-
pects its injured servicemen to receive
the very best quality medical care and
I think the American taxpayer will bear
this burden with the same dignity that
our soldiers bear the battle, and I serve
notice here and now that I intend to
exert every effort to bring these facts
before President Nixon and his admin-
istration, and continue to insist that
these obligations be met.

The correspondence referred to fol-
lows:

NoveMBER 18, 1989.
The PRESIDENT,
The White House
Washington, D.C.

Dear MRr. PRESIDENT: On Veterans Day I
visited the Washington Veterans Administra-
tion Hospital and was pleased to learn that
you and Mrs, Nixon had toured some of the
wards and greeted many of the patients
earlier in the cls.y. I am sure this was a thrill-
ing experience for these patients to have an
opportunity to meet their President and
America’s First Lady.

I am certain, Mr. President, that you were
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as impressed as I with this most modern med-
ical facility. The physical plant, which has
been immaculately maintained since it was
dedicated over four and a half years ago,
ranks with the best of our nation’s medical
facilities. The competence and dedication of
the hospital staff is likewlse outstanding.

However, Mr. President, under present
budgetary and personnel ceiling policies, the
Washington VA hospital, like almost every
other of the 1656 in the VA system is facing
a grave crisis. This may not be apparent from
a brief Veterans Day visit; but the Veterans
Administration is being compelled to at-
tempt to operate a first-class medical care
program for America’s sick and disabled vet-
erans on a second-class budget and with
inadequate and arbitrary personnel limita-
tions.

For example, the Washington VA hospital,
which we both visited last Tuesday, is oper-
ating with about half the hospital staff of
comparable private sector hospitals. Consider
these comparisons—

The Washington VA hospital has a staff
of 1.48 to each patient.

The current ratio throughout the VA hos-
pital system approximates 1.5 staff to each
patient for general medical hospitals and 0.93
for psychiatric hospitals.

Several hundred yards away from the
Washington VA hospital is a comparable
District of Columbia community medical
facility with a staff of 3.3 to each patient.

The national staffing ratio average in
general medical community and state and
local government hospitals is 2.72.

Recently this Committee conducted a com-
prehensive survey on all VA hospitals. The
survey on the Washington VA hospital re-
vealed that at a minimum it was over two
hundred personnel short. Translating this
into the needs of one hospital, if it is to be
staffed at a minimal acceptable ratio of 2.0
staff to each patient, the Washington VA
hospital needs 14 more physicians, 94 more
nurses and nursing attendants, 16 more lab
and pharmacy personnel, 64 more medical
administrative and supply personnel, 3 more
social workers, 2 more inhalation therapists,
and 10 more maintenance personnel.

This means, Mr. President, that the Vet-
erans Administration, which operates the
largest single hospital system in the world,
is being forced to operate with about half
the personnel-patient ratio of the other mod-
ern hospital systems elsewhere in our nation,
To compound this problem, there have been
large increases in VA hospital workload fac-
tors between fiscal year 1968 and fiscal year
1969 as follows:

A Change from
Fisca! fiscal {cal
968

year 1969

Fiscal

Workload items year 1968

689, 459
800, 012
6,947,074

960, 231

Admissions
Patients treated .
Outpatient visits
Dental examinations
and treatments
Patients receiving
new prosthetic
appliances 363, 365 391, 645 +4-28, 280
Clinica! laboratory
work units.__.__.__ 78,538,657 85,017,251 6,478,594
Prescriptions filled.._ . 10,530,716 11,782,365 -1-1,251,649

+18,859
+12, 141
+383, 287

+39, 450

Despite these soaring workloads, Mr. Presi-
dent, when the revised budget was submitted
to the Congress in April, it contained a rec-
ommendation that over 4,000 medical per-
sonnel be cut from the budget recommended
in January. In addition to modest increases
to relieve other personnel shortages, the
January budget included staffing for over
twenty million dollars of already constructed
life-preserving and life-prolonging heart,
kidney, blind, and other sorely needed in-
tensive care units which were not performing
their life-saving missions because of inade-
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quate staffing. A list of these facilities is
attached.

Mr. President, both the House and Senate
have rejected most of the unwise budget cuts
which the Bureau of the Budget recom-
mended in the April revised budget. Funds
have been voted by the Congress for FY 1970
to take a modest step forward to increase
medical personnel in VA hospitals; to main-
taln a modest level of construction and mod-
ernization for VA hospital facilities; and to
increase VA medical education and research
which is so urgently needed to help solve
America’s health manpower crisis. I fervently
hope that your Administration will use all
the FY 1970 funds appropriated by the Con-
gress for the Veterans Administration. Other-
wise, the VA medical program will fall hope-
lessly behind in its capability to deliver first-
class medical care to America’s veterans.

A survey of all VA hospitals conducted by
this Committee in June 1869 revealed that
in order to bring the 166 hospitals up to a
minimal acceptable stafing ratio of 2.0 to
each patient for general medical hospitals
and 1.0 for psychiatric hospitals, over 28,000
additional hospital personnel were needed.
Under present pay scales, this would cost ap-
proximately $240 million. I am aware that
this cannot be realistically accomplished in
one fiscal year—but we must move ahead—
and I therefore urge your Administration, in
planning its 1971 VA budget, to urgently
consider the very grave funding and person-
nel deficiencies which now exist in the Vet-
erans Administration.

I particularly hope that special attention
will be given to adequately funding the med-
ical education program in the Veterans Ad-
ministration. In my opinion the VA has a
vast reservoir of resources to help solve the
“massive health crisis” which was the subject
of your July 10, 1969 press conference. I had
written Secretary Finch about this serious
medical manpower problem on February 3,
1969; however, to my knowledge little if any-
thing has been done to even plan for the
full utilization of these VA resources despite
promises from Secretary Finch that the De-
partment of Health, Education and Welfare
and the Veterans Administration would con-
fer on this vital matter. By June 5, 1969, t0
my knowledge, no conference had been held,
so I sent a wire to Secretary Finch reminding
him of this Committee’s interest in this prob-
lem in which he had expressed so much
concern.

When Dr. Egeberg was appointed Assist-
ant Secretary for Health and Scientific Af-
fairs in July, by telegram and letter I called
his attention to the lack of action by the
Department of Health, Education and Wel-
fare on my suggestion. In responding to my
communications on July 18th, Dr. Egeberg
explained that he would not return to Wash-
ington until the end of August but he stated:
“When I return I shall be in immediate
touch with you and with Mr. Johnson, the
Administrator of Veterans Affairs, so that we
can look Into definitive ways to pursue the
objectives you propose and which the Secre-
tary (Finch) and I share. I reiterate my com-
plete agreement with your view that some-
thing must be done and done quickly about
health manpower, and I look forward to talk-
ing with you as soon as possible.

As of today, Mr. President, there has been
no further contact with me or any member
of my staff by anyone in the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare or the Vet-
erans Administration concerning this urgent
matter which I consider most vital to our
nation’s future health needs. I cannot begin
to tell you just how frustrating and disap-
pointing, this inaction is to me and my col-
leagues on this Committee who have been
responsible for expanding medical education
in the Veterans Administration medical pro-
gram. In 1968 alone, this VA program trained
over 10,000 medical students and thousands
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of other para-medical personnel. With a little

ingenuity and proper funding, this program

could do so much more to solve the health
needs of America’s veterans and all mankind.

Mr. President, I have written to you per-
sonally because I believe you should be aware
of these urgent problems. I respectfully urge
you to instruct those in your Administration
who are responsible for recommending fund-
ing and personnel ceiling policies for our
veterans program to give & much higher pri-
ority to the programs of the Veterans Admin-
istration in the future. With the added de-
mands of the Vietnam war, if these matters
are not given immediate attention, I feel that
the quality of our veterans program will rap-
idly deteriorate to a completely unaccept-
able level.

Sincerely,
OLIN E. TEAGUE,
Chairman.
THE WHITE HoUSE,
Washington, November 20, 1969.

Hon. OLIN E, TEAGUE,

Chairman, Committee on Veterans' Affairs,
House of Representatives, Washington,
D.C.

DEAR MR, CHAIRMAN: I want to acknowledge
receipt of your letter of November 18 to the
President detailing the Committee sur-
vey on the status of Veterans Administration
facilities.

You may be assured that your letter and
its careful analysis of this matter will be
called to the President's prompt attention
and we will be in further contact with you
shortly.

With cordial regard.

Sincerely,
WiLLiam E. TIMMONS,
Deputy Assistant to the President.
THE WHITE HOoUSE,
Washington, November 24, 1969.

Hon. OLIN E. TEAGUE,

Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs,
}Dfoc‘!'zse of Representatives, Washington,

Dear Me. CHAIRMAN: This is in further re-
sponse to your November 18 letter to the
President and to assure you that the infor-
mation you forwarded will be of assistance
as work progresses on preparation of the
Fiscal Year 1971 budget.

I have also been asked to let you know that
both Dr. H. Martin Engle and Dr. Roger O.
Egeberg will be in touch with you to dis-
cuss further the man-power training pro-
gram in which you and your Committee are
vitally interested.

‘With cordial regard.

Sincerely,
WiLLiam E. TIMMONS,
Deputy Assistant to the President.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr.
Speaker, I am happy to see progress here
today moving H.R. 11959 toward final
enactment. This bill originated in the
Education and Training Subcommittee.
I am honored to serve as chairman of
that subcommittee and wish to express
appreciation to my colleagues who are
members: Hon. THADDEUs J. DuLskr,
Hon. WALTER S. BariNg, Hon. W. J.
Bryan DorN, Hon. HENRY HELSTOSKI,
Hon. Roman C. Pucinskr, Hon, DonN Ep-
WwARDS, Hon. Epwarp R. RoysaL, Hon.
SHIRLEY CHISHOLM, Hon. SEymMoUur HAL-
PERN, Hon. JoHN J, DuncaN, Hon., WiL-
LiaM H. AvReEs, Hon. WiLrLiam Lroy¥p
Scorr, Hon. Joun M. ZwacH, and Hon.
ROBERT V. DENNEY.

This bill, HR. 11959, combines most
of the provisions of another bill which
our subcommittee reported earlier in the
year—H.R. 6808. The Senate merged the
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two bills, and there are no basic dis-
agreements between the House and Sen-
ate on the major provisions of H.R. 6808.
This is the bill that will eliminate the
bar against duplicate education pay-
ments; that is, it will permit a veteran to
receive his educational training allow-
ance and at the same time receive the
benefits of other Federal scholarship
payments for which he may qualify.

Another provision of HR. 6808 com-
bined into this bill would redefine the
amount of training required for veterans
pursuing an accelerated high school
course. We have all been greatly con-
cerned about the large number of veter-
ans who have not completed high school
and who are not taking advantage of
this bill to complete their high school
education.

Last year we passed a law which
provides that high school training will
not be charged against a veteran's en-
titlement. In other words, he may receive
benefits but not use up his entitlement.
This bill extends this provision to veter-
ans in elementary level education.

With this provision already in law, the
provision of this bill which redefines full-
time and part-time loads for high school
training is of great importance. Under
the present requirement of law, a vet-
eran must attend accelerated high school
classes 1214 hours a week to qualify for a
full-time allowance. This is excessive
since most of these individuals must work
full time to support themselves and their
families.

Under the provisions of this bill, high
school training will be defined on a basis
of credits or units similar to the method
used for regular high school students.
Therefore, two units would be consid-
ered as half-time training and on the
accelerated basis the veteran would be
required to attend only 6 to 8 hours a
week and would receive a half-time al-
lowance which under this bill would be
$85 for a single man and $100 for a mar-
ried man. This changed provision will
create financial support and, I believe,
will make possible the finishing of high
school by a great many veterans.

The amendments which we have ap-
proved here today will raise education
and training allowances about 31 per-
cent. The allowance for a full-time single
veteran will be $170 a month and for a
married veteran $200 a month. Compa-
rable allowances would be paid for part-
time training.

The Senate passed a greater percent-
age increase, more in line with my own
position that I would like to see veterans
receive as generous allowances as we can
provide. At the same time, I share the
concern of the chairman growing out of
the President’s implied veto threat. We
are in a dilemma. We want the highest
rate possible for veterans but we do not
want a vetoed bill.

The Senate added several other pro-
visions which are of great interest to me.
These are the outreach programs, the
predischarge program for servicemen,
and the program of assistance to educa-
tionally disadvantaged. If these propos-
als are not included in the final version
adopted by Congress, I am anxious for
my subcommittee to study them inten-
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sively. As a cosponsor of HR. 11959, I
am happy to see progress in the House.
I hope that differences with the Senate
may be reconciled soon and that in-
creased assistance can be signed into
law.

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

The motion was agreed to.

The Senate amendments, as amended,
were concurred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

COAST GUARD RESERVE

Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the bill (H.R. 13716) to
improve and clarify certain laws affect-
ing the Coast Guard Reserve.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mary-
land?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 13716

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That title 14,
United States Code, Is amended as follows:

(1) BSubsection (b) of section 762 is
amended by striking out the words ", but not
above the grade of captain®”.

(2) Section 770 is amended by striking out
the figure “795” in both of the places it ap-
pears and inserting in lieu thereof, the figure
“798"; by redesignating clause “(9)" as
"(10)"; and by adding a new clause “(9)" as
follows:

“(9) the ‘active duty promotion list’ is as
defined in section 4la of this title.”

(3) Section 772 is amended by inserting
before the period in the second sentence of
subsection (b) the phrase "or because an
excess results directly from the operation of
mandatory provisions of this or other laws".
: (4) Section 774 is amended to read as fol-
OWS:

“A Reserve officer must be in an active
status to be eligible for consideration for
promotion and to be promoted under this
subchapter. Officers retained in an active
status and excluded from promotion by the
provisions of section 787 of this title are not
eligible for consideration for promotion.”

(5) Section 775 is amended by adding a
new subsection (f) to read as follows:

“(f) Whenever a selection board is con-
vened to consider officers of the Women’s Re-
serve not serving on active duty, member-
ship of the board shall include, when reason-
ably available, not less than two members of
the Women's Reserve not serving on active
duty."”

(6) Section T80 is amended—

(A) by amending subsections (¢) and (d)
to read as follows:

“(c) Each selection board, from among
those officers whose names are submitted to
it as determined by section 783 of this title,
shall recommend for promotion to the next
high grade:

“(1) those male officers serving in the grade
of lieutenant (junior grade) or above whom
it considers to be best qualified;

*{2) those male officers serving in the grade
gt ensign whom it considers to be fully quali-

ed;

“(3) those officers of the Women's Reserve
serving in the grade of lieutenant or below
whom it considers to be fully qualified; and

*(6) those officers of the Women's Reserve
serving in the grade of lteutenant commander
or above whom it considers to be best quali-
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fied. The recommendation of a selection board
shall be based on comparative fitness for the
duties to which officers of the Women's Re-
serve are normally assigned.

“(d) Before convening a board to recom-
mend officers for promotion to any grade
above lieutenant (junior grade), the Secre-
tary shall determine the total number of of-
ficers to be selected for promotion to that
grade. Unless the Secretary takes action pur-
suant to the provisions of subsection (¢) of
section 772 of this subchapter, this number
shall be equal to the number of vacancies
existing in the grade, plus the number of
vacancies estimated for the next twelve
months, less the number of officers on the
promotion list for that grade.”

(B) by adding a new subsection (i) to read
as follows:

“{1) Vacancies in all grades shall be filled
by the combined total of those officers, male
and female, who have been selected for pro-
motion. Selection opportunity for officers of
the Women's Reserve to grades above lieu-
tenant commander shall be equivalent to
that prescribed for male officers of the same
grades. Officers of the Women's Reserve being
considered for promotion to the grades of
lieutenant commander or below shall be con-
sidered and selected in their order of prece-
dence up to the number designated to be
selected.”

(7) Section 781 is amended to read as
follows:

“Officers of the Reserve shall have rank and
take precedence in their respective grades
among themselves and with officers of the
same grade on the active duty promotion list
and the permanent commissioned teaching
stafl in accordance with the dates of rank
as stated in their commissions. When Reserve
officers and officers on the active duty pro-
motion list or the permanent commissioned
teaching staff have the same date of rank in
a grade, such officer shall take precedence
as determined by the Secretary.

(8) Section 782 {s amended—

(A) by amending subsection (a) to read
as follows:

“(a) Each officer of the Reserve in an
active status not on the active duty pro-
motion list shall be assigned a running mate
who shall be the officer of the same grade on
the active duty promotion list who is next
senior to him in precedence as determined
in the manner prescribed in section 781 of
this title. Officers who are extra numbers,
who have twice failed of selection, or who
have not been recommended for continua-
tion under section 289 of this title shall not
be assigned as running mates under this
sectlon.”;

(B) by amending clause (1) of subsection
(b) to read as follows:

“{1) If & running mate is promoted from
below the promotion zone, 1s removed from
the active duty promotion list, suffers loss
of numbers, or fails to qualify for promo-
tion, the new running mate shall be the of-
ficer of the same grade on the actlve duty
promotion list who was next senior to the
old running mate or If there be no such
officer then the most senior officer in that
grade on the active duty promotion list. If
the old running mate was on a list of se-
lectees for promotion, the new running mate
shall be on a list of selectees.'"”;

(C) by amending clause (2) of subsection
(b) by striking the words “of the regular
Coast Guard, exclusive of extra numbers,”
and inserting in lleu thereof the words “on
the active duty promotion list.';

(D) by amending clause (3) of subsection
(b) to read as follows:

“(3) If an officer of the Reserve is con-
sidered for promotion at approximately the
same time as his running mate and fails of
selection, fails to qualify for promotion
after selection, or declines an appointment
after having been selected for promotion and
his running mate is promoted, the new run-
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ning mate shall be the next senlor officer
remaining in the same grade on the active
duty promotion list whose name Is not on
a list of selectees and who Is eliglble for
consideration for promotion.”;

(E) by amending clause (4) of subzection
(b) to read as follows:

“(4) If an officer of the Reserve was not
considered for promotion at approximately
the same time as his running mate, and
the Reserve officer subsequently is consid-
ered and falls of selection or fails to qualify
for promotion, such failure shall be deemed
to have occurred at the same time as his
running mate was considered. His new run-
ning mate shall be the next senior officer
remaining in the same grade on the active
duty promotion list whose name was not on a
list of selectees at the time the original
running mate was selected.”;

(F) by adding a clause (5) to subsection
(b) to read as follows:

“(5) In any situation not expressely cov-
ered by this subsection or where the assign-
ment of a running mate would result in
an inequitable change in precedence, the
Secretary may assign an appropriate running
mate to effect the intent of this section
that no unjust benefit or detriment will re-
sult to any officer from the operation of this
section.";

(G) by adding a clause (6) to subsectlon
(b) to read as follows:

“(8) A Reserve officer on the active duty
promotion list shall become the running
mate of all the inactive duty Reserve offi-
cers who are junior to him and had a run-
ning mate in common with him at the time
of his being placed on the active duty pro-
motion list."”; and

(H) by adding a subsection (c) to read
as follows:

“(¢) The Secretary is authorized to ad-
just, as necessary, the dates of rank of Re-
serve officers not on active duty so that
the dates will correspond with those of the
running mates assigned to them in accord-
ance with the provisions of this section.
However, the dates of rank of those Reserve
officers whose names are on a list of selectees
for promotion to the next higher grade at
the time of enactment of this subsection,
shall not be adjusted until such time as the
officers have been promoted. If overpay-
ments of pay and allowances will have re-
sulted from the adjustment of dates of rank,
such overpayments shall not be subject to
recoupment.”

(9) Section 784 is amended by designating
the existing section as subsection (a) and
by adding a new subsectlon (b) as follows:

“(b) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, a Reserve rear admiral shall become
entitled to the pay and allowances of the
upper half for duty performed from the
date his running mate becomes so entitled.”

(10) Section T87 is amended—

(A) by striking out the first sentence in
subsection (a) and Inserting in lieu thereof
the sentence “Officers of the Women's Re-
serve in the grades of lieutenant (junior
grade) and lleutenant falllng of selection
for promotion to the next higher grade, and
all other Reserve officers after falling of se-
lection for promotion to the next higher
grade for a second time, may be retained in
or eliminated from an active status in the
discretion of the Secretary.”;

(B) by striking out the word “Other” in
the second sentence and inserting in lieu
thereof the worc. ““Those’;

(C) by striking out the words hetween
“officers” and "shall” In the second sentence
and inserting in lieu thereof the words “who
are not retalned in an actlve status"; and

(D) by striking the column heading “Total
commissioned service years” and inserting
in lieu thereof the heading “Total years of
commissioned service".

(11) Section 790 is amended—

CXV——2507—Part 20

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

(A) by deleting the words “or her' after
the word "his"";

(B) by deleting the words “in the Regular
Coast Guard" after the word "mate";

(C) by deleting the word “Regular” before
the words “running mate"” in the two places
they appear; and

(D) by deleting the words “in the Regu-
lar service” after the word “mate” in sub-
section (a).

(12) Section T91 is amended to read as
follows:

“(a) While serving on active duty other
than active duty for training, or other than
for duty on a board, a Reserve officer shall
not be eligible for consideration for promo-
tion or for promotion under the provisions
of this subchapter. Such an officer shall be
considered for promotion and promoted pur-
suant to appropriate provisions contained
elsewhere In this title. If so promoted, such
an officer shall be considered as having been
promoted under this subchapter and shall
be considered as an extra number in the
grade to which promoted for the purpose of
grade distribution prescribed in this sub-
chapter and shall not be counted in such
distribution until he is released from active
duty.

“(b) Notwithstanding provisions of sub-
section (a) of this section a Reserve officer
who, at the time he reports for active duty
has been recommended for promotion to the
next higher grade under the provisions of
this subchapter, shall be promoted to such
grade subject to the same conditions as
though selected under provisions of law ap-
plicable to a Reserve officer serving on active
duty.

“(g) A Reserve officer who, at the time he
is released from active duty, has been recom-
mended for promotion to the next higher
grade under provisions of law applicable to
a Reserve officer serving on actlve duty, shall
be promoted to such grade subject to the
same conditions as though selected under
provisions of this subchapter.

“(d) A failure of selection for promotion
to the next higher grade shall be counted
for all purposes regardless of whether it oc-
curred under the provisions of this sub-
chapter or under other provisions of law.”

(13) The following new sections are added:

¢ 796. Failure of selection for promotion

“(a) A Reserve officer, other than an of-
ficer serving in the grade of captain, who is,
or is senlor to, the junior officer in the
promotion zone established for his grade,
fails of selection if he is not selected for
promotion by the selection board which con-
sidered him, or if having been recommended
for promotion by the board, his name is
thereafter removed from the report of the
board by the President.

“(b) An officer shall not be considered to
have falled of selection if he was not con-
sidered by a selection board because of ad-
ministrative error. If he is selected by the
next succeeding selection board after the
error is discovered and is promoted, he shall
be given the date of rank and precedence
that he would have held if he had been rec-
ommended for promotion by the selection
board which would have considered him
but for the error.

“(e) Those officers of the Women's Re-
serve in the grades of lieutenant and lieu-
tenant (junior grade) who are junior to the
last officer selected by a board pursuant to
subsection (i) of section T80 of this title
shall not be considered to have failed of
selection, and the names of such officers
shall be submitted to the next ensuing selec-
tion board.

““§ 797. Promotion; acceptance; oath of office

“(a) An officer who has been appolnted
under the provisions of this subchapter is
considered to have accepted such appoint-
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ment unless delivery of the appointment
cannot be effected.

“{b) An officer who has served continu-
ously since he subscribed to the oath of of-
fice prescribed in section 3331 of title 5.
United States Code, is not required to take
a new oath upon his appointment in a
higher grade.

"“§ 798. Rear admiral;
grade

“A Reserve rear admiral, unless retained
in or removed from an active status under
other provisions of law, shall be removed
from an active status on the date he com-
pletes five years of service in the permanent
grade of rear admiral.”

SEc. 2. (a) Reserve officers in each grade
who have been recommended as qualified for
promotion under laws and regulations in
effect the day before the effectlve date of
this Act but not promoted to the grade for
which they were recommended shall be
placed on a list in the order of their prec-
edence, an they shall be promotled as if they
had been selected for promotion in the ap-
proved report of a selection board convened
under the provisions of title 14, United
States Code, as amended by this Act.

(b) Reserve officers who have failed of
selection for promotion to the next higher
grade under laws and regulations In effect
the day before the effective date of this Act
shall be deemed to have failed of selection
for promotion to the next higher grade un-
der the provisions of title 14, United States
Code, as amended by this Act.

(¢) The enactment of this Act does not
terminate the appointment of any officer.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

On page 4, following line 19, insert the
following:

“Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, Reserve officers shall not lose precedence
when transferred from the Reserve promo-
tion list to the actice duty promotion list or
vice versa nor shall their dates of rank be
changed due to such transfers.

“Reserve officers, when on the active duty
promotion list, shall be promoted in the
same manner as are other officers on the ac-
tive duty promotion lst regardless of the
length of their active duty service."”

The committee amendment was agreed

maximum service In

to.

Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, some 5
years ago, the committee reported and
the House enacted a bill to transform the
promotion practices of Coast Guard Reg-
ulars to conform to that of the other
armed services by substituting a best
qualified for a fully qualified system. The
same problems that justified such a move
with respect to the Regulars now exists
with respect to Reserves and that is a
bulge arising out of the many commis-
sions granted during World War II years.

The present system among the Re-
serves reduces the opportunity for pro-
motion and has a bad effect on the qual-
ity of officer material available from that
source.

This bill would provide a system identi-
cal with that of the other armed services
and identical to that utilized for the
Coast Guard Regulars which has proven
so effective during the past 5 years.

I strongly urge its enactment.

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

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

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

A call of the House was ordered.

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

[Roll No. 337]
Fulton, Tenn.
Fugua
Giaimo
Goldwater
Green, Pa.
Gubser
Hall
Hanna
Hébert
Kirwan
Kluczynski
Lipscomb

Abbitt
Andrews, Ala.
Ashley
Baring
Barrett
Bolling
Cahill

Celler
Chisholm
Clay

Podell
Powell
Purcell
Reifel
Rivers
Rooney, Pa.
8t. Onge
Scheuer

Sisk
Skubitz
Taft
Tunney
Van Deerlin
Whalley
Wiggins

Ford, Gerald R. Pepper
The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 383
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Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

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

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 15090,
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AP-
PROPRIATIONS, 1970

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (H.R.
15090) making appropriations for the
Department of Defense for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1970, and for other
purposes, and ask unanimous consent
that the statement of the managers on
the part of the House be read in lieu of
the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement,
see proceedings of the House of Decem-
ber 17, 1969.)

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, this is the
conference report on the Defense ap-

DEFENSE APPROPRIATION BILL, 1970
SUMMARY OF APPROPRIATIONS
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propriation bill for the fiscal year which
ends June 30, 1970.

The bill passed the House on Decem-
ber 8, 1969, and passed the other body
on December 15, 1969. The conference re-
port provides $69,640,568,000. This is be-
low the House bill by $319,480,000, and
is above the Senate bill by $317,912,000.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to revise and extend my remarks, so
as to better explain in detail the con-
tent of the conference agreement.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, the bill is
not radically different from the form in
which it passed the House. It does pro-
vide a cut in defense spending this year
of about $3 billion, and does provide a
$5,637,632,000 reduction in appropria-
tions. Extensive detail appears in the
reports of the two Houses and in the
floor debate here on December 8, 1969.
A summary of the actions of the two
Houses compared with the budget and
last year’s appropriations follow:

1969
appropriation
(NOA)

15970 revised
budget estimate
(NDA

Conference action compared with—

Passed
House

Passed
Senate

Conference
action

appropriation

1969  Revised budget

estimate House Senate

Title 1, military personnel_______ 3§21, 427, 103, 427
Title 11, retired military personnel. 2, 450, 000, 000
Title 111, operation and mainte-
nance 22, 355, 818, 000
Title IV, procurement_. - 20,619, 500, 000
Title V, research development
7,549, 828, 000

21,641,900, 000 21,057, 200, 000 20, 831, 300, 000 20, 834, 800, 000
2, 735, 000, 000

2,735,000,000 2,735,000,000 2,73

7,197,600,000 7,381,097,000 7,368, 820,000

—592, 303, 427
5,000,000 4285,

21,792,100,000 20, 878, 100, 000 20, 920, 441, 000 * 20, 860, 100, 000 —1, 495, 718, 000
20, 886,800,000 18, 092, 148, 000 17, 454, 818, 000 17, 841, 848, 000

8,222, 400, 000

—2, 777,652, 000
—181, 008, 000

+3, 51]0. 000

—60, 341, 000
-+387, 030, 000

—12,277, 000

—807, 100, 000

—432, 000, 000
—3,044, 952, 000

—853, 580, 000

—222.400.000

—18, 000, 000
—250, 300, 000

+171, 220, 000

test and evaluation
74, 402, 249, 427

24,473,208, 223

... 20,698, 463, 204
. 25,058, 824, 000
-.- 1,721,754, 000
. 2,450,000, 000

23,955,300, 000 22,348, 000,000 22,109, 361,000 1 22, 134, 020, 000
22,804,000,000 20,809,548, 000 20, 535, 469, 000 1 20, 802, 248, 000
23,959, 434,000 22,359,634,000 22,244,160,000 22,268, 634, 000
1,824, 466, 000
2,735,000, 000

—5. 53?.532‘000 »-3I9 GGO DDO

+317, 912 000

1,707, 866, 000
2,735, 000, 000

1,698, 666, 000
2,735, 000, 000

1,700, 666, 000
2,735, 000, 000

74, 402, 248, 427

?5.2?8.200.000_&9.960.058.000 69.322,556.0450 69.640.568.000

—2,339,188,223
1-103, 784, 796
—2,790, 190, 000
—21 083000 .

—1,821, 280, 000
—2, 001,752, 000
—1, 690, 800, 000

—123, 800, 000

—213, 980, 000 +-24, 659, 000
—7,300,000 +-266,779, 000
—91,000,000  --24, 474,000

—17,200, 000 -+2, 000, 000

—4,761, 681, 427

—5,637,632,000 —319,480,000 -317,912,000

1 Prior balances transferred to fiscal year 1966.

I would now like to highlight the sig-
nificant differences between the report
of the conferees and the bill as passed
by the house.

MILITARY PERSONNEL

With respect to military personnel, the
conference report is $222,400,000 below
the House bill. This reduction is in con-
sonance with the additional troop with-
drawal from Vietnam announced by the
President on Monday evening, December
15.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

The conferees agreed to provide for
the funding of International Military
Headqguarters in the Defense appropria-
tion bill rather than in the Foreign Op-
erations appropriation. This supports
the position taken in the House version
of the Defense bill and is in accord with
the budget proposal of the Department
of Defense. This arrangement should
provide the Department a better man-
agement position.

It was agreed that the training of Navy
and Air Force helicopter pilots in fixed-
wing aircraft was an unnecessary ex-

pense. The Army does not follow this
practice and the conferees agreed that
the Navy and Air Force should discon-
tinue fixed-wing aircraft training for
helicopter pilots by December 31, 1970.

PROCUREMENT

The conferees agreed to a Senate re-
duction of $10,000,000 in the MBT-70
Main Battle Tank program.

The $8.500,000 proposed by the Senate
for advance procurement of F-14 fighter
aircraft in fiscal year 1971 was deleted.
As proposed originally in the House, no
funds are provided committing the Con-
gress to the support of production runs
of ¥-14 aircraft. The conferees provided
funds for three additional test aircraft
in the Navy's R.D.T. & E. appropriation,
as proposed by the Senate.

The conferees provided $354,700,000
for the conversion of four Polaris sub-
marines to the Poseidon configuration
instead of six conversions as proposed by
the House and two conversions, and four
related overhauls, as proposed by the
Senate.

A total of $110,000,000 was provided in

advance procurement funding for new
construction of five SSN-688 class high-
speed submarines in fiscal year 1971, in-
stead of $90,000,000 for four such sub-
marines as proposed by the Senate.

The Navy was provided a total of $126,-
300,000 for the MK-48 torpedo program,
as proposed by the Senate. This amount
is $27.,800,000 more than was proposed by
the House.

The conferees agreed to the funding of
$10,000,000 for the procurement of the
Air Force's Short Range Attack Missile—
SRAM—as proposed by the Senate.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND
EVALUATION

The conferees strongly urge the dis-
continuance of the Army’s Project Mal-
lard, an international program for the
development of a tactical communica-
tions system for the field armies of the
four participating countries. It was also
agreed that two other communications
systems be discontinued.

A total of $8,000,000 was provided for
the Navy’'s Condor air-to-surface missile,
and $100,000,000 was provided for the
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Underwater Long-range Missile System,
both as proposed by the Senate.

The conferees agreed to provide $2,-
000,000 for the development of the A-X
close air support aircraft for the Air
Force, as proposed by the Senate.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

The conferees agreed to the language
of the House bill with respect to certain
payments in connection with interna-
tional military headquarters. In addi-
tion, the conferees adopted the Senate
language (a) limiting availability of
multiyear appropriations, and (b) pro-
hibiting the use of funds to finance the
introduction of U.S. ground combat
troops into Laos and Thailand.

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

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentleman
from New York, Mr. Stratton.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Texas for yielding
to me. It was my understanding that the
conference report included a reference to
the language that appeared earlier in
the authorization conference report, and
which was also referred to in the de-
fense appropriation bill as it passed the
House, with respect to $20 million of the
money appropriated for research and de-
velopment for the Army to be expended
exclusively for further research on the
use of the Shillelagh antitank missile
in an infantry mode, looking toward its
possible use in place of the Tow anti-
tank missile, rather than developing two
missiles for this purpose.

Mr. Speaker, I do not see this refer-
ence in either the section on missiles and
aireraft for the Army, or in the R. & D.
for the Army, and I wonder if the chair-
man, the gentleman from Texas, could
enlighten me as to the actual decision
within the conference committee on that
point?

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

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

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I think I may
be able to help clarify this situation for
the distinguished gentleman from New
York.

This was not an item that was in con-
ference. I believe the gentleman from
New York has reference to permissive
language that was carried in the Senate
report, which would have made it possi-
ble for the Shillelagh testing to continue.
Since the item was not in controversy
and was not before the conference, the
language of the Senate report would pre-
vail, and the situation would be the same
as set forth in the Senate report.

Mr. STRATTON. It is my under-
standing that the Senate language in the
report on their appropriation bill—and
I am not sure of this, but it is my un-
derstanding—actually deleted any ref-
erence to the expenditure of any funds
for this Shillelagh testing, on the ground
that there had been specific authoriza-
tion for that item. But the decision of
the authorization conference report was
that that item was to come out of the
overall research and development fund-
ing for the Army. I had been most anx-
ious that any language should not prevail
in this conference report that would pre-
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vent the Army from carrying out these
tests.

If such language were to prevail in
the conference report, then the Army
would be unable to continue this testing
of the Shillelagh, antitank missile in
the ground mode, looking toward ulti-
mate savings in the future as a result
of having just one missile in the Army
for antitank purposes instead of two.

Mr. MAHON. As chairman of the con-
ference, I would say it is my understand-
ing that the Army would be permitted
to continue with the testing of the Shil-
lelagh as a weapon for ground forces.

Mr. STRATTON. May I ask the chair-
man of the committee to say whether
it would be his interpretation that
these remarks and our interchange here
today indicate not only permission to the
Army to do this testing, but also the de-
sire of the committee and of the House,
if the conference report is adopted, that
that testing should continue.

Mr. MAHON. I believe that would be a
fair statement.

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

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to point out fo my friend, the gen-
tleman from New York, that the Senate
report on page 111, at the bottom of the
page, talking about the Shillelagh prob-
lem says:

The House bill does not provide funds for
this purpose. The committee has no objec-
tion to the use of a reasonable amount to
investigate the feasibility of this proposal.
However, no additional funds have been pro-
vided for this purpose. The Initiation of a
full-scale development program for this pro-
posal is to be considered as a matter of spe-
cial interest.

Mr. STRATTON. I want to thank my
friend, the gentleman from Ohio, for
pointing that out. My only query was
whether this language permits the Army,
in fact encourages the Army, to continue
this testing. It was the intention of the
authorization conference committee that
the Army should take these funds out of
the overall research and development
funds appropriated to them, and they
would decide which other program they
wanted to take the money from.

Mr. MINSHALL. I think it is quite
clear that that is the intention, that they
should go ahead.

Mr. MAHON. I think it would be true
that while the committee of conference
does not encourage the Army to take
such steps, there is nothing to prevent
the Army from initiating this kind of
step in seeking the concurrence of the
appropriate committees.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman and appreciate his help-
ing in making this legislative history.

Mr, MINSHALL. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time on this side.
I would like to point out that this was a
very good conference. I think the position
of the House has been well maintained,
and I heartily endorse the conference
report.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. YATES. Did the Senate make any
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changes in the appropriation for Safe-
guard ABM?

Mr. MAHON. No changes are in the
bill, The bill contains over $700 million
for the Safeguard ABM program.

Mr. YATES. That is still going for-
ward?

Mr. MAHON. Yes.

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the conference re-
port.

The previous question was ordered.

The conference report was agreed to.

AMENDMENTS IN DISAGREEMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Doronvue). The Clerk will report the first
amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 8: Page 7, line 2,
insert: “Provided, That not to exceed $142,-
165,000, in the aggregate of the unobligated
balances of appropriations made under this
head for prior fiscal years, and subsequently
withdrawn under the Act of July 25, 1956
(31 U.S.C. 701), may be restored and trans-
ferred to the appropriation account under
this head for fiscal year 1966."

MOTION OFFERED BY MR, MAHON

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. MasonNn moves that the House recede

from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 8 and concur therein,

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 10: Page 8, line
20, insert: “Provided, That not to exceed
$66,000,000, In the aggregate of unobligated
balances of appropriations made under this
head for prior fiscal years, and subsequently
withdrawn under the Act of July 25, 1956
(31 U.S.C. T01), may be restored and trans-
ferred to the appropriation account under
this head for the fiscal year 1966."

MOTION OFFERED BY MR, MAHON

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. ManoN moves that the House recede

from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 10 and concur therein.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 11: Page 9, line 15,
insert: “: Provided, That not to exceed $2,-
500,000, in the aggregate of unobligated bal-
ances of appropriations made under this head
for prior fiscal years, and subsequently with-
drawn under the Act of July 25, 1956 (31
U.S.C. T01), may be restored and transferred
to the appropriation account under this head
for the fiscal year 1966.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MAHON

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. MaHoN moves that the House recede

from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 11 and concur therein.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that amendments in dis
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agreement numbered 20, 22, 24, 26, 27, 29,
31, 33, 34, 36, 38, 40 and 41 be considered
en bloc.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas? 4

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 20: Page 16, line
3, strike out: “for obligation until June 30,
1972" and insert “untll expended.”

Senate amendment No. 22: Page 16, line
18, strike out: “for obligation until June 30,
1972" and insert: “wuntil expended.”

Senate amendment No, 24: Page 17, line 7,
strike out: “for obligation until June 30,
1974" and insert “untll expended.”

Senate amendment No, 26: Page 18, line 8,
strike out: “for obligation until June 30,
1972" and insert: “until expended.”

Senate amendment No. 27: Page 18, line
18, strike out: “for obligation until June 30,
1972" and insert: “until expended."

Senate amendment No. 20: Page 19, line
14, strike out: “for obligation until June
30, 1972, and insert: “"until expended.”

Senate amendment No. 81: Page 20, line 8,
strike out: “for obligation until June 30,
1972" and insert: *“until expended.”

Senate amendment No. 33: Page 20, line
25, strlke out: “for obligation until June
30, 1972" and insert “until expended.”

Senate amendment No. 34: Page 21, line
14, strike out: “for obligation until June
30, 1972" and insert: ‘“‘until expended.”

Senate amendment No. 36: Page 21, line
25, strike out: *“for obligation until June
30, 1971," and insert: "untll expended.”

Senate amendment No. 38: Page 22, line 7,
strike out: “for obligation until June 30,
1971" and insert: “until expended.”

Senate amendment No. 40: Page 22, line
15, strike out: *“for cobligation until June
80, 1971" and Insert: “until expended.”

Senate amendment No. 41: Page 22, line
25, strike out: “for obligation until June
30, 1971 and Insert: “until expended;”.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MAHON

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.
The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Manonw moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendments of
the Senate numbered 20, 22, 24, 26, 27, 29,
31, 33, 34, 36, 38, 40, and 41 and concur
therein.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No, 43: Page 44, line
9: Strike out:

“Sec. 642, Appropriations heretofore made
available for Procurement of Equipment and
Missiles, Army; Procurement of Aircraft and
Missiles; Navy; Other Procurement, Navy:
Procurement, Marine Corps; Alrcraft Pro-
curement, Air Force; Missile Procurement,
Alr Force; Other Procurement, Air Force; and
Procurement, Defense Agencies shall not be
avallable for obligation after June 30, 1972.
Appropriations heretofore made available for
Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy, shall not
be available for obligation after June 30,
1974. Appropriations heretofore made avail-
able under the headings Research, Develop-
ment, Test, and Evaluation, Army; Research,
Development, Test and Evaluation, Navy
Research, Development, Test, and Evalua-
tion, Air Force; and Research, Development,
Test, and Evaluation, Defense Agencies shall
not be avallable for obligation after June
30, 1971.

And insert:

“Sec. 642. (a) Amounts, as determined
by the Secretary of Defense and approved
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by the Director of the Bureau of the Budg-
et, of any appropriations of the Depart-
ment of Defense avallable for procurement
(except Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy)
which (1) will remain unobligated as of the
close of any fiscal year for which estimates
are submitted and (2) which have been
available for obligation for three or more
fiscal years, shall be proposed for rescission.
“(b) Amounts, as determined by the Sec-
retary of Defense and approved by the Di-
rector of the Bureau of the Budget, of
any appropriations of the Department of
Defense avallable for Shipbullding which
(1) will remain unobligated as of the close
of any fiscal year for which estimates are
submitted and (2) which have been avail-
able for obligation for five or more fiscal
years, shall be proposed for rescission,
“(c) Amounts, as determined by the Sec-
retary of Defense and approved by the Di-
rector of the Bureau of the Budget, of any
appropriations of the Department of Defense
avallable for research, development, test and
evaluation (except Emergency Fund, De-
fense) which (1) will remain unobligated
as of the close of any fiscal year for which
estimates are submitted and (2) which have
been avallable for obligation for two or more
fiscal years, shall be proposed for recission.”
MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MAHON

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. MaxHoN moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 43 and concur therein.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Benate amendment No. 44: Page 45, line
23, insert: _

“SEC. 643. In line with the expressed in-
tention of the President of the United States,
none of the funds appropriated by this Act
shall be used to finance the introduction of
Amerlcan ground combat troops into Laos or
Thailand.”

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MAHON

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. MaHON moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 44 and concur therein.

The motion was agreed to.

A motion fo reconsider the vote by
which action was taken on the confer-
ence report and on the several motions
was laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to ex-
tend their remarks on the Defense ap-
propriation bill, just passed, and I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may be permitted to revise and extend
their remarks on the conference report
in connection with the Defense appro-
priation bill just passed and to inelude
extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

EXECUTIVE PROTECTIVE SERVICE

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
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up House Resolution 754 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution as fol-
lows:

H. Res, 754

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (HR
14944) to authorize an adequate force for the
protection of the Executive Mansion and
foreign embassies, and for other purposes.
After general debate, which shall be confined
to the bill and shall continue not to exceed
one hour, to be equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Public
Works, the bill shall be read for amendment
under the flve-minute rule. At the conclu-
slon of the consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted, and the
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
New York is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
30 minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. QUILLEN), pending which
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 754
provides an open rule with 1 hour of
general debate for consideration of H.R.
14944 to authorize an adequate force for
the protection of the Executive Mansion
and foreign embassies, and for other
purposes.

The purpose of HR. 14944 is to enable
the President to meet his constitutional
responsibility to assure to the duly ac-
credited representatives of foreign gov-
ernments to the United States, at the
seat of government, the security of per-
son and property that the laws of this
Nation assure to its own citizens.

There are 117 diplomatic missions in
Washington, D.C., and the immediately
surrounding area. At the present time,
the protection of foreign embassies is
a responsibility of the Metropolitan Po-
lice Department. Over the past 4 years
incidents at embassies and crime involv-
ing diplomatic personnel have shown a
marked increase and the foreign diplo-
matic corps has constantly complained
to the Department of State concerning
disturbances, harassment, and the high
incidence of crime involving foreign em-
bassies and their employees. Ambassa-
dors and other high diplomatic officials
have demanded that the National Gov-
ernment fulfill its obligation to maintain
the security of foreign diplomatic mis-
sions located in this country.

The demands upon the Metropolitan
Police Department in carrying out its
citywide responsibilty to the general pub-
lic for law enforcement and protection
are already overwhelming and they can-
not provide the necessary protection. The
State Department has no security per-
sonnel even remotely qualified to meet
the needs involved.

The White House Police, who are
under the supervision of the Director of
the Secret Service, are uniquely qualified
by training and the responsibilities al-
ready assigned to them under existing
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law to meet this need. Their assignment
to embassy protection will center re-
sponsibility in the Federal Government,
where it belongs.

H.R. 14944 will change the name of the
White House Police to Executive Protec-
tive Service, which more adequately de-
scribes the functions already assigned to
it as well as the function to be added here.
In addition, the legislation will extend
the jurisdictional area within which the
Service may function to the metropolitan
area surrounding the city of Washington
itself. Some embassies are already located
outside the city limits, and it may reason-
ably be assumed that other embassies
will so loeate in the future. To carry out
its funection, the Service must be able to
protect these embassies as well as those
located within the city proper.

In order for the Service to adequately
carry out its additional authority, the
number of personnel assigned to it will be
increased from the present 250 to not
more than 850.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
House Resolution 754 in order that H.R.
14944 may be considered.

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

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 754
provides for 1 hour of general debate
under an open rule on HR. 14944, As the
gentleman from New York (Mr. De-
LANEY) has ably stated, the purpose of
the bill is to provide increased protection
to the foreign diplomatic missions ac-
credited to the President.

There are now 117 diplomatic missions
in the Washington area. In the past few
years the incidence of crimes involving
diplomatic personnel have greatly in-
creased, and this fact has been brought
to the personal attention of the Presi-
dent. In response, he has requested this
legislation.

The bill reconstitutes the White House
Police as the Executive Protective Serv-
ice. The authorized strength is increased
from 250 to 850. The force will continue
to be a part of the Department of the
Treasury under the direct supervision of
the Director of the Secret Service.

The jurisdiction of the Executive Pro-
tective Service will extend to the Metro-
politan Washington area, where the ac-
credited foreign diplomatic missions are
located. Additionally, the President may
authorize protection for diplomatic per-
sonnel at places outside of Washington,
but within the United States, its terri-
tories, and possessions on a case-by-case
basis as he deems necessary.

The commitfee report stresses that lo-
cal police efforts to combat crime and to
carry out normal and regular duties in
connection with diplomatic personnel are
not superseded by this legislation. The
bill seeks to insure adeguate protection
from such events as demonstrations or
other large disturbances occurring at or
near foreign diplomatic missions. Local
police departments throughout the coun-
try will continue to be responsible for the
protection of consular missions and
traveling diplomatic personnel as a nor-
mal and regular part of their respon-
sibilities in this field.

There are no minority views. The De-
partment of the Treasury and the De-
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partment of State support the legislation.

Mr. Speaker, at this time I yield 10
minutes to the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr, BROYHILL) .

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of the rule
and the legislation, H.R. 14944, which it
would make in order, which would in-
crease the White House Police force from
250 to 850.

I do so with great reluctance, Mr.
Speaker, because I am ashamed as I be-
lieve every Member of this House must
be ashamed, to have to admit to the
world that the Capital City of the United
States of America is unsafe.

The strength of our Government and
the foreign governments we deal with
depends largely on the protection and
freedom we provide the leaders of those
governments in carrying out their duties.
Good government cannot exist if it has
to operate in fear or amidst gunfire. It
cannot exist if its leaders live in peril or
lose their lives by acts of wanton radi-
cals or psychopathic gun toters.

Unfortunately, the legislation we are
considering here today does not merely,
as the committee report states, assure
to the duly accredited representatives of
foreign governments to the United
States, at the seat of government, the
security of person and property that the
laws of this Nation assure its own citi-
zens, What it really does is assure the
representatives of foreign governments
protection it does not and cannot assure
the residents of the District of Columbia
or any other visitors to the Nation’s
Capital at this time.

The committee acknowledges that the
need for expanding the protective forces
for diplomatic officials has arisen because
of the marked increase in incidents at
embassies and ecrime involving diplo-
matic personnel. It hastens to add that
the fact that necessary protection cannot
be provided here is not an adverse reflec-
tion on the Metropolitan Police Depart-
ment. I emphatically agree. The Metro-
politan Police Department is one of the
finest and best trained in the country. So
why do we not face it, Mr. Speaker. If the
Metropolitan Police Department was re-
ceiving the full support of the legisla-
tive and executive branches of our Gov-
ernment it deserves, we would today sim-
ply be adding additional manpower to
that Department, if necessary, rather
than attempting to build up another de-
partment responsible to the Secretary of
the Treasury to do the job.

We are told that the expanded force,
called the Executive Protective Service,
will not be expected to provide full pro-
tection for embassy personnel, but that
it will supplement protection now pro-
vided by the Metropolitan Police Depart-
ment. There is no question among any of
us, I am sure, about the need for addi-
tional protection, but this seems to me to
be a piecemeal approach which cannot
solve the real problem in the Nation's
Capital.

I am concerned, Mr. Speaker, that we
may, by including the protection of dip-
lomatic personnel in the duties of the
force, weaken rather than strengthen the
protection we now provide the President
of the United States and the Executive
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family. Where would they draw the line,
Mr. Speaker, if riots broke out at several
embassies simultaneously throughout the
city and suburbs? Would they guarantee
that a maximum security force remained
at the White House and with the Presi-
dent at all times, or would they, finding
all quiet at the White House, make the
mistake of leaving it relatively unpro-
tected and vulnerable while the security
force was racing into all parts of the
city?

I might point out that the Treasury
Department expressed the same concern
that I am expressing here now during
their testimony in hearings conducted
by the House Committee on the District
of Columbia last year in an effort to
solve the same problem we are talking
about now. This is the problem of frag-
mented police protection in the District
of Columbia. Do you realize that we have
seven police departments operating here?
We have the White House Police, the
Park Police, the Metropolitan Police, the
Capitol Police, the Zoo Police, the Su-
preme Court Police, and the Airport
Police. Last year we considered legisla-
tion that would merge the first five police
departments I mentioned under one com-
mission appointed by the Congress so
that we could coordinate the training
and recruiting and services of protection
that must be provided by these police
departments with particular concern and
acknowledgement of the Federal respon-
sibility to provide protection for the for-
eign embassies as well as our national
leaders and the American citizens and
the citizens of the District of Columbia.
However, here is what the Treasury rep-
resentative said during those hearings
last year on what I say is essentially
the same problem.

The White House Police force protects
the White House, Executive Offices and
grounds, and the President and his im-
mediate family. The Secretary of the
Treasury is charged with the supervision
of the force and he has delegated his
functions to the Director of the Secret
Service as it has the statutory responsi-
bility for protection of the Chief Execu-
tive and his immediate family.

The responsibilities of the White
House Polices are interwoven with those
of the Treasury Department and par-
ticularly the Secret Service in every as-
pect of its operation and administration.
To fragment the direction and super-
vision of the existing protective system
could compromise the effective coordina-
tion of the efforts of the Secret Service
and the White House Police to guaran-
tee the physical security of the Presi-
dent of the United States.

The White House Police force is a
highly specialized unit whose duties are
related to the physical security of the
Chief Executive, his family, and cer-
tain property as defined by statute.
Their responsibilities are not as broad
as those of the municipal police force.
The officers receive special training from
the Secret Service in addition to basic
police training. Once on board they work
under experienced senior personnel car-
rying out their functions as a security
force under the most trying circum-
stances.
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Mr., Speaker, what has caused the
Treasury Department to change its con-
cern about exclusive protection of the
President of the United States and the
Executive family?

How can we explain to our fellow
Americans that we must, by special leg-
islation, protect the occupants of the
Russian Embassy, yet have no similar
obligation to protect the American tour-
ist who stops at the Statler down the
street? Can we urge them to bring their
children to visit their Nation's Capital,
then tell them that because they are
Americans we cannot guarantee them
safety while here? Surely if we can pro-
tect the “rights” of criminals and killers
we can find some means of guarding
American citizens as well as our national
leaders and those who visit us from for-
eign lands against their criminal acts.

This bill is an indictment of the Gov-
ernment of the United States, Mr.
Speaker. It acknowledges that we are
incapable of providing protection under
the present system in the District of Co-
lumbia, then seeks to insure protection
for foreign diplomatic personnel alone
by augmenting a force under the execu-
tive branch. Every Member of this House
must know that it will not provide a
lasting solution or even the protection
it seeks to provide. And I again say we
ought to be ashamed to pass a bill to
protect residents of other lands while
admitting that we cannot protect Amer-
icans in their Nation's Capital.

Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. GROSS).

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, the gentle-
man from Virginia (Mr. BrRoyHILL) has
raised some highly interesting ques-
tions that deserve to be answered before
this debate is over.

Mr. Speaker, I am struck by the fact
that the report accompanying the bill
contains not a single communication
from any agency of the Government in
behalf of this bill. The report conforms
to the Ramseyer rule, but it does not
contain a single recommendation from
any department or agency of Govern-
ment that ought to be interested in what
is involved here, and that is the addi-
tion of 600 police officers to the Secret
Service force, and the cost of this
increase.

Now, I wonder if the committee during
the consideration of this legislation took
into consideration the number of police
on the Metropolitan Police force and all
the other law enforcement officers in
the District of Columbia?

I will put it this way: What is the
authorized strength of the Metropolitan
Police force? Can the gentleman in
charge of this bill, the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. Gray), give me any in-
formation?

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman from Iowa yield?

Mr. GROSS. Yes, of course, I will yield
to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, there are
about 5,000 and there are 800 vacancies
now in the District of Columbia Police
force, and they are trying desperately to
find them, and they are not, and there-
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fore we do not feel we can rely upon the
District of Columbia to give them the
protection the President wants.

I will be glad to explain this in detail
when I speak.

Mr. GROSS. How it is planned to re-
cruit 600 more for the Secret Service for
the purpose of policing foreign embassies
if the Metropolitan Police force appa-
rently is having difficulty in recruiting
up to 5,100 police in the Distriet of Co-
lumbia?

Mr. GRAY. Will the gentleman yield
further?

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

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, I have a
letter here dated December 16, 1969,
from the very distinguished Director of
the U.S. Secret Service, James J. Riley,
who will be in charge of this Executive
Protection Service if it is authorized by
this act, who says here that the service
plans a massive recruitment effort
throughout the country, using the facili-
ties of its 70 field offices of the U.S. Secret
Service.

We are also considering the sugges-
tion made by the Civil Service Commis-
sion to provide for lateral entry of ex-
perienced policemen from other cities
above the rank of private. Other sources
of recruitment will be explored, includ-
ing the Civil Service Commission, inter-
agency efforts, and recruitment teams
which will visit colleges and military
transition centers throughout the
country.

I would say that, although there are
about 800 vacancies on the Metropolitan
Police force, I think the attractiveness
of being a member of the White House
protective force would possibly be more
enticing to other people from other parts
of the country to come here. And the
Chief of the Secret Service felt in his
testimony before our committee that he
would have no trouble recruiting the
600 additional men.

Mr. GROSS. Will the Secret Service
be permitted to recruit in the Southern
States?

Mr. GRAY. All over the United States
where the Secret Service has 70 field
offices, and that certainly does include
the South.

Mr, GROSS. The gentleman is aware,
is he not, that roadblocks have been
thrown up against the Metropolitan
Police carrying on recruiting in the
Southern States?

Mr. GRAY. Will the gentleman yield
further?

Mr. GROSS. What makes the Secret
Service police any different than the
Metropolitan force? Is the gentleman
saying that the pay is going to be bet-
ter in the Secret Service police force, or
that it will have better uniforms and
other equipment? What is going to be
the attraction that brings recruits to the
Secret Service whereas the Metropolitan
Police force cannot get them?

Mr. GRAY. Mr, Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield further?

Mr. GROSS. I yield further to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. GRAY. First of all, the salaries
will be identical with the District of Co-
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lumbia Police, but this is not a Secret
Service police force. I might have been
misunderstood a moment ago. The Chief
of the Secret Service will be in charye
of the force, but the direct supervision
will be the Chief of the White House
Police, and the name of the police force
will be the Executive Protective Service.
We changed it from the White House
Police force to the Executive Protective
Service in order to avoid any embarrass-
ment on the part of the President if
some type of situation developed at one
of the embassies, and we did not want
anyone to say that it was the President’s
police there. So we changed the name to
the Executive Protective Service, and it
will be under the supervision of the Se-
cret Service, but these people will not be
hired as Secret Service employees.

Mr. GROSS. I think the gentleman
from Illinois will agree with me that
one of the things we do best around here
is to devise euphemistic titles for bills,
and promote many enterprises with the
most euphemistic descriptions that we
can give them.

Mr. GRAY. If the gentleman will yield
further, I am glad we do something well.

Mr. GROSS. That is a dubious accom-
plishment, I would say to the gentleman,
for often it is not only misleading; it is
deceiving. I am not saying that is true
in this case, necessarily.

Mr. GRAY. The gentleman makes a
i&;;a,nd point. There is no question about

Mr. GROSS. Let me ask the gentle-
man this question, since there is not one
word in the report about it: What is the
cost of this new constabulary?

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield further?

Mr. GROSS. I yield further to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, in reply to
the gentleman from Iowa, I would say
that if we do not use any of the District
of Columbia Police, and we recruit the
entire 600 additional personnel, it would
cost approximately $1 million per year.
However, the bill would authorize using
the District of Columbia Police and the
Park Service Police, plus the fact that I
want to make this very clear, that if we
are now using the total of 600 people to
protect the 117 embassies, and so forth,
and we relieve them of that responsibility
to go back to other District of Columbia
duties, if we have a vacancy of 800 we
really envision that this change cannot
cost anything because if we hire an addi-
tional 800 police that is going to cost $1
million.,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time
of the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. Gross)
has expired.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
additional minutes to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield further?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr, GRAY. Mr. Speaker, I wanted to
point out that if we use the people who
are now protecting the embassies for the
District of Columbia Police in place of
the 800 authorized, there will be no addi-
tional cost. But if we do not relieve any
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of the District Police, then the total cost
of the bill would be a $1 million a year.

But as I said, I am sure when we re-
lieve the people who are now protecting
the missions in Washington for the Dis-
trict of Columbia Police, this will pre-
clude the necessity of hiring additional
District Police, which as I have said will
not cost any additional money.

Mr. GROSS. Is the gentleman saying,
“relieve the District Police?”

Mr. GRAY. Yes.

Mr. GROSS. What do you mean by—
relieve the District Police?”

Mr. GRAY. If the gentleman will
vield further, let me give just a brief
explanation.

The gentleman from New York knows
of the particular instance that happened
down at the Russian Embassy recently
where some type of fight or holdup oc-
curred across the street from the Em-
bassy. They had three District Police
guarding the Russian Embassy and ask-
ed them to come in and intervene. They
said, “No, we cannot, we have to stay
here.”

If we have a protective force in this
case, protecting the Russian Embassy,
that would relieve those three policemen
who are now there for District of Co-
lumbia work. Then, as I said, we will
not have to hire three additional District
Police.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman does not
think for one moment does he, nor can
he give the slightest assurance that the
Metropolitan Police force will not re-
cruit, if it can find the men, up to the
5,100 police that is their maximum au-
thorized strength? He is not saying that

as an attempt to justify these 600 addi-
tions to the Secret Service police force?

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. 1 yield to the gentleman.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. I want to
say first of all, getting back to the ques-
tion that the gentleman raised first, that
the difficulty of recruiting these addi-
tional policemen is under the existing
law and regulations pursuant to that
law, that the recruits come exclusively
from the Metropolitan Police Department
and the Park Police.

I think under the law they could use
the civil service procedures in recruiting.
They will have to do that in order to
get the additional—what is it—the 500
or 600 additional men they will need,
because we cannot get them to work
for the Metropolitan Police Department.
Because the primary reason being the
police department does not have the
support of the communities that they are
serving.

So possibly by putting them under the
Secret Service, these recruits or poten-
tial recruits that they will have the sup-
port, so to speak, of the people they serve
and then they can get to work.

Second, insofar as this being in lieu
of the 850 vacancies that they have now,
this police force is intended, and the
gentleman from Illinois I think will
agree with this, to provide additional
protection for these embassies and the
normal protection that is provided for
the rest of the American people, which

Mr.
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is not sufficient, so it will have in the
final analysis the additional numbers of
policemen appointed.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. GRAY. I want to make the record
very clear to my distinguished friend,
the gentleman from Virginia, that this
is not an additional overlapping force.
This is in lieu of the policemen now
being employed by the District of Co-
lumbia Police Department. This is very
clear and the Chief of the Secret Service
and those who testified before our com-
mittee, and I want to make the record
very clear in that respect.

Mr. GROSS. Let me say to the gen-
tleman that I am concerned about the
enforcement of law and order in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, including the em-
bassies.

I am not interested in an elite police
force to protect the embassies to the ex-
clusion of homes and businesses in the
District of Columbia. And I am particu-
larly concerned for the women in the
District of Columbia, who are being at-
tacked and raped on the streets by day
and night.

This is where we ought to center our
first attention—not upon the embassies.

Someone said a while ago that the
embassies were moving out of the District
of Columbia into the countryside, some-
where beyond the District of Columbia
and therefore out of the jurisdiction of
the Metropolitan Police force.

Are they actually moving out? If so,
why are they moving out? Why? Will
this new police force, this new Secret
Service police force, be used to pro-
tect the International Monetary Fund's
new country club just beyond the
District of Columbia in Maryland? Are
they going to be authorized to wet-nurse
members of the new golf and country
club for the International Monetary
Fund and the World Bank, as well as the
embassies? There are a lot of questions
in connection with this subject that
ought to be answered and more justifica-
tion than we have had for this bill.

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

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

Mr. RARICK. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. I certainly support the bill.
I believe in law and order. I wonder if
the gentleman has seen the afternoon
Washington Daily News, which carries a
front-page story of the nightmares in
the District of Columbia schools, and the
recently announced plan to station Na-
tional Guard officers in the various
public education facilities in the District
of Columbia to protect the children.

I feel we should provide the necessary
protection for those at our Nation’s
Capital conducting business with our
Government. As Congressmen, We recog-
nize Washington is intended to be a
Federal city, a neutral city, which should
be safe for the representatives of our
people to meet and legislate for our Na-
tion. Yet, I tell the gentleman that I
am unable to live In our Nation’s Capital
because I happen to be a southerner. I
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have no feeling of security here in
Washington, if anything I feel intimi-
dated by the environment. Yet, I do not
find anyone offering me police protec-
tion. I support this legislation which I
feel is born of necessity, but I question
this solution.

I leave this question with my
distinguished colleague. Where can it be
shown that crime has been effectively
controlled by the mere increase in the
number of police officers?

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman
for his observation. Let me say that we
already have more police per capita in
the District of Columbia than in any
other city in the world, without the addi-
tion of 600 to protect the embassies.

Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tfleman yield?

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

Mr. KYL. The authorized strength of
the Metropolitan Police force has been
4,100 men. It apparently will be 5,100. At
this time there are 3,868 men on the
force. Recruiting is easier than it has
been.

Mr. GROSS. Whatever it is, I am told
that we have more policemen in the Dis-
trict of Columbia per capita than in any
other city of the world. Is that dispu-
table?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time
of the gentleman from Iowa has expired.

Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time. I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House resolve itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the consideration of the
bill (H.R. 14944) to authorize an ade-
quate force for the protection of the Ex-
ecutive Mansion and foreign embassies,
and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FLynT). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from Illinois.

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H.R. 14944, with
Mr. Daniers of New Jersey in the chair,

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. Gray) will
be recognized for 30 minutes, and the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. CRAMER)
will be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois, Mr. GraY.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, 194 years ago our fore-
fathers met a few miles from Washing-
ton to plan the future and destiny of our
great country. During this period we have
grown to become the greatest and the
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most powerful nation on the face of the
earth, primarily because we have worked
in unison here in this country and be-
cause of our friendships abroad, our
friendships with the other nations trad-
ing with this great country.

Mr. Chairman, there are more diplo-
matic missions in Washington, D.C., than
in any other country of the world. We
have a total of 117 foreign governments
doing business and operating embassies
and chanceries in our Nation’s Capital.
We are faced today with a great para-
dox: We have the most beautiful and the
most wonderful Capital in the world, but
we also have one that is rampant with
crime, with the highest crime rate of any
place I know of.

Mr. Chairman, it is indeed unfortu-
nate that freedom loving people cannot
come to visit and discuss their future and
the destinies of the people of this coun-
try and around the world without fear
of being mugged or robbed or encounter-
ing some type of demonstration or burn-
ing or other acts of violence.

It was with this feeling that our Pres-
ident, your President, and my President,
requested the House Committee on Pub-
lic Works to establish a separate police
force, to be known as the Executive Pro-
tective Service, to be able to insure that
the people who are representing foreign
governments in Washington, D.C., would
be protected and that they could go about
their business without fear.

That is the sole purpose of the legisla-
tion now before us. This would merely
change the name of the White House
Police force to the Executive Protective
Service and simply increase the comple-
ment of 250 men to a total of 850, or an
increase of 600.

This new force would be under the
direct supervision of the very distin-
guished Director of the U.S. Secret Serv-
ice, Mr. James Rowley, and the distin-
guished Chief of the White House Police
force.

We have heard a great deal of talk
here and discussion under the rule about
crime in the District of Columbia. As I
said earlier in my remarks, erime is ram-
pant here. There has been a 300-percent
inerease in erime in Washington in the
past 715 years, but I submit to the Mem-
bers that this is the responsibility of the
Committee on the District of Columbia
and of the District of Columbia Police.

I would say to my very distinguished
friend, the gentleman from Virginia, if
he feels the District of Columbia Police
force is not adequate, then that com-
mittee should come forth with some ad-
ditional legislation, as we are doing here.
But this bill is for the protection of the
embassies, chanceries, and the White
House here in the District of Columbia.
Our committee has nothing to do with
the Metropolitan Police force.

The figure of 5,100 for the District of
Columbia Police was given to me by the
Appropriations Committee, and that is
the most recent authorization. The gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. KvL), referred to
the figure of 4,100, but that is the old au-
thorization. I merely point that out to in-
dicate that the District of Columbia Po-
lice force is enlarging and I hope we can
bring some hope of clearing away the
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clouds of uncertainty about protection in
the Nation’s Capital and bring back some
sunshine and hope and peace to this
city of approximately 3 million in the
Washington area plus the approximately
18 million who visit here each year of
whiech approximately 3 million are for-
eign visitors.

To get back to the bill before us, this
would say to the President: You have
the manpower to establish motorized
patrols and you have the manpower to
station sentries at our 117 missions, and
you have the general authorization under
the direction of the Secret Service to go
anywhere in the United States to a for-
eign mission and give protection if there
was advance intelligence that there was
going to be trouble in one of those mis-
sions or embassies in the United States.

The Constitution gives this responsi-
bility to the President. Furthermore, in
1963 all of our chiefs of missions gathered
in Vienna, Austria, and they signed a
pact. We were a signatory to this pact.

Article 40 of such pact says that the
receiving state shall treat consular offi-
cers with due respect and shall take all
appropriate steps to prevent any attack
on their person, freedom, or dignity.

So the President is coming here not
only with a personal feeling but also a
responsibility to the 117 missions, that
we give them the utmost and the ulti-
mate in protection.

As was pointed out in the colloquy I
had earlier with the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. Gross), the total cost of this
bill should not exceed $1 million the
first year if we recruited all of these of-
ficers and kept all of the District of Co-
lumbia Police who are now protecting
the embassies. But I feel that by relieving
a lot of the officers who are now pro-
tecting the 117 missions this will preclude
the necessity for recruiting additional
District of Columbia Police, and thereby
save some money.

Even if it did cost more, we would then
be able to give the protection afforded by
the Vienna Conference, and the protec-
tion we expect for our people in foreign
countries.

I repeat that: the protection we expect
for our people in foreign countries. As
the Members know, we have reciprocal
agreements, under which we expect pro-
tection by foreign governments around
the world. If we are going to expect that
tvpe of service overseas we certainly
have to give that type of protection at
home.

I, for one, am willing to give this re-
sponsibility to the President, to give him
the tools with which to carry out his re-
sponsibility. I hope this House will pass
this bill without one dissenting vote to-
day and say to the President, “We are
sorry to see the large crime rate in Wash-
ington, District of Columbia, but we are
for doing something about it. We are not
giving it lipservice. We are protecting the
embassies. We hope the District of Co-
lumbia Police can do their duty, so that
we can protect all citizens.”

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

Mr. GRAY. I yield to my distinguished
chairman.

Mr. FALLON. I thank the gentleman
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for yielding. I should like to ask the
gentleman a question.

Is it not true that during the hearings
it was brought out the President under
his constitutional authority has a duty
to assure these people safety and dignity
in our country?

Mr. GRAY. The gentleman is emi-
nenfly correct. I go one step further
and state that we signed a pact at Vien-
na, Austria, in 1963, with all other for-
eign pgovernments who have missions
here, that we would do this, that we
would go beyond the constitutional re-
sponsibility of the President.

‘We have personally told these people,
by signing with them, we would give
them that protection. My distinguished
chairman is eminently correct.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GRAY. I yield to the distinguished
gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia, The gen-
tleman stated earlier that if we felt the
Metropolitan Police force was not ade-
quate we should come out with legislation
to make it adequate. I do not think it is
adequate. The reason why it is not ade-
quate is because we have not been able
to obtain sufficient recruitment. The rea-
son why we have not been able to obtain
sufficient recruitment is because the Met-
ropolitan Police Department does not
have the backing of the people they
serve.

I promise the gentleman that we have
considered legislation in the House Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia. It will
be embraced in the President’s crime bill,
to bring the Metropolitan Police Depart-
ment and the other departments under
a single commissioner.

In the meantime, I agree with the gen-
tleman that we have to do something to
provide necessary protection for these
foreign embassies. I regret that we have
to use this piecemeal approach. We can-
not get recruits necessary to provide pro-
tection unless we recruit them under
some situation where the recruits are as-
sured they will have the support of the
people for whom they work.

Mr. GRAY. I appreciate the remarks
of the gentleman from Virginia.

What I had reference to a moment ago,
when I was talking about the Committee
on the District of Columbia, is the fact
that our Committee on Public Works
does not have the police jurisdietion. I
did not mean to impugn the motives of
the gentleman from Virginia when I
made that statement. I merely point out
we do not have the authority to bring out
a District of Columbia police bill. We are
acting under our authority here to pro-
tect public buildings and grounds. This
comes under the subcommittee which I
have the honor to chair, the Subcom-
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds,
because the White House and other prop-
erty is under our jurisdiction. But the po-
lice of the District of Columbia are not.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 5 additional minutes for the pur-
pose of answering any questions.

I now yield to my distinguished friend
from California.
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Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for
yielding to me.

Earlier the gentleman mentioned the
inability of the Metropolitan Police De-
partment to recruit and that there were
some 600 positions that it had not been
able to fill at the present time. This
wowid make an additional 600 police
that would have to be recruited from the
Metropolitan Police and the Park Police.
What assurance do we have if these ad-
ditional 600 members of this Executive
Protective Service have to be recruited
from the Metropolitan Police force or
the Park Service, that it will not jeo-
pardize the Metropolitan Police fur-
ther?

Mr. GRAY. The gentleman from Cali-
fornia raises a very good point, and I
am glad he did, because inadvertently I
omitted commenting on it when I made
my initial remarks.

I have before me a letter dated Decem-
ber 16, 1969, from the Chief of the Secret
Service, Mr. Rowley, and I would like to
quote a part of that letter:

It is important to note that before an of-
ficer would be transferred to the Executive
Protective Service—

He would have to be released by the Metro-
politan Police Department or the Park Po-
lice—

Meaning that he cannot voluntarily
transfer into this new force.

So if the Metropolitan Police Depart-
ment is having trouble recruiting and
feels that they cannot release officers
from the District responsibilities to go
into the new force, then the individual
officer would be precluded from joining
up with the new force without written
permission from the Metropolitan Police
or the Park Police.

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Will
the gentleman yield further?

Mr. GRAY. Yes.

Mr. ANDERSON of California. My un-
derstanding is they cannot get them any
place else. They can only recruit them
from the Metropolitan Police and the
Park Service.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield on that point?

Mr. GRAY. Yes. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. CRAMER. The commiftee was
concerned, as the gentleman knows, be-
cause he served on it, with this aspect
of diluting the District of Columbia Po-
lice. So we wrote into the report on page
3 the following language which appears
at the bottom of the third paragraph:

The direction of the Executive Protective
Service will be a responsibility of the Director
of the U.S, Secret Service, and it is contem-
plated that the members of the Service will
be recruited under the civil service laws and
regulations on a nationwide basis. It is not
anticipated that the local police forces of the
metropolitan area will be a primary source
of recrultment.

Section 205 of title ITT specifically pro-
vides for such recruitment outside of
the District of Columbia.

So what we are really trying to do is
something that has to be done, namely,
get the emphasis on recruiting from out-
side of the District of Columbia rather
than diluting and weakening the Dis-
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trict of Columbia Police, which has been
done in the past.

Mr. GRAY. The gentleman from Flor-
ida is eminently correct. I might add to
that the fact that 70 field offices of the
Secret Service will be utilized through-
out the United States to recruit people,
and it will be a little more enticing, I be-
lieve, than the beat on 14th Street. I do
not think they will have any trouble re-
cruiting officers from all over the United
States.

I yield to my friend from Iowa (Mr.
GRross) .

Mr. GROSS. What is the average pay?
The gentleman gave us the figure of $1
million annual cost for the 600 additions
to the Secret Service. What would be the
average pay? Surely the committee as-
certained this when the witnesses were
before them.

Mr. GRAY. The pay would be identi-
cal, as well as the authority, with that of
the District of Columbia Police, and the
starting salary now is a little over $7,000
per year, I believe.

Mr. GROSS. It is $7,000 a year?

Mr. GRAY. Yes.

Mr. GROSS. The $1 million per year
cost would cover training, uniforms,
equipment, motor cars, and all that goes
with it. Is that correct?

Mr. GRAY. That was the estimate
given to us by the Department of the
Treasury and, as you know, the Secret
Service is an agency of the Department
of the Treasury. The figures were given
by them, and I assume they have a
breakdown on them. There is no way of
knowing what the total costs are at this
time.

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

Mr. GRAY. Yes, I yield further to the
gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. We are dealing with a
certain fact here. If we pass this legis-
lation you would expect to get 600?

Mr. GRAY. That is right.

Mr. GROSS. Whatever happens with
respect to the Metropolitan Police is
quite another thing.

Do you expect to put 600 people under
the jurisdiction of the Secret Service
on the payroll of this country?

Mr. GRAY. Right.

Mr. GROSS. On the payroll of all the
Federal taxpayers, in other words. It
is not a District of Columbia obligation.
So, we are dealing now with the propo-
sal to provide a 600-man additional
force to the Secret Service and all the
supporting services for it.

The gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
Gray), has put a price tag or cost fig-
ure upon this request of $1 million a
vear. I appreciate having this informa-
tion because it is not in the committee
report.

Let me ask the gentleman this: Would
not the District of Columbia government,
if it was not providing such things as
some 400 policemen at professional foot-
ball games, and I do not know how many
at professional baseball games, at appa-
rently no cost to the football club or the
baseball club—would the department
not have the strength with which to
police these embassies? In other cities
the owners of football and baseball teams
provide their own police.
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Mr. GRAY. Most of the games to
which the gentleman refers are played,
of course, in the afterncon. I think the
great manpower requirements here in
the District of Columbia are at night.
However, the gentleman has a very valid
point. I am not on the District of Co-
lumbia Committee but I think the ques-
tion is well worth looking into.

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

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 5 additional minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I realize the point
the gentleman from Iowa is making,
but we already have an authori-
zation of 1,000 to be secured. That is go-
ing to cost, perhaps, several millions per
year in the District of Columbia. When
this executive force is in place, we can
relieve the District police of the neces-
sity of obtaining some of these addition-
al people. So, this is not a layer on an-
other layer of police and cost.

Mr. GROSS. I think the gentleman is
indulging in some wishful hoping with re-
spect to the reduction in the Metropoli-
tan Police force as the result of adding
600 to the Secret Service Force.

Mr. GRAY. I do not think we will have
a reduction, but I think we will have a
greater use of the police now protecting
the embassies and we hope they will be
able to turn their attention to the crime
problem in the District.

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

Mr. GRAY. I yield to the gentleman
from Maryland.

Mr., GUDE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the Executive Protective Serv-
ice Act. I want to commend the gentle-
man for his statement.

I would like to say that I think this
would be a good supplement to the Met-
ropolitan Police because of the ability to
have a broader recruiting service and
being able to tap resources insofar as re-
cruiting is concerned which is now un-
available to the Metropolitan Police. But
rather than to place all the blame for the
crime situation here in the metropolitan
area of our police force, I would like to
remind the committee that we have had
before us court reform bills in the House
since the middle of the summer, bills
which have been sent up here by the ex-
ecutive branch of the Government. These
court reform bills are recognized as a
very essential part in our crime fight. We
have police out on the streets having to
deal with criminals who have been ar-
rested and then are released to go back
out on the streets, eriminals who have
not been tried. This goes on to the sec-
ond, third, and fourth offense. So, there
is no simple solution to this crime prob-
lem. Certainly, court reform and addi-
tional judges is a very important aspect
of it in order that we have speedy trials
of the criminals now behind bars where
they belong.

Mr. GRAY. The gentleman is emi-
nently correct and I concur in his state-
ment.

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

Mr. GRAY. I am delighted to yield to
the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. KYL. I would like to discuss with
the gentleman a little mathematics in
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order to see if I am correct on the pre-
mise of hiring 600 additional men. If they
are hired at a minimum salary of $7,000
a year—actually, it is higher than that—
it seems to me that that comes out to
$4.2 million for salaries alone rather
than $1 million if all of these 600 men
are beginning police.

If all of these 600 are beginning police-
men, but of course you have to have cor-
porals, sergeants, captains, and all the
rest that go with it, and their pay is
higher, and then you have the contribu-
tions toward their retirement, you have
their uniforms, the implements that
they use, the automobiles and the motor-
eycles, and so on, so it would be incorrect,
would the gentleman not say, that the
cost of this 600-man force is going to be
$1 million?

Mr. GRAY. If the gentleman is talk-
ing about additional police, then the
gentleman is correct, but I have tried to
say all along that this is in lieu of the
police that are now working who will
fill the spots of other recruits that would
cost money, and the committee has esti-
mated that the people that they are go-
ing to have to take on additionally would
only cost $1 million or so the first year.

Mr. KYL. If the gentleman will yield
further, the gentleman is not being logi-
cal there, because the request of the
Metropolitan Police Force for extra po-
lice took into account the number of
them they had to have on duty in con-
nection with the embassy patrols, and
of course the need for police officers will
be decreased, that is true, but you do
not get money that way. That is a little
mental legerdemain.

Mr. GRAY. It is going to cost the tax-
payers the same, if we relieve the 600
we will not have to hire the additional
600. This is money saved that can be
spent on the new force.

Mr. KYL. The gentleman is attempting
to engage in a little bit of legerdemain
because we are going to have to hire 600
if you take the duties away from the
Metropolitan Police Department.

Mr. GRAY. That is right. But we save
that. If we do not take 600 away then
we have to hire 600 additional for the
District.

Mr. KYL. But I was speaking about the
mathematics used by the gentleman, and
then you have to reduce the authorized
strength of the Metropolitan Police by
that number.

Mr. GRAY. That would make sense,
but we just will not fill the vacancies if
they are not needed.

The CHAIRMAN., The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 1 additional minute.

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

Mr. GRAY. I yield to the gentleman
from Louisiana.

Mr. RARICEK. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding. I wonder if
the gentleman feels that as long as we
have a Supreme Court that is soft on
criminals if the addition of these pro-
posed police officers would have any ef-
fect?

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I would say
to my distinguished friend, and this is
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my own personal opinion, of course, that
if we do not do something to tighten up
the court procedures we cannot hire
enough police to combat crime in the
District of Columbia.

Mr. RARICK. If the gentleman would
yvield further, I wonder if the gentleman
does not also agree that since the Dis-
trict of Columbia is of a limited size,
geographiecally, and can only accommo-
date a limited number of people—if it
would not be more feasible to export the
criminal element rather than add to
the population by importing more peace
officers.

The criminal element, for the most
part, is not in the Federal city on our
Nation’s business and should be removed.

We might not be able to export all the
criminal element but we can reduce or
abolish those many fringe benefits, fi-
nanced by our taxpayers, which en-
courage their presence. Specifically, I
refer to public housing, liberal welfare
programs, and lax judicial procedures.

In other words, we of Congress—in
striving to protect the people of the Dis-
trict—those who have business being
here—are going to need to adopt more
constructive policies and institute pro-
grams to remove the many attractions
which have induced the criminal element
to infest our Capital City.

Mr. GRAY. The gentleman is correct.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 1 additional minute.

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

Mr. GRAY. I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr. TAYLOR. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. I just wish to ask the gentle-
man this question: If we failed to do all
we can to offer this new protection to
the embassies and their personnel, can
we expect to continue to offer the pro-
tection that is needed to our own Ameri-
can people, and representatives serving
abroad?

Mr. GRAY. The gentleman has put his
finger right on the point. I was in Japan
last December, and saw 3,500 Japanese
students crowded around our American
Embassy, and if it had not been for the
immediate action of the police of Tokyo
we could have had a very serious situa-
tion. I know money, of course, is im-
portant, and must be, but even if we are
talking about $4 million a year, if we al-
low something to happen in Washington
that is going to be embarrassing, and then
we have a $10 million American facility
in some foreign country burned down be-
cause of our inaction here then we will
be penny wise and dollar foolish. Plus a
major embarrassment to our President
and the American people.

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I com-
mend the gentleman from Illinois for a
fine presentation on legislation which I
think we must pass.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GRAY. I yield to the gentleman
from California, a valued member of
our committee.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, actually not only is there a con-
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stitutional obligation on the part of the

President to provide this protection, but

it is my understanding that he has an

obligation under international law to do

Jjust what the legislation is proposing.

Mr. GRAY. The gentleman is correct.

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

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 1 additional minute.

Mr. Chairman, I include the following
letters for the information of the com-
mittee:

THE DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY,
Washington, D.C., December 8, 1969.

Hon. KENNETH J. GRAY,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Buildings
and Grounds, Committee on Public
Works, House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Gray: It has come to my atten-
tion that an objection to the enactment of
H.R. 14944 may be ralsed on the belief that
the creation of an organization to provide
embassy protection could lead to the estab-
lishment of a national police force. I want
to stress that there are no grounds whatso-
ever in fact or in the bill for such a belief.

As you are aware, HR. 14944, as amended
by the Public Works Committee, would
change the name of the White House Police
force to the Executive Protective Service.
In addition to the protection duties now per-
formed by the White House Police, the new
Protective Service would be authorized to
provide protection of foreign embassies lo-
cated in the Metropolitan area of the District
of Columbia and in such other areas within
the United States as the President may di-
rect on a case by case basis. The authorized
statutory strength of the Executive Protec-
It;leve Service would be limited to 850 mem-

rs.

The protection to be provided the foreign
diplomatic missions will be preventive in
nature, not investigative, It is not authorized
nor is it contemplated that the Executive
Protective Service will operate as a police
force. It will not and cannot usurp the re-
sponsibility of the local police department to
enforce the laws relating to the protection of
persons and property. The narrowly re-
stricted responsibility granted to the Execu-
tive Protective Service by the bill is a secu-
rity authority.

The ultimate responsibility for the secu-
rity of foreign diplomatic missions located
in this country is a Federal responsibility. It
is an obligation of the central government
under international law and practices. Amer-
ican embassies in forelgn countries receive
protection from the central government of
the countries in which they are located. In
most instances, this protection has been ad-
equate to provide reasonable security for
American diplomatic personnel stationed
abroad, In order to insure the continued se-
curity of American diplomatic personnel, it
Is Incumbent upon the Federal Government
to reciprocate and insure reasonable security
to foreign diplomatic missions located in
this country. To this end, the foreign diplo-
matic corps has repeatedly petitioned the
State Department and the Office of the Pres-
ident for increased protection due to the
high incidence of crimes directed at foreign
embassies and their personnel. It is not con-
templated that the new Service will have a
broader police role than to fulfill the pur-
poses for which it is established. Its juris-
dietion 1= restricted to the performance of
preventive security functions in very limited
areas of responsibility, i.e, the Executive
Mansion and grounds, Presidential offices,
and foreign diplomatic missions. The size
and authority of the new Protective Service
are restricted by statute and it is dependent
upon the Congress for the appropriations




December 18, 1969

necessary for the performance of its func-
tions.

I wish to emphasize that the Executive
Protective Service will not be authorized to
assume the responsibility of the local police
in providng protection to foreign diplomatic
personnel, or to conduct criminal investiga-
tions involving embassy personnel, or to fur-
nish officers in adequate numbers to control
demonstrations and other disturbances oc-
curring in close proximity to foreign diplo-
matic missions,

Such is the extent of the jurisdiction of
the new Service as it relates to diplomatic
protection.

Sincerely yours,
EuGcENE T. ROSSIDES.

TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
U.S. SECRET SERVICE,
Washington, D.C., August 13, 1969.

Subject: Estimated Costs—Embassy Protec-

tive Forces.

Mr. RICHARD J. BULLIVAN,

Chief Counsel, Committee on Public Works,
U.S. House of Representatives, Washing-
ton, D.C.

Dear Dick: In accordance with the request
of Congressman Cramer, and pursuant to the
provisions of section 2053, title 5, United
States Code, there is attached an estimate
of expenditures for the next five fiscal years
in connection with the establishment of a
speclal Embassy Protective Force.

The aforementioned information relates to
H.R. 14044, proposed legislation pending be-
fore your Committee which, if enacted, will
entail an estimated annual expenditure of
appropriated funds in excess of $1,000,000.

We appreciate your assistance in the mat-
ter of the legislation pending before your
Committee regarding the Embassy Protective
Force. If you should need any further infor-
mation, we would be most happy to supply it.

Sincerely,
JaMeEs J. ROWLEY.

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

Mr. GRAY. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. FALLON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of HR. 14944, reported unani-
mously by the Committee on Public
Works.

This legislation was requested by the
Treasury Department, acting for the
President of the United States. I have
been advised that over the last number
of months the President has received
complaints from over 50 different em-
bassies accredited to the United States
involving various criminal incidents
which have occurred in or about the em-
bassies located in the District of Colum-
bia. The embassies of these foreign na-
tions, some 117 diplomatic missions in
all, have requested the Department of
State and the President to take action to
find means of preventing disturbances,
harassment, and the high incidents of
crime involving foreign embassies and
their employees.

The President, under his constitu-
tional authority, has the duty to assure
these duly accredited representatives of
foreign governments to the United States
that the security of their person and
property will be fully provided for by
this Government.

H.R. 14944, as reported, I believe will
accomplish the purposes which the Presi-
dent desires.

The bill increases the size of the exist-
ing White House Police force from 250 to
850; it changes the name of that force to
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the Executive Protective Service; it gives
the service new authority to protect the
foreign missions located in the metropol-
itan area of the District of Columbia, in-
cluding Maryland and Virginia; it au-
thorizes the President to use this service
to protect foreign missions located out-
side of the Washington area whether
they be in the United States, its territo-
ries, or possessions as he may determine
on a case-by-case basis.

There has been some concern that a
large number of the new service will be
drafted from members of the existing
Metropolitan Police Force. This is not
the intent of the legislation nor will this
happen.

It is my personal belief and the com-
mittee’s feeling that by relieving the
members of the Metropolitan Police
Force from their present duties of pro-
tecting these diplomatic missions and
substituting for them the new Executive
Protective Service, there will be an in-
crease in police protection for the resi-
dents of the District of Columbia as the
Metropolitan Police members will then
be able to assume other duties than that
of protecting embassies.

This is necessary legislation. There is
a sense of urgency to it and, for this rea-
son, I urge its adoption. At the same
time I wish to commend those respon-
sible for bringing this legislation to the
floor today, which includes the distin-
guished chairman of the Subcommittee
on Public Buildings and Grounds, the
gentleman from Illinois, the Honorable
KENNETH J. GraYy, and his counterpart,
the ranking minority member of the
subcommittee, the gentleman from New
York, the Honorable JAMES GROVER.

May I also commend to the Members
the expert testimony received from the
Department of the Treasury on this
matter including particularly the able
Director of the Secret Service, Mr. James
Rowley.

May I conclude by thanking my dear
friend, the chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on Treasury, Post Office and Related
Agencies, of the Committee on Appro-
priations, the gentleman from Okla-
homa, the Honorable Tom SteED, for his
work in cooperating with the committee
in bringing this legislation to the floor.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time and urge
the unanimous support for the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has
consumed 22 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. CRAMER) .

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

Mr. Chairman, I am in wholehearted
support of this legislation. I just as much
support this as I supported the Presi-
dent’s initial recommendation with re-
gard to fighting crime nationwide which
incidentally is sitting in most of the sub-
committees without action today.

I think it is a crime that it is being
bottled up; and as much as I supported
for instance the 1,000 new metropolitan
police called for by the President of the
United States, trying to do something
about crime running rampant in the Dis-
trict of Columbia; and crime running
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rampant as much if not more so than
every city in America—and this is sup-
posed to be the showcase of government
for the world.

I support also, and have encouraged
others, and to try to get out of the proper
committees legislation to control crime
in the District of Columbia; in addition
to the add on of 1,000 more people in the
police force in the District.

So, really the way I conceive this legis-
lation is that this is a peripheral way—
this is a way of accomplishing better law
enforcement in the District of Columbia
when the Congress to this day has ab-
solutely refused to provide the relief
needed by direct legislation.

Let me tell you exactly what I mean.
Today there are hundreds of metropoli-
tan police needed on the beats and on
the streets in the District of Columbia to
combat crime and the rapes and rob-
beries that are going up at a phenomenal
rate here in the District of Columbia. So
they put them in a cruise car and take
them off the beats and the streets, to do
what? In order to economize on person-
nel and save money. But it does not save
the poor, harassed citizen or visitor in
the District of Columbia who ends up be-
ing the victim of rape and robbery in
their homes and on the streets.

So hundreds of District of Columbia
police are needed on the beats and on the
streets of the District of Columbia to
fight crime in our Nation’s Capital and
for those who are criticizing providing a
force for the embassies, listen to this—
instead of those police who are needed
on the beats and on the streets of the
District of Columbia, they are presently
protecting the embassies of the foreign
nations.

So all we are saying is—to provide a
proper force to protect the embassies,
which is the duty of the President of the
United States and our Government in
any event, and a reciprocal responsibility
of other governments that they have to
protect our embassies in other countries.
That is our duty. So let us establish a
police force that may accomplish this
and relieve these hundreds of Metro-
politan Police and let them go back to
the beats where they belong and pro-
tect the citizens of the District of Colum-
bia and the visitors to the District.

That is as I see this legislation. So
here is an opportunity to get 600 addi-
tional well-trained police—not recruited
prinecipally from the District of Colum-
bia Police because that approach would
not accomplish the objective of better law
enforcement throughout the District. But
we specifically provide in the report a
requirement—

It is not anticipated that the local police
forces of the metropolitan area will be a
primary source of recruitment.

We state that specifically. I understand
that there may be an amendment pro-
posed that will clarify further that we
clearly intend for them to recruit these
people from outside the District. I will
say this to you, it is my opinion that they
will have no problem whatsoever to re-
cruit people for this particular service
becal_xse this service is going to have
prestige and is going to have a specific
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job and it is going to be backed up, which
is not the case in many instances, by the
police in the District of Columbia,

So this will be a nationwide effort to re-
eruit for this force and to relieve the
police for the District so that those who
want law enforcement in the District
should cling to this legislation and sup-
port it wholeheartedly because it will
relieve those law enforcement authori-
ties in the District of Columbia to do the
job they should do and have not been
doing. So if we have to use this peripheral
way of doing it, I am 100 percent _for
it, if it is going to cost $4'% million
to do it, I am 100 percent for that, to
get the job done even partially in solv-
ing crime or helping to solve the problem
of crime in the District of Columbia so
that this will relieve some of the pressure
on the Metropolitan Police force which
js having to provide embassy protection
for some 20 to 21 embassies here in the
District of Columbia today.

In addition, these police will have the
same authority for arrests as does the
Metropolitan Police, and if a crime takes
place in their presence or to their knowl-
edge while they are on duty with the
embassy, they will have the authority
to make the necessary arrests, so they
will be accomplishing that dual law
enforcement purpose, too.

The city police are being stretched too
thin, and everyone knows it. With the
hippies, the kooks, and the peaceniks
forever on the march, and some of them
looking for trouble, providing the White
House and embassies protection is be-
coming an ever more difficult task for
the regular city police. Under interna-
tional law and practice the United States
i{s obligated to provide this protection.
We have all heard of the rising crime
rate in the District of Columbia. It is my
hope that maybe this measure, if it gets
the support to which it is entitled, will
perhaps unlock the door to some of the
anticrime measures that are not being
acted on at the present time. The ad-
ministration has exerted efforts to com-
bat crime in America. It has presented
legislation constantly. That effort, so far,
is being thwarted in the Congress. I do
not think the fight against crime can
be frustrated in the name of cost or any-
thing else. The need to combat the
cancer of organized crime and crime in
the streets far transcends partisan con-
siderations. The people of America want
prompt action on anticrime legislation,
and they are entitled to have it. So I
wholeheartedly support this legislation
and encourage my colleagues to do like-
wise.

The President of the United States is
vested with the constitutional responsi-
bility for econducting this country’s for-
eign policy. In order to adequately
perform his duties in this regard, it is
imperative that he assure accredited rep-
resentatives of foreign governments in
the United States at the seat of govern-
ment security of person and property.

I regret to say that in recent years
members of the foreign diplomatic corps
stationed in the District of Columbia
have complained that such security is
lacking. They have been plagued with
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disturbances, harassments, and a high
incidence of crime involving their em-
bassies and their personnel. These have
prompted demands that this country be-
gin to provide them with the same kind
of protection that their governments
provide our people stationed abroad.

When the President became aware of
these demands, he directed that a plan
be developed for placing the responsi-
bility for the protection of the 117 diplo-
matic missions in the Washington area
under the control of an expanded White
House Police force.

At the present time, the Metropolitan
Police Department has this duty. In view
of the inereasing burdens being placed on
it, however, it is doubtful whether this
law enforcement agency can any longer
fulfill this essential function. Its citywide
responsibilities are too great. Moreover,
it is operating more than 600 men below
authorized strength.

Enactment of HR. 14944 would shift
the protective burden from the shoulders
of the Washington Police to a new Ex-
ecutive Protective Service whose job
would be to give embassies and their rep-
resentatives in the Nation's Capital the
same kind of protection presently pro-
vided the President and his family.

This legislation would boost author-
ized strength of the old White House
Police from 250 to a maximum of 850
men. The new Service would be under
the control of the Director of the U.S.
Secret Service.

Its use would be specifically limited to
providing security in the Washington
metropolitan area. On special occasions,
however, diplomatic missions in other
areas of the country could be given pro-
tection where warranted on a case-by-
case basis.

The reason for this special authority
is to insure that the Executive Protective
Service could be used on a selective basis
to protect foreign dignitaries visiting this
country. In such cases, however, the
Service would not replace local po-
lice. Rather, it would supplement their
efforts.

The Service will be a primarily pre-
ventive force. As planned, it will consist
of motorized elements whose task it will
be to patrol foreign missions in the met-
ropolitan area. These will be supple-
mented by fixed or short beat patrols of
the more sensitive embassies.

A ready reserve will be on duty at all
times. It will respond when minor alter-
cations or disturbances cannot be han-
dled by the men on the beat.

When major trouble appears to be
brewing, the Service will call upon Dis-
trict of Columbia Police to assist in han-
dling it. When the Service is operating
in other jurisdictions throughout the
country under the special authority of
subsection 3 (5) of the bill, local police
will be called in when, as, and if needed.
In all cases, the same operational ar-
rangements and working guidelines
which have proven so successful in the
past will continue to govern the relation-
ships between the law enforcement
agencies involved.

Within the Nation's Capital, the ex-
panded Service will relieve hundreds of
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District of Columbia policemen from em-
bassy duties. This will enable them to
pursue other law enforcement activities.
In other words, by expanding the White
House Police force, we will, in effect, be
beefing up our sorely pressed Washing-
ton police.

As for recruitment, members of the
new Executive Protective Service will
come under the civil service laws and
regulations. They will be recruited na-
tionwide, although it is expected that
local police forces in the metropolitan
area will serve as a primary source of
recruitment.

In view of the National Government's
responsibility for protecting the Presi-
dent and the foreign diplomatic corps,
the proposed expansion of the White
House Police envisioned by this bill
makes sense. Such duties properly be-
long to the Federal Government. The
change should have been made long
8g0,.

During the recent moratorium, I am
informed, an unruly throng assembled
in DuPont Circle. From there, they began
to march on the Vietnamese Embassy.
Fortunately, the security forces at hand
were sufficient to deal with them before
they reached their goal. Had they failed,
we may have witnessed the sacking or
worse of the embassy of a friendly na-
tion and ally.

Such incidents happening to our em-
bassies abroad have always shocked and
outraged me. The establishment of a
highly trained and mobile Executive Pro-
tective Service will insure that they will
not happen here. Foreign representatives
in this country will be assured the type of
protection they are entitled to and de-
serve.

Their dignity and security requires it.
The responsibility to preserve tranquil-
lity and safety in the United States de-
mands it.

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

Mr. CRAMER. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from Louisiana, who is known
as a strong law-enforcement supporter
in America.

Mr. RARICK. I thank the gentleman.
I wonder if the gentleman and the com-
mittee have considered the possibility of
transferring the Supreme Court Police o
this newly proposed police force? The
Supreme Court has many friends among
the criminal element and should have
minimal need for police protection. In
this manner we can save the taxpayers
money and at the same time promote
international good will.

Mr. CRAMER. That would make about
as much sense to the gentleman in the
well- as transferring the Capitol Police
force, which we recently beefed up, just
last year, and gave them additional au-
thority to police Capitol Hill and Con-
gress. I disagree with the gentleman, al-
though, if some of the Justices were
subjected to the same mob violence or
criminal attacks suffered by many in the
District of Columbia, they might render
some different decisions.

The CHATRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Florida desire to yield additional
time?
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Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
as much time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California (Mr. DonN
H. CLAUSEN).

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chairman,
I join my colleagues on the Public Works
Committee in supporting the President'’s
request to improve the protection of for-
eign embassy personnel and facilities
through creation of an “Executive Pro-
tection Service.”

The President has the clear constitu-
tional responsibility of providing protec-
tion of personnel and for the conduct of
the U.S. relationships with foreign gov-
ernments and their resident representa-
tives; their security of person and prop-
erty in the same degree that the laws
of this Nation assure to our own citizens.

Under international law and practice,
it is the obligation of the host govern-
ment to take reasonable precaution to
insure the safety of foreign diplomatic
officials and the embassies of foreign gov-
ernments located in the receiving state.
Our embassies overseas have been re-
ceiving protection from the central gov-
ernment of the countries in which they
are located. It is, therefore, appropriate
that we have the capability to carry out
our reciprocal responsibility.

There are 117 diplomatic missions in
Washington, D.C., and the immediately
surrounding area. At the present time,
the protection of foreign embassies is a
responsibility of the Metropolitan Police
Department. Over the past 4 years inci-
dents at embassies and crime involving
diplomatic personnel have shown a
marked increase. The foreign diplomatic
corps has constantly complained to the
Department of State concerning disturb-
ances, harassment, and the high inci-
dence of crime involving foreign em-
bassies and their employees. Ambassadors
and other high diplomatic officials have
demanded that the National Government
fulfill its obligation to maintain the se-
curity of foreign diplomatic missions
located in this country. Recently their
complaints came to the attention of the
President, and the level of his con-
cern is evidenced in the request for this
legislation.

The Metropolitan Police Department
cannot provide the necessary protection.
This fact is not an adverse reflection on
the Department. The demands upon it in
carrying out its citywide responsibility to
the general public for law enforcement
and protection are already overwhelming.

Responsibility for providing protection
of this nature might reasonably be ex-
pected to lie with the Department of
State. That Department, however, has
no security personnel even remotely
qualified to meet the needs involved.

The White House Police, under the
supervision of the Director of the Se-
cret Service, are uniquely qualified, by
both training and the responsibilities al-
ready assigned to them under existing
law, to meet this need. The assignment
of embassy protection to this group will
center responsibility in the Federal Gov-
ernment, where it belongs.

Accordingly, HR. 14944 here re-
ported, with amendments, will change
the name of the White House Police
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to the Executive Protective Service,
which more adequately describes the
functions already assigned to it as
well as the function to be added here.
In addition, this legislation will extend
the jurisdictional area within which the
Service may function to the metropoli-
tan area surrounding the city of Wash-
ington itself. Some embassies are al-
ready located outside the city limits, and
it may reasonably be assumed that other
embassies will so locate in the future. To
carry out its function, the Service must
be able to protect these embassies as well
as those located within the city propex.

The committee wishes to make it clear,
however, that foreign representatives
are accredited to the President; they
necessarily must be so situated physi-
cally as to be in relatively close prox-
imity to the central seat of this Gov-
ernment. The authority for embassy pro-
tection is limited to the metropolitan
area itself, except as the President other-
wise provides, on a case by case basis.
Where embassies are located in Mary-
land or Virginia, to the extent those
States comprise a part of the metropoli-
tan area, the same cooperation with
lccal police forces would apply as now
applies with respect to the Metropolitan
Police Department. In this regard, the
committee would emphasize that the em-
bassy protective function cannot, and
is not intended to, assume the local police
department’s responsibility (whether it
be in the District of Columbia, Mary-
land, or Virginia) to conduct criminal
investigations involving embassy per-
sonnel but to furnish police officers in
adequate numbers to control major dem-
onstrations and other large disturbances
occurring in close proximity to foreign
diplomatic missions.

With respect to the authority granted
the President to utilize the Executive
Protective Service for the protection of
“foreign diplomatic missions located in
such other areas in the United States,
its territories and possessions, on a case-
by-case basis,” the committee here states
plainly that this authority extends only
to situations of extraordinary gravity,
where the local police force is totally
incapable of providing a level of protec-
tion deemed essential to the international
integrity of the United States, or where
the protection of the President himself,
for example, would be involved. This ad-
ditional authority is not, and may not
be construed to be, a substitute for the
responsibility of local police forces fo
provide protection for consulates, the
United Nations, and similar foreign dele-
gations within the United States. The
increased protection to be provided by
the Executive Protective Service is de-
signed primarily as a preventive measure
within the Washington metropolitan
area. It is not intended that this new
Service assume the responsibility of other
police departments to provide protection
to persons and property within their re-
spective jurisdictions.

The number of personnel assigned to
the Service will be increased from the
present 250 to not more than 850. Not
all of this authorized increase in per-
sonnel, of course, is attributable to em-
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bassy protection. The need for increased
protection for the President accounts for
part of the added personnel. The direc-
tion of the Executive Protective Service
will be a responsibility of the Director of
the U.S. Secret Service, and it is con-
templated that the members of the Serv-
ice will be recruited under the civil serv-
ice laws and regulations on a nationwide
basis. It is not anticipated that the local
police forces of the metropolitan area
will be a primary source of recruitment.

The administration originally re-
quested an open-end authorization for
personnel for this Service. The commit-
tee is unequivocally opposed to any such
arrangement. The duties assigned the
Service are specific. A maximum of 850
should, on the basis of the information
submitted to the committee, be adequate
for the foreseeable future. By whatever
name it is called, and however meritori-
ous its purpose, a police force at the
disposal of the Federal Executive power
is an instrument upon which our phi-
losophy of government requires tight
rein. The committee has every reason to
expect restrained executive use and close
congressional oversight of the Service,
its assignments, and its performance.

The committee has had this legislation
under active consideration since May 21
last. Public hearings were held on July
24, and four extensive executive sessions
followed the public hearings. We believe
H.R. 14944 as reported will meet the un-
deniable need for embassy protection as
a Federal responsibility, but with safe-
guards the committee considers abso-
lutely essential.

Mr. PETTIS. Mr. Chairman, I rise to-
day to express my unqualified support
for the pending measure to authorize
the establishment of a federalized police
force for the protection of the Executive
Mansion and the 117 embassies of foreign
governments.

And, in stating my support, I also wish
to deplore the conditions in this, the Na-
tion’s Capital, which make this kind of
legislation necessary. I think we have
reached a rather sorry state of affairs
when we have to admit that the loecal
police force is not capable of providing
adequate protection for the well-being
and property of the diplomatic emissar-
ies from around the world. This is sup-
posed to be the greatest capital city in
the world but I wonder how long we will
be able to maintain that image.

The incidence of thievery, vandalism,
and mayhem visited upon the foreign em-
bassies is shocking and inexcusable. Let
me cite just a few examples. Last July
27, persons forced their way into the
Ethiopian Embassy and broke windows,
furniture, and other valuable furnish-
ings before they were subdued and ar-
rested; two persons attempted to enter
the Russian Embassy grounds last sum-
mer, and just this month 19 persons
handcuffed themselves to the Embassy
fence; the Italian Embassy has reported
that automobiles on its property have
been tampered with, and there have been
any number of incidents at the Embas-
sies of the Vietnamese and French Gov-
ernments.

To my knowledge, this is the first time
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in history that the Government has been
forced to institute this kind of a federal-
ized police force for such a purpose. And
one has only to glance at the daily list-
ings of criminal activity in the local
newspapers to see the reason why. The
weekend list of crime in the District
would fill an entire page if it were printed
in the same type as the rest of the news-
paper.

Even though the Washington police
force has been enlarged to almost 3,-
900—an increase of about 500 men over
the past year—the crime rate continues
to elimb.

The number of homicides in the first
9 months of this year have increased
by 56 percent over the figure for the
same period last year and that was
dreadful enough. Robberies have jumped
54 percent in the same 9-month period
and I think they have lost count on the
number of rapes, they occur with such
sickening frequency. Nobody is spared
the sadists. The young shopgirl, the ma-
tron, the very old, the infirm are daily
victimized.

Just within the past 24 hours I read
of the pleas of some women who are
seeking to have year-round daylight sav-
ing so they will have a fighting chance
to reach the safety of their homes—and
that is a little precarious, too—before
darkness sets in. Why, some of the women
who work in the downtown agencies are
sacrificing an hour's pay at the end of
the day in order to get a head start on
the rapists and muggers they know are
roaming the city after dusk.

However, we do not have to go down-

town for samples of violence. There is
ample evidence right here on Capitol

Hill. Members of the Congress have
been mugged and robbed—one attacked
in his own office. Our female staff mem-
bers have been murdered, raped, robbed,
and terrorized; even those girls who live
within two blocks of the Capitol have a
justifiable fear of walking home.

This deplorable situation has created
a bonanza for people in the security busi-
ness. Citizens have taken to double-bolt-
ing doors, buying watchdogs, and hiring
guards. There are many Members, like
myself, who have found themselves
forced to find persons to live in their
homes while out of the city. And the for-
eign embassies around the city have been
forced to maintain their own security
forees.

Whatever the shortcomings of the local
police force, I do not lay the complete
blame for this situation at their doorstep.
A major reason we find ourselves having
to enact such a bill as we have before us
today is our inaction in taking up the
President’s antierime proposals.

The first session of this Congress has
been at work since January 3, now Jan-
uary of 1970 is right around the corner
and not a single one of the major recom-
mendations on crime has been acted
upon. Instead of taking measures to com-
bat crime in the streets, we have seemed
more interested largely in superficial leg-
islation and “giveaway” aid programs.

The administration has requested $296
million this year to help States and local
communities improve their police and
criminal justice systems. Legislation has
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also been introduced to intensify the na-
tional effort against organized crime
which claims as its major victims the
poor. A major revision of all Federal nar-
cotics laws also has been proposed in an
effort to curb illicit narcotics trade.

Failure to deal effectively with crimi-
nals and the causes of crime has resulted
in what can only be termed major dis-
aster. Crime has quadrupled since 1944.
In 1968 alone, it increased by 17 percent.

Use of drugs has grown at an even
more frightening rate. Between 1960 and
1967 juvenile arrests involving the use
of drugs rose almost 800 percent and the
number of narcotics addicts in the United
States is now estimated to be in the
hundreds of thousands.

The flow of smut and obscenity through
the mails has increased enormously in
recent years, to the disgust of decent citi-
zens and to the detriment of our children.

Here in the Nation's Capitol, while
serious crime skyrockets, the criminal
courts lack progressive, effective pro-
cedures.

Organized crime continues to wrap its
tentacles about our society. It controls
illegal gambling, the numbers racket and
dope smuggling, and has infiltrated gov-
ernment and legitimate business.

We must devote new resources and
knowledge to the curbing of juvenile de-
linquency; we must develop new tech-
niques of prisoner rehabilitation, both in-
stitutional and extrainstitutional; we
must address the urgent need for penal
reform.

Control of all areas of crime is ab-
solutely necessary if we are to maintain
the internal strength and security of our
Nation, if we are to be safe in our homes
and on our streets and if our children
are to have the protection they deserve.

We should decide now to give anti-
crime legislation the number one priority
for the next session so our people will
know that we are interested in arresting
and curing the cancer of crime which
now afflicts the Nation.

Many people are coming to believe
that the motto of Washington is “Kill a
Citizen a Day” or “Rob a Bank Daily.”
That may be true of many other cities
before long.

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

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

The CHAIRMAN. There being no fur-
ther requests for time, the Clerk will
read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That chap-
ter 3 of title 3 of the United States Code is
amended as follows—

(1) by striking the words “White House
Police force” whenever they appear in the
chapter and inserting in lieu thereof the
words “Executive Protective Force’;

(2) by striking the words “White House
Police” whenever they appear in the chap-
ter and inserting in lieu thereof “Executive
Protective Force"’;

(3) by striking the second sentence and
inserting in leu thereof, the following:
“Subject to the supervision of the Secre-
tary of the Treasury, the Force shall perform
such duties as the Director, United States
Secret Service, may prescribe in connection
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with the protection of the following: (1)
the Executive Mansion and grounds in the
District of Columbia; (2) any building in
which Presidential offices are located; (3)
the President and members of his immediate
family; and (4) foreign diplomatic missions
located in the metropolitan area of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, and such other areas as
the President may direct.”; and

(4) by striking the words “two hundred
and fifty” in the first sentence of subsection
(a) of section 203 and inserting in lieu
thereof “elght hundred and fifty".

Mr. GRAY (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
dispense with further reading of the bill,
and that the bill be printed in the Rec-
ORD and open to amendment at any
point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?

There was no objection.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the committee amendments.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendments: First page, line
8, strike out “Force” and insert “Service”,

Page 2, line 2, strike out “Force” and in-
sert “'Service".

Page 2, line 6, strike out “Force” and in-
sert “Executive Protective Service".

Page 2, line 12, strike out “and”,

Page 2, strike out lines 13 and 14, and in-
sert: “metropolitan area of the District of
Columbia; and (5) foreign diplomatic mis-
sions located in such other areas in the
United States, its territories, and posses-
sions, as the president, on a case-by-case
basis may direct.”; and”.

The committee amendments
agreed to.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the necessary number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask:
This 600-man addition to the Secret
Service is for the purpose of being added
to the 250 already in existence. Is that
correct?

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

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

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman is correct. The total complement
of the White House Police force is 250
maximum, and this would add an addi-
tional 600, but I would correct the gen-
tleman, it is not a Secret Service force.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman can con-
strue it any way he wants to. The addi-
tional 600 would be under the jurisdie-
tion of the Secret Service.

Mr. GRAY. They work out of the
White House Chief of Police.

Mr. GROSS. But now there will be a
total force of 850, the 600 being provided
ostensibly to protect the embassies.

Mr. GRAY. That is correct.

Mr. GROSS. We have 127 or 137 em-
bassies?

Mr. GRAY. It is 117.

Mr .GROSS. It is 117 embassies. What
in the world can they do with 600 men on
any basis of a logical tour of duty per
man, using 600 to protect 117 embassies?

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield further, first let me
remind the gentleman the additional 600
will not all be used for the 117 missions.
The President wants to beef up the

were
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White House protection and also the
protection of the President and the Vice
President and their families, so a small
portion of the 600 would be used for
those purposes.

I would remind the gentleman this
contemplates three shifts per day, 7 days
a week, for 365 days a year.

Mr. GROSS. Does it take 600 men on
that basis to protect 117 Embassies?
Surely, that would leave quite a cushion
for the additions to the protection of the
White House or any other function they
might be called upon to perform in the
Federal service.

Mr. GRAY. I would remind the gentle-
man these are maximum ceilings. The
Chief of the Secret Service will have to
come to the Appropriations Committee
and justify every single body he puts on
this force.

I would point out further that our very
distinguished friend, the gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. STeEp), the chairman of
the subcommittee, and the ranking Re-
publican member on the committee, the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
ContE), looked into this matter thor-
oughly. They made suggested changes.
This is a compromise bill. They are co-
authors of the legislation before us. They
certainly will look into the shifts and
how many are on them, and whether or
not each man is justified, before ever
one man is funded under the authoriza-
tion.

Mr. GROSS. Will this require any
brick and mortar for a headquarters?

Mr. GRAY. There is not a dime for
construction in this bill.

Mr. GROSS. That may be, but does the
gentleman know of any that would be
proposed?

Mr. GRAY. I do not envision any au-
thorization for construction of any fa-
cilities. These people will work out of the
adequate space in the White House.

Mr. GROSS. There is adequate space
in the White House?

Mr. GRAY. There will be three phases.
The motorized police will work out of the
GSA motor pool or the White House mo-
tor pool, and the second phase of it will
be the foot patrols, and the third phase
of it will be the stationary guard at the
facility. He will report for duty and his
sergeant will come around and make sure
he is there. We do not need any barracks,
and all that. Nobody will be domiciled
there. They will be living at home and
report for work to the White House di-
rectly.

Mr. GROSS. With all due respect for
my friend, the gentleman from Illinois—
and I do respect him—I think he has
underestimated again, as he underesti-
mated the cost of this 600-man addition,
and as I think he has underestimated the
cost of headquartering and maintaining
this group. I think time will amply
demonstrate it.

Mr. GRAY. If I did underestimate, I
think my chairman, the gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. STteep) will correct my
errors.

Mr. GROSS. But that will come a lit-
tle late for many of us on this floor, as
many other things have come too late,
including the revised estimates of more
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millions for the cultural castle in foggy
bottom, as well as the visitors’ center,
and so on, up and down the line. It will
come too late for the poor old taxpayers
of this country.

Mr. GRAY. If the gentleman would
like to have lunch with me tomorrow, I
will be glad to bring him up to date at
that time on the visitors’ center. It is
very exciting.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MATSUNAGA

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MATSUNAGA:
Page 1, line 19, strike out the word “and”,

Page 1, line 22, strike out the period and
insert in lieu thereof a semicolon and the
word “and'.

Page 2, after llne 22, add the following
new paragraph:

“(65) SBtrike out the period at the end of
the second sentence of section 203 (a), title 3,
United States Code and insert in lieu thereol
‘and by recrultment under the clvil service
laws and regulation on a nationwide basis.” "

Mr. MATSUNAGA (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that further reading of the
amendment be dispensed with and that
it be printed in the RECORD.

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object——

Mr. MATSUNAGA. If the gentleman
will yield, I will explain to the gentleman
what the amendment will do, under his
reservation of objection.

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. This amendment
has been approved by both the majority
and the minority sides of the committee.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment which
1 offer is really a very simple amend-
ment. It would merely provide that the
major part of the 600 additional mem-
bers authorized by H.R. 14944 for the
proposed Executive Protective Service
would be recruited on a nationwide
basis and not primarily from among
members or former members of the Met-
ropolitan Police force of the District of
Columbia.

I support the bill now under consid-
eration, for I am convinced that there
is an urgent need to provide better pro-
tection for foreign embassies and their
personnel in our country. As their host,
we are responsible for their safety.

However, the Metropolitan Police
force is severely undermanned today
and is having extreme difficulty in re-
cruiting police officers. According to tes-
timony presented before the Rules Com-
mittee there are 800 vacancies which are
yet to be filled. With the crime rate in
the District on a constant increase we
should not create a situation which
would further decrease the Metropolitan
Police force. This would tend to allow
an even greater increase in crimes in the
Distriet.

Because of the greater attraction of
the new Executive Protective Service, un-
less we limit the number of men who can
be recruited from the Metropolitan Police
force, we would open the floodgates and
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leave the District in an intolerable situa-
tion. The testimony before the Rules
Committee was to the effect that only
the basic cadre would be recruited from
the District force and that the main part
of the additional 600 officers could be re-
cruited from areas other than the Dis-
trict because of the greater attraction of
the new Executive Protective Service.

My amendment, therefore, would in no
way interfere with the program intended
by this legislation. By the same token,
my amendment would protect the Metro-
politan Police force from being severely
crippled by mass resignations of its mem-
bers who would be attracted to the new
Executive Protective Service. My amend-
ment would insure happiness all around.

I urge its adoption.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr, BROYHILL of Virginia. In view
of the fact that at present and for the
past several years the recruitment of
the White House Police has been exclu-
sively from members of the Metropolitan
Police force, I feel this additional lan-
guage the gentleman proposes would cer-
tainly help to provide protection which
the gentleman seeks.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I thank the gentle-
man from Virginia.

Mr. GROSS. There is nothing in the
gentleman’s amendment—which was not
read in full, as the gentleman knows—
which would preclude the recruiting of
potential police officers in the Southern
States?

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Nothing at all.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my reservation.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Hawaii (Mr. MATSUNAGA).

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. DanieLs of New Jersey, Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union, reported that
that Committee having had under con-
sideration the bill (H.R. 14944) to au-
thorize an adequate force for the pro-
tection of the Executive Mansion and
foreign embassies, and for other pur-
poses, pursuant to House Resolution 754,
he reported the bill back to the House
with sundry amendments adopted by
the Committee of the Whole.

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

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment? If not, the Chair will put
them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the engrossment and third reading of
the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.
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The SPEAKER. The question is on the
passage of the bill.

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

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum is
not present and make the point of order
that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 394, nays 7, not voting 32,
as follows:

[Roll No. 338]

YEAS—304

Colmer
Conable
Conte
Corbett
Corman
Coughlin
Cowger
Cramer
Crane
Culver
Cunningham
Daddario
Dantel, Va.
Daniels, N.J.
Davis, Ga.
Davls, Wis.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Denney
Dennis

Abernethy
Adalir
Adams
Addabbo
Albert
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson, I11.
Anderson,
Tenn.
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Annunzio
Arends
Ashbrook
Ashley
Aspinall
Ayres
Beall, Md.
Belcher
Bell, Calif,
Bennett
Berry
Betts
Bevill
Blaggl
Biester
Bingham
Blackburn
Blanton
Blatnik
Boggs

Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffin
Grifiths
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Hagan
Haley
Halpern
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harsha

Harvey
Hast

Hathaway
Hays

Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass,
Helstoskl
Henderson
Hicks

Hogan
Holifleld
Horton
Hosmer
Howard

Hull

Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson

Dickinson
Diggs
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn
Dowdy
Downing
Dulski
Duncan
Dwyer
Eckhardt
Edmondson

McMillan
Macdonald,
Mass.
MacGregor
Madden
Mahon
Mailliard
Mann
Marsh
Mathias
Matsunaga
May
Mayne
Meeds
Melcher
Meskill
Michel
Mikva
Miller, Calif,
Miller, Ohio
Mills
Minish
Mink
Minshall
Mize

Mizell
Mollohan
Monagan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morgan
Morse
Morton
Mosher
Murphy, I1l.

Murphy, N.Y.

Myers
Natcher
Nedzi
Nelsen
Nichols
Nix

Obey
O'Hara
Olsen
O'Neal, Ga.

O'Nelll, Mass,

Ottinger
Passman
Patman
Patten
Perkins
Pettis
Philbin
Pickle
Pike
Pirnie
Poage

Chisholm

Podell
Poft
Preyer, N.C.
Price, 111,
Price, Tex.
Pryor, Ark.
Pucinski
Purcell
Quie
Quillen
Rallsback
Randall
Rarick
Rees
Reid, TI1.
Reid, N.Y.
Reuss
Rhodes
Riegle
Roberts
Raobison
Rodino
Roe

Rogers, Colo.
Rogers, Fla.
Rooney, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roth
Roudebush
Roybal
Ruppe

Ruth

Ryan

St Germain
St. Onge
Sandman
Satterfield
Saylor
Schadeberg
Scherle
Scheuer
Schneebell
Schwengel
Scott
Sebelius
Shipley
Shriver
Sikes
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Calif.
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Springer
Stafford

NAYS—T7
Hawkins
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Staggers
Stanton
Steed
Steiger, Ariz,
Steiger, Wis,
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Sullivan
Bymington
Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Callf,
Teague, Tex.
Thompson, Ga.
Thomson, Wis.
Tiernan
Udall
Ullman
Utt
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanilk
Vigorito
Waggonner
Waldie
Wampler
Watkins
Watson
Watts
Weicker
Whalen
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Willlams
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.
Winn
Wold
Wolfl
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylle
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young
Zablockl
Zion
Zwach

O'Konskl

y
Brinkley
Brock
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.

Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla,
Burke, Mass.

Burleson, Tex.

Burlison, Mo.
Burton, Calif.

Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy

Clark

Collins

Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif.
Edwards, La.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch

Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fallon
Farbstein
Feighan
Findley
Fish
Fisher
Flood
Flowers
Flynt
Foley
Ford,
William D.
Foreman
Fountain
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frey
Friedel
Fulton, Pa.
Fuqua
Galifianakls
Gallagher
Garmatz
Gaydos
Gettys
Gialmo
Gibbons
Gilbert
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gray

Ichord

Jacobs

Jarman
Johnson, Calif,
Johnson, Pa,
Jonas

Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn,
Earth

Kastenmeier
Eazen

Eee

Keith

King

Kleppe
Kluczynskl
Eoch
Kuykendall
Kyl

Eyros
Langen
Latta
Leggett
Lennon
Lloyd
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lowenstein
Lukens
McCarthy
McClory
McCloskey
McClure
McCulloch
McDade
McDonald,
Mich,
McEwen
McFall
McKneally

Clay
Gross

Landgrebe
Lujan

NOT VOTING—32

Fulton, Tenn. Pollock
Hall Powell
Hanna Relfel
Hébert Rivers
Kirwan Sisk
Landrum Taft
Lipscomb Thompson, N.J.
Martin Tunney
Dawson Moss Whalley
Fascell Pelly Wright
Ford, Gerald R. Pepper

Abbitt
Andrews, Ala.
Baring
Barrett
Bolling
Cahill

Celler
Conyers

So the bill was passed.
The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Hébert with Mr. Gerald R. Ford.

Sisk with Mr. Lipscomb.

Rivers with Mr, Hall.

Hanna with Mr, Pollock.

Wright with Mr. Pelly.

Baring with Mr. Martin,

Fascell with Mr. Reifel.

Celler with Mr. Cahill.

Pepper with Mr. Taft.

Barrett with Mr. Whalley.

Abbitt with Mr, Landrum.

Andrews of Alabama with Mr, Moss.
Thompson of New Jersey with Mr.
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Mr. Tunney with Mr. Dawson.
Mr. Eirwan with Mr. Powell.
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The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to extend
their remarks on the bill just passed.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Il-
linois?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR HOUSE MANAG-
ERS TO FILE CONFERENCE RE-
PORT ON 8. 2577, TO LOWER
INTEREST RATES, FIGHT INFLA-
TION, HELP HOUSING, SMALL
BUSINESS, AND EMPLOYMENT

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the managers
on the part of the House may have until
midnight tonight to file a conference re-
port on the bill (8. 2577) to lower
interest rates and fight inflation, to help
housing, small business, and employment,
and for other purposes. That is the bill
passed yesterday afternoon.

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

There was no objection.

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, when
the votes were taken on rolleall No. 335,
the motion to recommit, and rollcall No.
336, the conference report on the Fed-
eral Coal Mine Health and Safety Act,
I was necessarily absent. I was a sponsor
of the legislation. I firmly supported
it, and supported its passage.

Had I been present, I would have voted
“nay” on the motion to recommit, roll-
call No. 335, and “yea” on the con-
ference report, rollcall No. 336.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 13111, DEPARTMENTS OF
LABOR, HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND
WELFARE, AND RELATED AGEN-
CIES APPROPRIATIONS, 1970

Mr. FLLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to take from the Speaker's
table the bill (H.R. 13111) making ap-
propriations for the Departments of
Labor, Health, Education, and Welfare,
and related agencies for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1970, and for other pur-
poses, with Senate amendments thereto,
disagree to the Senate amendments, and
agree to the conference asked by the
Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, and I do not intend
to object, let me say that we had an
earlier colloquy on the floor of the House
on the parliamentary situation. Since
that time we have had several discus-
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sions with the chairman of the subcom-
mittee, Mr. Froop, who has been most
gracious and most cooperative. We have
also had some discussions with Members
on my side of the aisle. The parliamen-
tary situation is such, Mr. Speaker, that
should I move to instruct the conferees
and someone on that side moves fo table
the motion, we will not have a clear vote
either up or down on the question of
whether the House wishes to retain the
Scott amendments or the Whitten
amendments. Therefore, based on the
conversations I had with the chairman
of the subcommitiee and the assurance
he has given me of his cooperation, and
the assurance I have from members on
my side of the committee, including the
ranking Republican and others on the
committee——

Mr. FLOOD. I confirm these state-
ments.

Mr. CONTE. At present it would appear
that the wisest thing to do in order to
try to preserve the language of the Sen-
ate would be not to move to instruct the
conferees and let them work their will.
Then when they come back at that time
we will make a motion, I hope with the
support of the leadership.

Mr. FLOOD. If I were in the position
of the gentleman from Massachusetts, I
would do exactly the same thing.

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts yield?

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. BOW. The statement has been
made that an agreement has been made
with the ranking minority member. I do
not know what that agreement is. No one
discussed any agreement with me. I
would like to be advised before any agree-
ment is made here as to what it is.

Mr. CONTE. Certainly. I spoke with
the gentleman from Illinois, and I apol-
ogize for not speaking to the gentleman
from Ohio. Things were moving quite
fast here,

Mr. BOW. I am still around here, and
I am not hard to catech.

Mr. CONTE. As I understand it, there
are Members on our side of the aisle and
Members on the other side of the aisle
that will support the Scott amendment
individually. If we do prevail, then the
issue is over with. If we do not prevail,
then when the bill comes back from
conference, we will have an opportunity
at that time to ask for a rolleall vote on
this particular amendment.

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle-
man yield further?

Mr. CONTE. I am glad to yield.

Mr. BOW. There is no question that
you can have a rollcall vote, but I have
heard some rumors around here that
somebody wants to take over the prerog-
ative of the motion to recommit. There
has been no agreement on that.

Mr. CONTE. No. There has been no
agreement.

Mr. FLOOD. I have never heard of
that.

Mr. CONTE. If the gentleman had been
in the Chamber earlier, we asked for that
agreement but no one in the minority
could give me that assurance.

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. COHELAN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I merely want to say that the situation
is fluid at this moment. The conferences
we have been having in this intermittent
period have been very awkward. We have
been trying to get agreements that would
give us some assurance, as the gentleman
from Massachusetts has pointed out, that
we would ultimately get an opportunity
to obtain a clear vote on the Scott Senate
amendment and, of course, the House
version which was voted into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union. It seems that on the basis
of the information the gentleman from
Massachusetts has at this moment re-
ceived, he has decided that we should not
follow this course of action.

This, of course, puts us in this awk-
ward position. I want the record to be
clear on this. If we fail to make a motion
to instruet, we will have no parliamen-
tary opportunity to express ourselves on
this matter. Even though the inevitable
motion to table will follow a motion to
instruct the conferees to accept the Sen-
ate amendment and would, of course, ob-
scure the issue.

Mr. Speaker, I am going to these
lengths and am being elementary about
this because neither I nor the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. O’'Hara), who has
been working to try to establish some
agreement, have been able to make up
our minds. As some of the sponsors of the
Whitten amendment know, we are all
most concerned. We must try to get a
clear-cut record vote in the House of
Representatives on this issue so we can
go back to our constituents this year as
we did last year and let them know how
we stand on the Whitten amendment.
Last year the conference came back in
disagreement with the Senate amend-
ments in three particulars and there
were three rollcall votes. We adopted the
Whitten amendment in the Committee
of the Whole House on a teller vote, a
nonrecord vote. When it came back from
conference, we were in a position to get
a record vote and were successful in
striking the Whitten amendment. That
is the issue here. We are hopeful that
the House conference will come back in
disagreement with the Scott amendment
which was passed by the other body
by a vote of 52 to 37. Such action will give
us the opportunity to vote clearly on the
record; an opportunity we have had in
the past.

The Members of this body, especially
those of us who have been here for a
number of years, know the nature of the
conference committee.

The composition of the conference on
the other side is interesting in that seven
of the nine Members voted against the
Scott amendment. It may be assumed
therefore that they would, of course, be
willing to yield to our very persuasive and
distinguished friend, the gentleman from
Mississippi (Mr. WaITTEN) , and his point
of view. This, of course, would be re-
flected in the conference report. That is
what it is all about.

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. O'HARA. May I ask the gentleman
from Massachusetts this question: Did I
understand the gentleman to say that he
had received assurances that he seemed
to think were adequate if the motion to
instruct were not offered, that an oppor-
tunity would be had to have a separate
vote on the Scott amendment fo the
Whitten amendment?

Mr. CONTE. That is my understand-
ing. I want it completely understood here
that I have made no agreement on the
motion to recommit in case that comes
up. We have had an earlier discussion on
that. We tried to receive that assurance
here on the floor, but we did not receive
it. However, I am assured at this time
by the leadership on our side that they
will support a rollcall vote to delete this
from the conference report.

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield further for just one
moment, I would like to inquire—not
being an expert on appropriations con-
ference committees—if it would be pos-
sible to bring back an amendment in dis-
agreement if the Senate conferees were
to offer to recede from their disagree-
ment.

Mr. CONTE. Well, this is one of the
very difficult porblems that we have. I
would like to yield to my friend, the gen-
tleman from Ohio, the ranking Republi-
can Member here to respond to that. This
represents a very difficult parliamentary
procedure.

Mr. BOW. I would say to my friend,
the gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
ConteE), that the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts now sitting in the chair will
rule on the parliamentary procedures and
not the ranking Republican member of
the Committee on Appropriations.

I think we are dealing in semantics
here. I would not be a bit surprised that
whatever you should bring back in the
way of this appropriation bill, unless
there are a great deal of changes in it,
we will probably be back here on the day
after Christmas because I would expect
a Presidential veto if it were otherwise.

Mr. CONTE. The vote in the other
body on the so-called Scott amendment
was 52 to 37.

I realize that seven out of the nine
conferees on the Senate side voted
against the so-called Scott amendment.
Therefore I would imagine that the
slightest breeze would topple them over.
However, I also imagine the parliamen-
tary situation would be that they would
have to go back to the Senate, stating
that they receded on that particular
amendment, and with such a strong vote,
52 to 37 in the Senate, they would have
a very difficult time getting away with it.

Mr. O'HARA. If the gentleman will
vield further do we have assurances of
the chairman of the subcommittee and
the ranking minority member of the
full committee and the ranking minority
member of the subcommittee that they
will endeavor to bring back an amend-
ment in disagreement that will give the
House a clear-cut vote on that issue?

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I yield fo
the gentleman from Pennsylvania, be-
cause he was very clear and concise with
me, and very fair.
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Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, everybody
in tiis House knows personally that I will
exert myself to do just exactly what my
friend requested. There is no doubt about
it.

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

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, further re-
serving the right to object, I will yield to
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. ANDER-
SON).

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I am in some state of confusion my-
self at the moment. I would like to ask
the gentleman from Massachusetts fur-
ther what does the gentleman under-
stand the parliamentary situation to be
in the event that the Senate does recede
on the Scott amendment? Would the
House then have to accept the language
that was passed earlier in the Labor-
HEW bill, namely, the Whitten amend-
ment? Would we have to accept that
precise language?

Mr. CONTE. I would imagine that
might be the parliamentary situation.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Then how
are we in a position to get a separate vote
on that question when the conference re-
port comes back to the House, if it is not
in disagreement, if it is merely a part of
the general conference report; unless
there is some assurance that this would
be the motion to recommit the confer-
ence report, how would we get a record
vote?

Mr. CONTE., I do not see any way that
you can, Of course, we are caught in tpis
dilemma. When I offer a motion to in-
struct the conferees, I have been in-

formed by the other side that they will
immediately offer a motion to table. So
‘we end up in the same fuzzy situation, in
which you will not be voting on the
specific issue.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
‘Speaker, would the gentleman yield fur-
ther, so that I may address a parliamen-
tary inquiry to the Chair?

Mr. CONTE. By all means.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois.
Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr., ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, in connection with the matter
now under discussion, if in connection
with the so-called Scott amendment the
Senate conferees should recede and the
position of the House should prevail,
and the matter should then be returned
to the House in the form of the so-called
Whitten amendment as merely a part
of the overall conference report, would
it be possible then, or would the parlia-
mentary situation be such that we in
the House could obtain a separate vote
on the question of whether or not we
wanted the language of the so-called
Whitten amendment?

The SPEAKER. The Chair wil] state
that a motion to recommit with instruc-
tions could be made.

The question is then for recognition
on the motion to recommit. But in re-
sponse to the parliamentary inquiry the
Chair will state that it cannot answer
what might oceur in the future.

Mr.
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Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker. will the gentleman yield fur-
ther for a further parliamentary in-
quiry?

Mr. CONTE. I yield further to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, my ifurther parliamentary in-
quiry is this: If the motion to recom-
mit were to concern itself solely with
the amount of the appropriation, the
dollar amount of the appropriation, and
have no reference to the substantive
matter which we are now discussing,
would it be possible under those circum-
stances to get a separate vote on the so-
called Whitten amendment?

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state
that the one motion to recommit would
be in order, and the Chair has no knowl-
edge as to what that motion would be,
therefore the Chair does not feel con-
strained to give an opinion on something
that concerns the future and might or
might not arise.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts yield further?

Mr. CONTE. I will gladly yield fur-
ther to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, obviously I am in no position to make
any commitment for anybody other than
myself. But it would certainly be my in-
tention to vote against the so-called
Whitten amendment, if the opportunity
presented itself for such a separate vote.

I might say further that the public
announcement this morning in the press
that the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare was delighted with the ac-
tion taken in the Senate yesterday by
the so-called Scott amendment, I have
received word this morning from two dif-
ferent members of the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare indicat-
ing that that is the administration posi-
tion and that they are desirous of seeing
the Scott amendment adopted as part of
the final version of the Department of
Labor and Health, Education, and Wel-
fare appropriation bill.

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

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. CORMAN. I want to pose a ques-
tion to the chairman of the subcommit-
tee as well as the chairman of the con-
ference of the House, Is it not the normal
position of the House conferees that they
will try to preserve the position of the
House?

Mr. FLOOD,. Of course.

Mr. CORMAN. Then I would observe
that this is very probably the only time
that we will have a separate vote on the
Whitten amendment. I think we have
been educated very well in this session
on the use of the motion to recommit to
frustrate efforts to get clear cut votes on
matters in dispute. I would hope that we
would have a vote now, and I do not
think there really is any question about
the issue, even though it must come up
without debate, we should have a rolleall
on the motion to table.

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. O'HARA. I would like to say to the
gentleman, I do not think we can in any
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possible way get any reasonable assur-
ance as to a separate vote when the con-
ference report is brought back and un-
der these circumstances I would hope
that the gentleman from Massachusetts
will offer his motion to instruct, and if
he does not choose to do so, I would like
to do so.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, in view of
this colloquy and the discussion I had
with the distinguished chairman of the
subcommittee, I want the record to be
clear that I regret very much doing this.
The chairman has been wonderful about
the whole thing. However, if the Senate
recedes, we would end up not being able
to vote on the real issue—the Whitten
amendment. I am afraid that, with seven
Members out of nine having voted
against the Scott amendment in the
other body, we do not have much hope.

We only have one choice if we want
to vote clearly on the Whitten amend-
ment—we must act now. I understand the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
Froop) will offer a motion to table. The
parliamentary situation will be that this
motion to table should be voted down.

If it is, then a motion to instruct the
conferees should prevail. Therefore, Mr.
Speaker, I will make my motion to in-
struct the conferees to accept the Scott
amendment, and thus I withdraw my
reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. FLoop) ?

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, further
reserving the right to object, I would like
to make one final comment,

I should like the Members of the House
to understand that this colloquy is just
as pure as it can be and it makes perfect-
ly clear that our options are limited
and is essential that the House express
itself in this vital issue. I therefore
urge Members to support the Conte mo-
tion to instruct and to vote against the
motion to recommit.

Mr. Speaker, this motion would uphold
the standards and principles which have
been previously established by Congress
and affirmed by the courts for desegre-
gating illegally constituted dual school
systems. Those standards, founded in
title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964,
make compliance with the law contingent
upon the steps taken by school officials
to end unconstitutional school systems.

The Supreme Court on October 29 of
this year, just a few short weeks ago,
again reaffirmed its position against seg-
regated school systems. In Alexander
against Holmes County, the Court ruled
that the time in which schools were to
desegregate with “deliberate speed” had
expired—school systems must desegre-
gate immediately. The Court stated
clearly and emphatically that segrega-
tion is a concept thoroughly alien to the
will of the Supreme Court and that such
a concept as applied to education is no
longer constitutionally viable. The Court
further stated that school districts “must
terminate dual school systems once and
for all and operate now and hereafter
unitary schools.”

The language, will, and intent of the
Court is perfectly clear. Can we in con-
science ignore the dictates of the Court?
Can we in conscience run the risk of a
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mammoth retreat in eivil rights prog-
ress—and this is exactly what we would
be doing if we accept the original lan-
guage of the Whitten provisions of this
bill.

The acceptance of this language will
do no more than weaken and undermine
all the good that the Congress has done
in the name of civil rights. All the laws
in the world will not change mentalities
of bigotry, prejudice and discrimination.
But the law, in this instance, is the only
instrument that will affect the climate of
decency and equality under which free
men can live with dignity and honor.
And the proper enforcement of and pro-
tection of such law is that which gives
it vitality and essence.

Our action here today will determine
our respect for the law and our interest
in its proper and equitable enforcement.
If we accept the Whitten language, Mr.
Speaker, we will be rejecting a fair and
effective policy by watering down HEW's
authority in taking prompt and decisive
action to end illegal dual school systems.

Can any reasonable man believe that
there would have been any change in the
dual school systems of the South with-
out some reorganization of the school
systems? Furthermore, can freedom-of-
choice plans be forwarded as effective
devices for ending segregation? We have
all been over this many times before.
The record is abundantly clear. Freedom
of choice did not alter patterns of un-
constitutional school segregation in the
South. Surely, none of us are naive
enough to believe that black people liv-
ing in areas where centuries-old atti-
tudes of hostility and prejudice are re-
alities, are really free to choose to send
their children to all-white schools. And
surely none of us is naive enough to
think that these attitudes will just some-
day disappear—human nature is not
like that. Genuine equality is not some-
thing which should be given only to
those who are willing to take every con-
ceivable psychic and physical risk to at-
tain it. Equality is something which in-
stitutions—especially those supported by
public funds—should insure and protect.

To modify title VI of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964, with the provisions passed
earlier by this body, the Whitten amend-
ment extends nothing but encourage-
ment to those who seek to stop those
long overdue changes in the segregated
educational institutions. The Senate had
the wisdom in the past and again just
vesterday, to appreciate the devastating
effect which the House-passed language
would have on the effective integration
of segregated school districts.

The Senate has acted in a constructive
manner in this issue and I feel that the
House cannot do less. I realize that many
of my colleagues are seriously concerned
about unnecessary busing, but, if we are
honest, we will admit that at issue here
is not indiscriminate busing, but the
means to be used to end segregation. The
Senate version that passed 52 to 37 took
note of all the objections of the Whitten
language and said that none of the
means suggested by this language could
be utilized except when there was a con-
stitutional question.

These six words, “except as required
by the Constitution™ adds a crucial di-
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mension to the Whitten language by
subjecting it to the test of constitutional-
ity.

Moreover, the position of the Senate-
passed version of the Whitten language
is consistent with the courts and the
statutes in dealing with school desegrega-
tion. For both, the courts and the law,
have made it explicitly clear that Federal
efforts at desegregation are to be con-
fined to unconstitutional and discrimi-
natory situations. I reject the argument
that every effort of HEW or the courts
to require positive implementation of
school desegregation exceeded statutory
and judicial boundaries. The recent Su-
preme Court decision of last month re-
affirms the national commitment to de-
segregation and illustrates the fact that
there has been much unnecessary delay
in desegregating schools.

There are those who would contend
that anything beyond the voluntary ac-
tions of parents or children to desegre-
gate schools is outside the context of the
law. I cannot subscribe to such a restric-
tive interpretation. I am sustained again
in my position by the recent ruling of
the Supreme Court and by the public
statements of no less than the Presi-
dent of the United States, the Attorney
General, and the Secretary of Health, Ed-
ucation, and Welfare. Furthermore, I
concur with the opinion of the courts
that affirmative action upon the part of
school officials is both a just and prac-
tical way of abolishing educational in-
equality resulting from segregation.

I support Health, Education, and Wel-
fare in its efforts tc implement title VI
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. This ef-
fort, incidentally, includes patient and
persistent efforts at negotiation with
local school districts. But when meaning-
less gestures are offered as solutions to
serious problems of illegal segregation,
then the sanctions of title VI should be-
come fully operative.

I regard this approach as one which is
fair and hopefully effective. It is for
this reason that I ask for support of the
Senate language which, if accepted,
would keep this Nation moving toward
the goal which was charted for it in 1954
and made clearer 10 years later in the
Civil Rights Act of 1964, and which was
further implemented by the Supreme
Court’s decision in October of this year.

Mr. Speaker, I support the motion to
instruct the conferees to accept the Sen-
ate-passed amendment. It is my fervent
hope that if this motion is successfui.
the House conferees will accept and sup-
port the will of the House as expressed
in this vote.

WHAT THE SENATE LANGUAGE DOES

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, it merely
makes clear that the so-called Whitten
amendment can be applied only to the
extent that it does not conflict with the
Constitution. Without it, this body would
clearly be flouting the Constitution.
EQUAL APPLICATION OF THE LAW TO NORTH AND

SOUTH IS NOT THE ISSUE

It may be, as some have said, that
racial imbalance in the North should be
opposed to the same extent that racial
segregation is being opposed in the
South. But that is not the issue before us
now. The Whitten amendment without
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the change made in the other body,
would have us thumb our nose at a
series of unanimous Supreme Court deci-
sions which have made it clear that gov-
ernment-created segregation is uncon-
stitutional and must be stopped.

The Whitten proposal would have us
retreat to the shameful record of the past
before the famous Brown decision. We
cannot countenance such a retreat.
What is needed is a rededication to the
speedy implementation of that great
decision.

BUSING TO END RACIAL IMBALANCE IS
ALREADY UNLAWFUL

At least three times before, the Con-
gress has made clear that it is opposed
to “forced busing” to eliminate racial
imbalance. Racial imbalance is not a
condition created by Government ac-
tion. In the Civil Rights Act of 1964, in
the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act, and in the Metropolitan Devel-
opment Act of 1966, “forced busing” or
other acts to eliminate this innocently
created “imbalance” are prohibited.

Therefore, these sections offered by
the gentlemen from Mississippi are com-
pletely superfluous and unnecessary for
that purpose. But, at the same time, they
would nullify the action Congress has
taken to implement the constitutional
mandate to put an end to segregated
schools.

Another deceptive phrase is “freedom
of choice.” Like the phrase “right to
work" it has, in practice, a true meaning
completely at odds with its civil liberta-
rian ring.

Last year in Green against School
Board of New Kent County, the Supreme
Court held that so-called “freedom of
choice” plans are unconstitutional where
they are designed to perpetuate a seg-
regated system. These sections seek to
repudiate the Green decision.

As I said before in this House, the
language used is nothing but a “red her-
ring” since “forced busing” by the use
or withholding of Federal funds is for-
bidden now for the purpose of achieving
racial balance. Therefore, for that pur-
pose, the amendment was unnecessary.

ADMINISTRATION OPPOSED TO WHITTEN
AMENDMENT

There can no longer be any doubt
where the administration stands on this
issue. Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare Finch has stated that this
amendment “would seriously undermine
this Department’s responsibilities to pub-
lic education.” The amendments, he
went on “would cripple the efforts of this
Department to enforce the mandate of
the Supreme Court.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. FrLoobp) ?

There was no objection.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. CONTE

Mr., CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.
The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. CoNnTE moves that the Managers on
the part of the House, at the conference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on
the bill, HR. 13111, be instructed to agree to
the amendments of the Senate numbered 87
and B88.
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PREFERENTIAL MOTION OFFERED BY MR. FLOOD
Mr. FLOOD. Mr, Speaker, I offer a

preferential motion.
The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Froop moves to lay on the table the
motion of the gentleman from Massachu-

setts (Mr. CONTE).

The SPEAKER. The question is on

the preferential motion.

The question was taken, and the
Speaker being in doubt, the House di-
vided, and there were—ayes 93, noes

96.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I demand

the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken;
were—yeas 181, nays 216, not voting 386,

as follows:

Abernethy
Adair
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Tenn.
Ashbrook
Aspinall
Ayres
Belcher
Bennett
Berry
Betts
Bevill
Blagel
Blackburn
Blanton
Bow
Bray
Brinkley
Brock
Brooks
Broomfieid
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.

Burleson, Tex.

Burlison, Mo,
Burton, Utah
Bush
Cabell
Caflery
Camp
Carter
Casey
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Collier
Collins
Colmer
Cowger
Cramer
Crane
Daniel, Va.
Davis, Ga.
de la Garza
Delaney
Denney
Dennis
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dorn
Dowdy
Downing
Duncan

Adams
Albert
Anderson,
Calir.
Anderson, Il1.
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Annunzio
Arends

[Roll No. 338]

YEAS—181

Edmondson
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, La.
Eshleman
Evins, Tenn,
Fisher
Flood
Flowers
Flynt
Foreman
Fountain
Frey
Fuqua
Gallfianakis
Gettys
Goldwater
Goodling
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Griffin
Gross
Gubser
Hagan
Haley
Hammer-
schmidt
Harsha
Hastings
Hays
Henderson
Hogan
Hull
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Kazen
Kee
Eing
Kleppe
Landgrebe
Langen
Latta
Lennon
Lloyd
Long, La.
Lukens
MecClure
MeMillan
Mahon
Mann

Montgomery
NAYS—216

Bingham
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Brademas
Brasco
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Burke, Mass.
Burton, Calif.
Button
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Myers
Natcher
Nelsen
Nichols
O'Neal, Ga.
Passman
Patman
Perkins
Pettis
Pickle
Poage

Poff
Preyer, N.C.
Price, Tex.
Pryor, Ark.
Purcell
Quillen
Randall
Rarick

Roudebush
Ruth
Sandman
Batterfield
Scherle
Schneebeli
Scott
Sebelius
Sikes
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Calif.
Smith, Towa
Snyder
Steed
Steiger, Ariz,
Stephens
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Taylor
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.

Thompson, Ga.

Ullman

Utt
Waggonner
Wampler
Watson
Watts
Whitehurst
Whitten
Wiggins
Winn
Wright
Wyman
Young
Zion

Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis.
Carey
Cederberg
Chisholm
Clay
Cleveland
Cohelan
Conable
Conte
Corbett
Corman
Coughlin

and there

Culver
Daddario
Danlels, N.J.
Davis, Wis.
Dellenback
Diggs
Dingell
Donochue
Dulski
Dwyer
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch

Evans, Colo.
Fallon
Farbstein
Felghan
Findley
Fish

Foley
Fo

rd,

Willlam D.
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Friedel
Fulton, Pa.
Gallagher
Garmatz
Gaydos
Gialmo
Gibbons
Gilbert
Gonzalez
Green, Pa,
Griffiths
Grover

Gude

Halpern
Hamilton
Hanley
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harvey
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Helstoski
Hicks
Holifield
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Hungate
Jacobs
Johnson, Calif.
Earth
Kastenmeler

Keith
EKluczynskl
Koch
Kyl
Kyros
Leggett
Long, Md.
Lowenstein
Lujan
MecCarthy
McClory
McCloskey
MeCulloch
McDade
McDonald,
Mich.
McEwen
McFall
McEneally
Macdonald,
Mass.
MacGregor
Madden
Mailliard
Mathias
Matsunaga
Mayne
Meeds
Melcher
Meskill
Michel
Mikva
Miller, Calif,
Miller, Ohio
Minish
Mink
Mize
Mollohan
Monagan
Moorhead
Morgan
Morse
Morton
Mosher
Murphy, I1l.

Murphy, N.Y.

Nedzi
Nix

Obey
O'Hara
O'Eonskl
Olsen

O’'Neill, Mass.

Ottinger
Patten
Philbin
Pike
Pirnie
Podell
Price, 111,
Pucinski

Quie
Rallsback
Rees
Reid, N.¥Y.
Reuss
Rhodes
Riegle
Robison
Rodino
Roe
Rogers, Colo.
Rooney, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roybal
Ruppe
Ryan
5t Germain
8t. Onge
Saylor
Schadeberg
Scheuer
Schwengel
Shipley
Shriver
Smith, N.Y,
Springer
Stafford
Staggers
Stanton
Steiger, Wis.
Stokes
Stratton
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.
Tiernan
Udall
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldle
Welcker
Whalen
White
Williams
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.
Wolff
Wryatt
Wydler
Wylie
Yates
Yatron
Zablocki
Zwach

NOT VOTING—36
Ford, Gerald R. Pepper

Abbitt
Andrews, Ala.

Bolling
Cahill

Celler
Conyers
Cunningham
Dawson

Dent

Fascell

So the
rejected.

Fulton, Tenn.

Hall

Hanna
Hébert
Kirwan
Kuykendall
Landrum
Lipscomb
Martin
Moss

Pelly

preferential

Pollock
Powell
Reifel
Rivers
Sisk
Taft
Tunney
Watkins
Whalley
Widnall
Wold

motion was

Mr. GALLAGHER changed his vote
from “yea’ to “nay.”
Mr. BOW changed his vote from “nay”

to “yea.”

Mr. SPRINGER changed his vote from
“Yea” t»O “nay.”

Mr. WIGGINS changed his vote from
unayu m “Yea."

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. ConNTE) .

The motion was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints
the following conferees: Messrs. FLoop,
NaTcHER, SmiTH of Iowa, HuLL, CaSEY,
MaHON, MICHEL, SHRIVER, Mrs. Rem of
Illinois, and Mr. Bow.,
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FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate by
Mr. Arrington, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
without amendment a bill of the House
of the following title:

H.R.9366. An act to change the limitation
on the number of apprentices authorized to
be employees of the Government Printing
Office, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

HR.15149. An act making appropriations
for Forelgn Assistance and related programs
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, and
for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 15149) entitled “An act
making appropriations for foreign as-
sistance and related programs for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, and for
other purposes, requests a conference
with the House on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints
Mr. McGeg, Mr. ELLENDER, Mr. Mc-
CLELLAN, Mr. HoLranNp, Mr. MONTOYA,
Mr. Fong, Mr. CorToN, Mr. PEArsON, and
Mr. Youne of North Dakota to be con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate disagrees to the amendments of
the House to the bill (8. 2577) entitled
“An act to provide additional mortgage
credit, and for other purposes,” agrees
to a conference asked by the House on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and appoints Mr. SPAREMAN, Mr,
ProxMIRE, Mr. WiLLiAMs of New Jersey,
Mr. BENNETT, and Mr. BROOKE, to be the
conferees on the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that Mr.
PasTore and Mr. Case be appointed as
additional conferees on the bill (HR.
13111) entitled “An act making appro-
priations for the Departments of Labor,
and Health, Education, and Welfare, and
related agencies, for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1970, and for other pur-
poses.”

TO AUTHORIZE ADDITIONAL
INVESTIGATIVE AUTHORITY TO
THE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION
AND LABOR

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules, I eall up
House Resolution 572 and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 572

Resolved, That the second paragraph of
House Resolution 200, Ninety-first Congress,
is amended by inserting after “within” the
following: “or outside".

Such resolution is further amended by
striking out the last paragraph and inserting
in le': thereof the following:

“Notwithstanding section 1754 of title 22,
United States Code, or any other provision of
law, local currencies owned by the United
States shall be made avallable to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor of the House
of Representatives and employees engaged in
carrying out their official duties under sec-
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tion 190d of title 2, United States Code: Pro-
vided, That (1) no member or employee of
sald committee shall receive or expend local
currencies for subsistence in any country at
a rate in excess of the maximum per diem rate
set forth in section 502(b) of the Mutual Se-
curity Act of 1954, as amended by Public Law
88-633, approved October 7, 1964; (2) no
member or employee of said committee shall
receive or expend an amount for transporta-
tion in excess of actual transportation costs;
(3) no appropriated funds shall be expended
for the purpose of defraying expenses of
members of said committee or its employees
in any country where counterpart funds are
available for this purpose.

“Each member or employee of said com-
mittee shall make to the chalrman of said
committee an itemized report showing the
number of days visited in each country
whose 1local currencies were spent, the
amount of per diem furnished, and the cost of
transportation if furnished by public car-
rier, or if such transportation is furnished by
an agency of the United States Government,
the cost of such transportation, and the iden-
tification of the agency. All such individual
reports shall be filed by the chalrman with
the Committee on House Administration and
shall be open to public inspection.”

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike all after the word “Resolved,” on
page 1, and insert in lleu thereof the follow-
ing language:

“That, notwithstanding the provisions of
H. Res. 200, Ninety-first Congress, the Gen-
eral Subcommittee on Labor of the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor is authorized to
send not more than twelve members of such
committee (seven majority and five minor-
ity), not more than two majority stafl assist-
ants, and not more than two minority staff
assistants to the Scandinavian area, South-
east Asla, and countries on the North Ameri-
can continent for the purpose of making a
full and complete investigation and study of
(1) the circumstances surrounding the pro-
duction In forelgn nations of goods which
are subsequently sold in the United States
in competition with domestically produced
goods; (2) welfare and pension plan pro-
grams; and (3) the operation by the Federal
Government of elementary and second-
ary schools, both at home and abroad, with
a view to determining means of assuring
that the children of civilian officers and em-
ployees, and members of the Armed Forces
of the United States will receive high quality
elementary and secondary education.

“Resolved further, That, notwithstanding
the provisions of H. Res. 200, Ninety-first
Congress, the Select Subcommittee on Edu-
cation of the Committee on Education and
Labor is authorized to send not more than
nine members of such committee (five ma-
jority and four minority), not more than two
majority stafl assistants, and not more than
two minority staff assistants to Israel for the
purpose of making a full and complete in-
vestigation and study of (1) Israell educa-
tional institutions receiving United States
funds to perform educational research, voca-
tional rehabilitation services, model pro-
grams for the handicapped, adult and com-
munity services, preschool programs, higher
education programs, and so forth; and (2)
the applicability of Israell programs to the
improvement of United States education.

“Notwithstanding section 1754 of title 22,
United States Code, or any other provision of
law, local currencies owned by the United
States shall be made available to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor of the House
of Representatives and employees engaged
in carrying out their official duties under
sectlon 190(d) of title 2, United States Code:
Provided, That (1) no member or employee
of sald committee shall receive or expend
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local currencies for subsistence in any coun-
try at a rate in excess of the maximum per
diem rate set forth in section 502(b) of the
Mutual Security Act of 1954, as amended by
Public Law 88-633, approved October 7, 1964;
(2) no member or employee of sald commit-
tee shall recelve or expend an amount of
transportation in excess of actual transporta-
tion costs; (3) no appropriated funds shall
be expended for the purpose of defraying ex-
penses of members of sald committee or its
employees in any country where counterpart
funds are available for this purpose.

“Each member or employee of sald com-
mittee shall make to the chairman of said
committee an itemized report showing the
number of days visited in each country
where local currencies were spent, the
amount of per diem furnished, and the cost
of transportation if furnished by public car-
rier, or if such transportation is furnished by
an agency of the United States Government,
the cost of such transportation, and the
identification of the agency. Amounts of per
diem shall not be furnished for a period of
time in any country if per diem has been
furnished for the same period of time in any
other country, irrespective of differences in
time zones. All such indlividual reports shall
be filed by the chairman with the Committee
on House Administration and shall be open
to public inspection.”

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Texas is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. QUILLEN), pending which I
yield myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the resolution as reported
grants authority for the Commitiee on
Education and Labor to send no more
than 12 members and four staff assistants
to the Scandinavian area, Southeast Asia,
Mexico, and Canada to make investiga-
tions in the areas of the common market,
welfare and pension plan programs, and
education.

As I understand it, the 12 members
who are on the General Subcommittee
on Labor, will be separated into three
groups, with one group traveling to each
of the geographical areas specified.

House Resolution 572 also authorizes
the Select Subcommittee on Education
to send not more than nine members and
not more than four staff assistants to
Israel to make an investigation and study
of Israel educational institutions receiv-
ing U.S. funds to perform educational
research, vocational rehabilitation serv-
ices, model programs for the handi-
capped, adult and community services,
preschool programs, higher education
programs, and so forth: and the appli-
cability of Israel programs to the im-
provement of education in this country.

Counterpart funds shall be made avail-
able for the use of the members while
in travel status and the resolution con-
tains the so-called Hall amendment pro-
viding that per diem shall not be fur-
nished for a period of time in any coun-
try if per diem has been furnished for
the same period of time in another coun-
try, irrespective of differences in time
Zones.

House Resolution 572, as introduced,
gave the Commitiee on Education and
Labor blanket authority to travel any-
where at any time. The Committee on
Rules, having original jurisdiction over
the measure, deemed it advisable to
amend the resolution to spell out more
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specifically how many members and
staff personnel would be traveling and
what countries would be visited.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
House Resolution 572, as amended.

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

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, this resolu-
tion provides for members of the Edu-
cation and Labor Committee to go to
Europe and Asia and where else?

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, I advise
the gentleman from Iowa the resolution
calls for the visits to the Scandinavian
area, Southeast Asia, and countries on
the North American Continent.

I understand the request will be laid
before the Rules Committee, and the
House Education and Labor Committee
will be divided into three groups, and
the groups will travel separately to those
different areas.

Mr. GROSS. Do I understand they will
study the common market?

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, I will yield
to the Chairman of the Education and
Labor Committee for a description of his
intentions in this respect.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, let me say
to my distinguished colleague, the in-
tent of the resolution is that the general
Subcommittee on Labor will study the
pension and welfare systems in the
Scandinavian countries and in the other
countries, because that committee short-
ly will be conducting lengthy hearings
concerning the pension and welfare
plans and amendments to the present
law which involve many billions and bil-
lions of dollars.

Mr. GROSS. In the Scandinavian
countries, are they going to Sweden?

Mr. PERKINS. I imagine that country
will be included.

Mr. GROSS. Will they embark while
on this junket on a study of Sweden’s
free love, trial marriage and so on?

Mr. PERKINS. I do not think so. I
think the Subcommittee on Labor has
demonstrated in their travels in Europe
and in England this last spring, when
they went to study mine safety and the
so-called black-lung provisions of the
law, that their trip was very beneficial.

There is no sinister motive involved,
no motive except to write better legis-
lation.

Mr. GROSS. I do not know anybody
who ever took a junket abroad who had
a sinister motive. There are usually other
motives by Members in taking a junket
over the world.

But does the Chairman have any idea
of the expense of this junket? Was there
not a big deficit in the U.S. balance of
trade for the month of November.

Mr. PERKINS. Let me say to my dis-
tinguished friend I have not been any-
where since World War II days, and I
know very little about the situation.

Mr. GROSS. But the gentleman is
surely interested in knowing the deficit
in the balance of payments as the chair-
man of the committee and as the one
who authorizes these trips. This will con-
tribute to the outflow of dollars.

Mr., PERKINS. The gentleman knows
there are counterpart funds involved.
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Mr. GROSS. Are there counterpart
funds in Sweden? Since when did we
have them on our giveaway list?

Mr. PERKINS. I do not know about
that. I am not able to answer that.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman is the
chairman of the committee. He has au-
thorized this junket. I am only trying
to ask a few questions.

Mr. PERKINS. I will say fo my dis-
tinguished colleague that I will not refer
to them as junkets. I think the general
Subcommittee on Labor has a worthy
purpose in going over there, which is to
study the pension and welfare laws. I
think the other subcommittees, such as
the Select Subcommittee on Education,
has a worthy motive in going to Israel
to study the educational problems in-
volved there, where we are spending mil-
lions and millions of dollars in the over-
seas schools. I think it behooves the
House to send representatives of the
committee to look into the ways the
schools are being operated over there. I
say to my distinguished colleague, that
is their duty.

I see nothing wrong with the resolu-
tion.

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

Mr., YOUNG. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. NELSEN. I was just going to sug-
gest, if the Members get over to Denmark
and need an interpreter, I speak the lan-
guage rather fluently and I should be
glad to assist the committee.

Mr. PERKINS. I was there once my-
self. It has been a long time ago. I hope
to go back some day.

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

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 572 as
introduced provided for blanket travel
authority outside the United States
without any prior authorization by the
House.

The resolution as reported by the Com-
mittee on Rules provides authority to the
committee to undertake two investigative
trips which it was testified were to be
taken in the near future.

The Rules Committee, in its amended
language, authorized travel to those
blaces requested and also gave the com-
mittee its approval to send as many
members to participate as was requested.

However, the Rules Committee did not
believe that it should grant blanket, un-
restricted travel authority to the Educa-
tion and Labor Committee. To do so is to
avoid its own responsibility to see that
congressional travel is worthwhile and
productive.

I have no further comments on this
resolution as I feel it is clear on its face,

Mr. Speaker, I have no other requests
for time. I yield to the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. Gross).

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

The committee did not put too many
restrictions on them, if they are going to
Europe, Southeast Asia, Mexico, Canada,
and other watering places. They are
going to take a pretty good gallop over
parts of the world, are they not?

Mr. QUILLEN. I will say to the distin-
guished gentleman from Iowa, the Rules

Committee did put a few restrictions on
the language in the resolution. Had it
been reported out as requested it would
have been a galloping holiday with jingle
bells and Happy New Year all entwined.
The resolution as introduced provided for
unrestricted travel authority.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman
for what the committee did to put some
strings on these junketeers,

Did the gentleman say that this trip
was not authorized by any other com-
mittee? What was the statement about
authorizing ?

Mr. QUILLEN. I say that the Rules
Committee did not authorize the original
resolution which came before our com-
mittee. We amended it with this re-
stricted language.

Mr. GROSS. I see. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the resolution.

The previous gquestion was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. PRICE
of Illinois). The question is on the com-
mittee amendment.

The committee amendment was agreed
to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques-
tion is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evidently
a quorum is not present.

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 224, nays 154, not voting 55,
as follows:

[Roll No. 340]

YEAS—224

Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cohelan
Corbett
Corman
Cramer
Culver
Daddario
Dantels, N.J.
Davis, Ga.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Dent
Derwinski
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn
Downing
Dulski
Eckhardt
Edmondson
Edwards, Calif.
Edwards, La,
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Evins, Tenn.
Fallon
Farbstein
Feighan
Findley
Flood
Foley
Ford,
William D.
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Friedel

Fulton, Pa.
Galifianakis
Gallagher
Garmatz
Gaydos
Gettys
Giaimo
Gibbons
Gilbert
Goldwater
Gonzalez

Abernethy
Adair

Adams
Addabbo
Albert

Anderson,

Tenn.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Arends
Ashley
Aspinall
Ayres
Bell, Calif.
Biagei
Bingham
Blanton
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Brademas
Brasco
Bray
Brown, Callf.
Brown, Mich,
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burton, Calif.
Burton, Utah
Byrne, Pa.
Cabell
Carey
Casey
Cederberg
Chamberlain

Hanley
Hansen, Idaho
Harrington
Harvey
Hathaway
Hawkins

Hays

Hechler, W, Va.
Helstoski
Hogan
Holifleld
Horton
Howard
Hungate
Jacobs
Johnson, Calif,
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, Tenn.
Earth
Eastenmeler
Kazen
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Kee

Keith
Kluczynski
Koch

Kyros
Landgrebe
Leggett
Lloyd
Long, Md.
Lowenstein
McCarthy
McCloskey
McClure
MeCulloch
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McMillan
Macdonald,
Mass

Madden
Mahon
Mathias
Matsnaga
May

Meeds
Melcher
Meskill
Michel
Mikva
Miller, Calif.
Mills
Minish
Mink
Mollohan
Monagan
Moorhead

Alexander
Beall, Md.
Belcher
Bennett
Betts

Bevill
Biester
Blackburn
Bow
Brinkley
Brock
Brotzman
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va,
Buchanan
Burlison, Mo.
Bush
Button
Byrnes, Wis,
Caffery
Camp
Carter
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy
Cleveland
Collier
Collins
Conable
Conte
Coughlin
Cowger
Crane
Danfiel, Va.
Davis, Wis.
Denney
Dennis
Devine
Dickinson
Dowdy
Duncan
Dwyer
Edwards, Ala.
Eshleman
Evans, Colo,
Fish

Fisher
Flowers
Flynt
Foreman
Fountain

Abbitt
Andrews, Ala.
Ashbrook
Baring
Barrett
Berry
Bolling
Brooks
Broomfield
Cahill
Celler

Clay
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St. Onge
Sandman
Scheuer
Shipley
Bhriver
Sikes

Slack
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.
Staggers
Steiger, Wis.
Stokes
Stubblefield
Sullivan
Symington
Thompson, Ga.
Thompson, N.J.
Tiernan
Udall
Ullman

Van Deerlin
Waggonner
Waldie
Watts
Whalen
White
Widnall
Wiggins
Willlams
Wolfl
Wright
Wryatt
Yates
Yatron
Young
Zablocki

Morgan
Morse
Morton
Murphy, 111.
Murphy, N.Y.
Natcher
Nedzi

Obey

O'Hara
Olsen
Ottinger
Passman
Patman
Perkins
Philbin
Pickle
Pirnie
Podell
Preyer, N.C.
Price, I11.
Pryor, Ark.
Pucinski
Purcell

Rees

Reid, N.Y.
Reuss
Rhodes
Rodino

Roe

Rogers, Colo.
Rooney, N.Y,
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roybal
Ryan

St Germain

NAYS—154

Frey
Fuqua
Goodling
Griffin
Gross
Hagan
Haley
Hammer-
schmidt
Harsha
Hastings
Heckler, Mass.
Henderson
Hicks
Hosmer
Hull
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Jones, N.C.
King
Kleppe
Kyl
Langen
Latta
Lennon
Long, La.
Lujan
Lukens
McDonald,
Mich.
McEneally
MacGregor
Mailliard
Mann
Marsh
Mayne
Miller, Ohio
Minshall
Mize
Mizell
Montgomery
Mosher
Myers
Nelsen
Nichols
Nix
O'Konskl

Pike

Poft

Price, Tex.
Quie
Quillen
Railsback

Roudebush
Ruppe

Ruth
Satterfield
Saylor
Schadeberg
Scherle
Schneebeli
Schwengel
Scott
Sebelius
Skubitz
Smith, Calif.
Snyder
Springer
Stafford
Stanton
Steiger, Ariz.
Stuckey
Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Calif.
Thomson, Wis.
Utt

Vander Jagt
Vigorito
Wampler
Watson
Weicker
Whitehurst
Whitten
Wilson, Bob
Winn

Wold
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman

Zion

Pettis Zwach

NOT VOTING—55

Colmer Hanna
Conyers Hansen, Wash.
Cunningham Hébert
Dawson Jonas

Diggs Kirwan

Esch Kuykendall
Fascell Landrum
Ford, Gerald R. Lipscomb
Fulton, Tenn. MecClory
Green, Oreg. Martin

Grover Moss
Hall O'Neill, Mass.
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Robison
Sisk

Steed
Stephens
Stratton
Taft
Teague, Tex.

Tunney
Vanik
Watkins
Whalley
Wilson,
Charles H.

Pelly
Pepper
Poage
Pollock
Powell
Reifel
Rivers

So the resolution was agreed to.

. Celler with Mr. Gerald R. Ford.
. Rivers with Mr. Hall.
. Teague of Texas with Mr, Martin.
. Brooks with Mr. Broomfield.
. Steed with Mrs. Reid of Illinois.
. Barrett with Mr. Watkins.
. Hébert with Mr. Jonas.
. “Moss with Mr. Lipscomb.
. Poage with Mr, Kuykendall.
. Stratton with Mr. Cahill.
. Stephens with Mr. Ashbrook.
. Abbitt with Mr. Berry.
Mrs. Hansen of Washington with Mr.
Pollock.
Mr. Pepper with Mr, Cunningham.
Mr. Hanna with Mr. Grover.
Mr. Vanik with Mr. Esch.
Mrs. Green of Oregon with Mr. Taft.
Mr. Colmer with Mr. Whalley.
Mr. Sisk with Mr. Robison.
Mr. Fascell with Mr. Reifel.
Mr. O'Neill of Massachusetts with Mr.
Pelly.
Mr. Fulton of Tennessee with Mr. McClory.
Mr. Andrews of Alabama with Mr. Baring,
Mr. Clay with Mr. Tunney.
Mr. Landrum with Mr. Kirwan.
Mr. Charles H, Wilson with Mr, Diggs.
Mr. Conyers with Mr. Powell.

Mr. WIDNALL changed his vote from
!(nayl! to l‘yea-”

Mr. SEBELIUS changed his vote from
ayean w unay'"

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.

The title was amended so as to read:
“A resolution to authorize additional in-
vestigative authority to the Committee on
Education and Labor.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate by
Mr. Arrington, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate insists upon its
amendments to the bill (H.R. 13000) en-
titled “An act to implement the Federal
employee pay comparability system, to
establish a Federal Employee Salary
Commission and a Board of Arbitration,
and for other purposes,” disagreed to by
the House; agrees to the conference
asked by the House on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses thereon, and
appoints Mr. McGeg, Mr. YARBOROUGH,
Mr. RanpoLPH, Mr. Foxg, and Mr. Bocas
to be the conferees on the part of the
Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate disagrees to the amendments of
the House to amendments of the Senate
to the bill (H.R. 11959) entitled “An act
to amend chapters 31, 34, and 35 of title
38, United States Code, in order to in-
crease the rates of vocational rehabilita-
tion, educational assistance, and special
training allowance paid to eligible veter-
ans and persons under such chapters,”
requests a conference with the House on
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the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and appoints Mr. CRANSTON, Mr.
YARBOROUGH, Mr. RanpoLPH, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. MonpaALE, Mr. HUGHES, Mr.
SCHWEIKER, Mr. Javits, Mr. DOMINICK,
Mr, Saxsg, and Mr. SmitH of Illinois to
be the conferees on the part of the
Senate.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 14580,
FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF
1969

Mr, MORGAN submitted the following
conference report and statement on the
bill (H.R. 14580) to promote the foreign
policy, security, and general welfare of
the United States by assisting peoples of
the world to achieve economic develop-
ment within a framework of democratic,
economic, social, and political institu-
tions, and for other purposes:

CoNFERENCE REPoRT (H. REPT. No. 91-T767)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
14580) to promote the foreign policy, secur-
ity, and general welfare of the United States
by assisting peoples of the world to achieve
economic development within a framework
of democratic, economic, social, and political
institutions, and for other purposes, having
met, after full and free conference, have
agreed to recommend and do recommend to
their respective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate and
agree to the same with an amendment as
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to
be inserted by the Senate amendment insert
the following:

That this Act may be cited as the “Foreign
Assistance Act of 1969".

PART I—ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE
DEVELOPMENT LOAN FUND

Sec. 101. (a). Section 202(a) of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961, relating to authoriza-
tion, is amended—

(1) by striking out “and" after “fiscal year
1968,";

(2) by inserting after “fiscal year 1969,”
the following: *$350,000,000 for the fiscal
year 1970, and $350,000,000 for the fiscal year
1971,”; and

(8) by striking out “the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1969” in the second proviso and
inserting in lieu thereof “each of the fiscal
years ending June 30, 1970, and June 30,
1971,

(b) Section 203 of such Act, relating to

fiscal provisions, is amended to read as fol-
lows:
“Sge, 203. Fiscal Provisions.—Dollar receipts
from loans made pursuant to this part and
from loans made under the Mutual Security
Act of 1954, as amended, are authorized fto
be made available for the fiscal year 1970
and for the fiscal year 1971 for use for the
purposes of this title, for loans under title
VI, and for the purposes of section 232, Such
receipts and other funds made available
under this section shall remain available
until expended.”

TECHNICAL COOPERATION AND DEVELOPMENT

GRANTS

Sec. 102. Section 212 of such Act, relat-
ing to authorization, is amended by strik-
ing out “$200,000,000 for the fiscal year 1969"
and inserting in lieu thereof “#183,500,000 for
the fiscal year 1970, and $183,500,000 for the
fiscal year 1971".

AMERICAN SCHOOLS AND HOSPITALS ABROAD

Sec. 103. Section 214 of such Act, relating
to American schools and hospitals abroad, is
amended—
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(1) by striking out of subsection (¢c) *“fis-
cal year 1969, $14,600,000, to remain avail-
able until expended.” and Inserting in lieu
thereof “fiscal year 1970, $25,900,000, and for
the fiscal year 1971, $12,900,000, which
amounts are authorized to remain available
until expended. Amounts appropriated under
this subsection for the fiscal year 1970 shall
be available for expenditure solely in accord-
ance with the allocations set forth on pages
25 and 26 of House Report No. 91-611 and
on page 23 of Senate Report No. 91-603.";

(2) by striking out of subsection (d) “fis-
cal year 1969 5,100,000" and inserting in
lieu thereof *“fiscal year 1970, #3,000,000™;
and

(3) by adding at the end of subsection (d)
the following new sentence: "“Foreign cur-
rencies appropriated under this subsection
shall be available for expenditure solely in
accordance with the allocation set forth on
page 23 of Senate Report No. 81-603.”.

PROTOTYPE DESALTING PLANT, PROGRAMS FOR
PEACEFUL COMMUNICATION

Sec. 104. Title II of chapter 2 of part I,
relating to technical cooperation and de-
velopment grants, is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following new sections:

“Sec. 219. PROTOTYPE DESALTING PLANT —(&)
In furtherance of the purposes of this part
and for the purpose of improving existing,
and developing and advancing new, technol-
ogy and experience in the design, construc-
tion, and operation of large-scale desalting
plants of advanced concepts which will con-
tribute materially to low-cost desalination in
all countries, including the United States,
the President, if he determines it to be feasi-
ble, is authorized to participate in the devel-
opment of a large-scale water treatment and
desalting prototype plant and necessary ap-
purtenances to be constructed in Israel as an
integral part of a dual-purpose power gener-
ating and desalting project. Such participa-
tion shall include financial, technical, and
such other assistance as the President deems
appropriate to provide for the study, design,
construction, and, for a limited demonstra-
tion period of not to exceed five years, oper-
ation and maintenance of the water treat-
ment and desalting facilities of the dual-
purpose project.

“(b) Any agreement entered into under
subsection (a) of this section shall include
such terms and conditions as the President
deems appropriate to insure, among other
things, that all information, products, uses,
processes, patents, and other developments
obtained or utilized in the development of
this prototype plant will be available without
further cost to the United States for the use
and benefit of the United States throughout
the world, and to insure that the United
States, its officers, and employees have a per-
manent right to review data and have access
to such plant for the purpose of ohserving its
operations and improving science and tech-
nology In the field of desalination.

“(c) In carrying out the provisions of this
section, the President may enter into con-
tracts with public or private agencies and
with any person without regard to sections
3648 and 3709 of the Revised Statutes of the
United States (31 U.S.C. 520 and 41 US.C. 5).

“(d) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued as intending to deprive the owner of
any background patent or any right which
such owner may have under that patent.

“(e) In carrying out the provisions of this
section, the President may utilize the person-
nel, services, and facilities of any Federal
agency.

“(f) The United States costs, other than
its administrative costs, for the study, design,
construction, and operation of a prototype
plant under this sectlon shall not exceed
either 50 per centum of the total capital
costs of the facilitles associated with the
production of water, and 50 per centum of
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the operation and malntenance costs for the
demonstration period, or $20,000,000, which-
ever is less, There are authorized to be ap-
propriated, subject to the limitations of this
subsection, such sums as may be necessary
to carry out the provisions of this sectlon,
including administrative costs thereof. Such
sums are authorized to remain available un-
til expended.

*“(g) No funds appropriated for the Office
of Salilne Water pursuant to the appropria-
tion authorized by the Act of July 11, 1969
(83 Stat. 45, Public Law 91-43), or prior
authorization Acts, shall be used to carry
out the purposes of this section.

“Sec. 220. ProcrRAMS FOR PEaceEFUL CoM-
MUNICATION.—(a) The President Is author-
ized to use funds made available under sec-
tion 212 to carry out programs of peaceful
communications which make use of televi-
slon and related technologies, including satel-
lite transmissions, for educational, health,
agricultural, and community development
purposes in the less developed countries.

“(b) In carrying out programs in the flelds
of education, health, agriculture, and com-
munity development, the agency primarily
responsible for part I shall, to the extent
possible, assist the developing countries with
research, training, planning assistance, and
project support in the use of television and
related technologles, Including =satellite
transmissions. The agency shall make maxi-
mum use of existing satellite capabilities, in-
cluding the facllitlies of the International
Telecommunications Satellite Consortlum,

*(c) In implementing activities under this
gection, the agency primarily responsible for
part I shall coordinate closely with Federal,
State, and local agencles and with nongov-
ernmental educational, health, and agricul-
tural institutions and associations within
the United States.”

HOUSING GUARANTIES; OVERSEAS PRIVATE IN=-
VESTMENT CORPORATION

Sec. 105. Chapter 2 of part I of such Act,
relating to development assistance, is amend-
ed by striking out title ITI and title IV and
inserting in lieu thereof the following new
titles:

“TITLE II—HOUSING GUARANTIES

“Sec. 221. WorLowinE Housing GUARAN-
TiES.—In order to facilitate and increase the
participation of private enterprise in fur-
thering the development of the economlic re-
sources and productive capacities of less de-
veloped friendly countries and areas, and
promote the development of thrift and
credit institutions engaged in programs of
mobilizing local savings for financing the
construction of self-liguidating housing proj-
ects and related community facilities, the
President is authorized to issue guaranties,
on such terms and conditions as he shall
determine, to eligible investors as defined in
section 238(c¢), assuring against loss of loan
investments for self-liquidating housing
projects. The total face amount of guaran-
ties issued hereunder, outstanding at any one
time, shall not exceed #$130,000,000. Such
guaranties shall be issued under the condi-
tions set forth in section 222(b) and sec-
tion 223.

“SEc. 222. HousiNG PrROJECTS IN LaATIN
AMERICAN COUNTRIES.—(a) The President
shall assist in the development in the Ameri-
can Republics of self-liquidating housing
projects, the development of institutions en-
gaged in Alllance for Progress programs, in-
cluding cooperatives, free labor unions, sav-
ings and loan type institutions, and other
private enterprise programs in Latin America
engaged directly or indirectly in the financ-
ing of home mortgages, the construction of
homes for lower income persons and families,
the increased mobilization of savings and
improvement of housing conditions in Latin
Amerlea.

“(b) To earry out the purposes of subsec-
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tion (a), the President Is authorized to issue
guaranties, on such terms and conditions as
he shall determine, to eligible investors, as
defined in section 238(c), assuring against
loss of loan investment made by such inves-
tors iIn—

“(1) private housing projects In Latin
America of types similar to those insured
by the Department of Housing and Urban
Development and suitable for conditions in
Latin America;

“(2) credit institutions in Latin America
engaged directly or indirectly in the finanec-
ing of home mortgages, such as savings and
loan institutions and other qualified invest-
ment enterprises;

“(3) housing projects in Latin America
for lower income families and persons, which
projects shall be constructed in accordance
with maximum unit costs established by the
President for families and persons whose in-
comes meet the limitations prescribed by the
President;

“(4) housing projects in Latin America
which will promote the development of in-
stitutions important to the success of the
Alliance for Progress, such as free labor
unions, cooperatives, and other private en-
terprise programs; or

*(6) housing projects in Latin America, 25
per centum or more of the aggregate of the
mortgage financing for which is made avail-
able from sources within Latin America and
is not derived from sources outside Latin
America, which projects shall, to the max-
imum extent practicable, have a unit cost
of not more than £8,500.

“{c) The total face amount of guaranties
issued hereunder or heretofore under Latin
American housing guaranty authority re-
pealed by the Foreign Assistance Act of 1969,
outstanding at any one time, shall not exceed
$5560,000,000: Provided, That $325,000,000 of
such guaranties may be used only for the
purposes of subsection (b)(1).

“SEec. 223. GENERAL Provisions.—(a) A fee
shall be charged for each guaranty issued
under section 221 or section 222 in an
amount to be determined by the President.
In the event the fee to be charged for such
type of guaranty is reduced, fees to be paid
under existing contracts for the same type of
guaranty may be similarly reduced.

“{b) The amount of $50,000,000 of fees ac-
cumulated under prior investment guaranty
provisions repealed by the Forelgn Assistance
Act of 1969, together with all fees collected in
connection with guaranties issued hereunder,
shall be avallable for meeting necessary ad-
ministrative and operating expenses of carry-
ing out the provisions of this title and of
prior housing guaranty provisions repealed
by the Forelgn Assistance Act of 1969 (in-
cluding, but not limited to expenses per-
taining to personnel, supplies, and printing),
subject to such limitations as may be im-
posed in annual appropriation Aects; for
meeting management and custodial costs
incurred with respect to currencles or other
assets acquired under guaranties made pur-
suant to section 221 or section 222 or hereto-
fore pursuant to prior Latin American and
other housing guaranty authorities repealed
by the Foreign Assistance Act of 1969; and to
pay the cost of investigating and adjusting
(including costs of arbitration) claims under
such guaranties; and shall be available for
expenditure In discharge of liabilities under
such guaranties until such time as all such
property has been disposed of and all such
liabilities have been discharged or have ex-
pired, or until all such fees have been ex-
pended in accordance with the provisions of
this subsection.

“{c) Any payments made to discharge lia-
bilities under guaranties issued under sec-
tion 221 or section 222 or heretofore under
prior Latin American or other housing guar-
anty authorities repealed by the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1969, shall be paid first out
of fees referred to in subsection (b) (ex-
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cluding amounts required for purposes other
than the discharge of liabilities under guar-
anties) as long as such fees are available,
and thereafter shall be pald out of funds,
if any, realized from the sale of currencies
or other assets acquired in connection with
any payment made to discharge liabilities
under such guaranties as long as funds are
available, and finally out of funds hereafter
made available pursuant to subsection (e).

“(d) All guaranties issued under section
221 or section 222 or heretofore under prior
Latin American or other housing guaranty
authority repealed by the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1969 shall constitute obligations, in
accordance with the terms of such guaran-
tles, of the United States of America and
the full faith and credit of the United
States of America is hereby pledged for the
full payment and performance of such
obligations,

“(e) There is hereby authorized to be
appropriated to the President such amounts,
to remain avallable until expended, as may
be necessary from time to time to carry out
the purposes of this title.

“(f) In the case of any loan investment
guaranteed under section 221 or section 222,
the agency primarily responsible for admin-
istering part I shall prescribe the maximum
rate of interest allowable to the eligible in-
vestor, which maximum rate shall not be
less than one-half of 1 per centum above the
then current rate of interest applicable to
housing mortgages insured by the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development.
In no event shall the agency prescribe a
maximum allowable rate of interest which
exceeds by more than 1 per centum the then
current rate of interest applicable to housing
mortgages insured by such Department, The
maximum allowable rate of interest under
this subsection shall be prescribed by the
agency as of the date the project covered
by the investment is officially asuthorized
and, prior to the execution of the contract,
the agency may amend such rate at its dis-
cretion, consistent with the provisions of
subsection (f).

“(g) Housing guaranties committed, au-
thorized, or outstanding under prior housing
guaranty authorities repealed by the Forelgn
Assistance Act of 1969 shall continue sub ject
to provisions of law originally applicable
thereto and fees collected hereafter with
respect to such guaranties shall be available
for the purposes specified in subsection (b).

“(h) No payment may be made under any
guaranty issued pursuant to this title for any
loss arising out of fraud or misrepresenta-
tion for which the party seeking payment
is responsible,

“(1) The authority of section 221 and sec-
tion 222 shall continue until June 30, 1872,

“TITLE IV—OVERSEAS PRIVATE INVESTMENT
CORPORATION

“Sec. 231, CREATION, PURPOSE, AND POLICY —
To mobilize and facilitate the participation
of United States private capital and skills
in the economic and social progress of less
developed friendly countries and areas, there-
by complementing the development assist-
ance objectives of the United States, there
is hereby created the Overseas Private In-
vestment corporation (hereinafter called
the ‘Corporation’), which shall be an agency
of the United States under the policy guid-
ance of the Secretary of State.

“In carrying out its purpose, the Corpora-
tion, utilizing broad criteria, shall under-
take—

“{a) to conduct its financing operations
on a self-sustaining basis, taking into ac-
count the economic and financial soundness
of projects and the availability of financing
from other sources on appropriate terms:

“(b) to utilize private credit and invest-
ment institutions and the Corporation’s
guaranty authority as the principal means
of mobilizing capital investment funds;
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“(e) to broaden private participation and
revolve its funds through selling its direct
investments to private investors whenever it
can appropriately do so on satisfactory terms;

“(d) to conduct its insurance operations
with due regard to principles of risk man-
agement including, when appropriate, efforts
to share its insurance risks;

“(e) to utilize, to the maximum practica-
ble extent consistent with the accomplish-
ment of its purpose, the resources and skills
of small business and to provide facilities
to encourage its full participation in the pro-
grams of the Corporation;

“(f) to encourage and support only those
private investments in less developed
friendly countries and areas which are, sensi-
tive and responsive to the special needs and
requirements of their economies, and which
contribute to the social and economic de-
velopment of their people;

“{g) to consider in the conduct of its op-
erations the extent to which less developed
country governments are receptive to private
enterprise, domestic and foreign, and their
willingness and ability to maintain condi-
tions which enable private enterprise to make
its full contribution to the development
process;

“(h) to foster private initiative and com-
petition and discourage monopolistic prac-
tices;

“(1) to further to the greatest degree pos-
sible, in a manner consistent with its goals,
the balance-of-payments objectives of the
United States;

“{J) to conduct its activities in consonance
with the activities of the agency primarily
responsible for administering part I and the
international trade, investment, and finan-
cial policies of the United States Govern-
ment; and

“(k) to advise and assist, within its field
of competence, interested agencies of the
United States and other organizations, both
public and private, national and interna-
tional, with respect to projects and programs
relating to the development of private enter-
prise in less developed countries and areas.

“Sec. 232. CAPITAL OF THE CORPORATION.—
The President is authorized to pay in as
capital of the Corporation, out of dollar re-
ceipts made available through the appropri-
ation process from loans made pursuant to
this part and from loans made under the
Mutual Security Act of 1954, as amended, for
the fiscal year 1970 not to exceed $20,000,000
and for the fiscal year 1971 not to exceed
$20,000,000. Upon the payment of such capi-
tal by the President, the Corporation shall
issue an equivalent amount of capital stock
to the Secretary of the Treasury,

“SEc. 233. ORGANIZATION AND MANAGE-
MENT.—(a) STRUCTURE oOF THE CORPORA-
TION.—The Corporation shall have a Board of
Directors, a President, an Executive Vice
President, and such other officers and staff as
the Board of Directors may determine.

“(b) Boarp oF DmEcTORS.—All powers of
the Corporation shall vest in and be exercised
by or under the authority of its Board of
Directors (‘the Board’) which shall consist
of eleven Directors, including the Chairman,
with six Directors constituting a quorum for
the transaction of business. The Administra-
tor of the Agency for International Develop-
ment shall be the Chairman of the Board,
ex officio. Six Directors (other than the Pres-
ident of the Corporation, appointed pursuant
to subsection (¢) who shall also serve as a
Director) shall be appointed by the President
of the United States, by and with the advice
and consent of the Senate, and shall not be
officlals or employees of the Government of
the United States. At least one of the six
Directors appointed under the preceding sen-
tence shall be experienced in small business,
one, in organized labor, and one in coopera-
tives. Each such Director shall be appointed
for a term of no more than three years. The
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terms of no more than two such Directors
shall expire in any one year. Such Directors
shall serve until their successors are ap-
pointed and qualified and may be reap-
pointed.

“The other Directors shall be officials of
the Government of the United States, desig-
nated by and serving at the pleasure of the
President of the United States.

“All Directors who are not officers of the
Corporation or officials of the Government
of the United States shall be compensated
at a rate equivalent to that of level IV of
the Executive Schedule (5 U.S.C, 5315) when
actually engaged in the business of the Cor-
poration and may be paid per diem in lieu
of subsistence at the applicable rate pre-
scribed in the standardized Government
travel regulations, as amended from time to
time, while away from their homes or usual
places of business.

“(c) PRESIDENT OF THE CORPORATION.—The
President of the Corporation shall be ap-
pointed by the President of the United
States, by and with the advice and consent of
the Benate, and shall serve at the pleasure
of the President. In making such appoint-
ment, the President shall take into account
private business experience of the appointee.
The President of the Corporation shall be its
Chief Executive Officer and responsible for
the operations and management of the Cor-
poration, subject to bylaws and policles es-
tablished by the Board.

*“(d) OrFFIicERS AND STAFF.—The Executive
Vice President of the Corporation shall be
appointed by the Presldent of the United
States, by and with the advice and consent
of the Senate, and shall serve at the pleasure
of the Presldent. Other officers, attorneys,
employees, and agents shall be selected and
appointed by the Corporation, and shall be
vested with such powers and duties as the
Corporation may determine. Of such persons
employed by the Corporation, not to exceed
twenty may be appointed, compensated, or
removed without regard to the civil service
laws and regulations: Provided, That under
such regulations as the President of the
United States may prescribe, officers and em-
ployees of the United States Government
who are appointed to any of the above posi-
tions may be entitled, upon removal from
such position, except for cause, to reinstate-
ment to the position occupled at the time of
appointment or to a position of comparable
grade and salary. Such positions shall be in
addition to those otherwise authorized by
law, including those authorized by section
5108 of title 6 of the United States Code.

“SEc. 234. INVESTMENT INCENTIVE Pro-
GRAMS.—The Corporation is hereby au-
thorized to do the following:

“(a) INVESTMENT INSURANCE.—(1) To issue
insurance, upon such terms and conditions
as the Corporation may determine, to eligible
investors assuring protection in whole or in
part against any or all of the following risks
with respect to projects which the Corpora-
tion has approved—

“(A) inability to convert into United States
dollars other currencies, or credits in such
currencies, received as earnings or profits
from the approved project, as repayment or
return of the Investment therein, in whole
or in part, or as compensation for the sale
or disposition of all or any part thereof;

“(B) less of investment, in whole or in
part, in the approved project due to expro-
priation or confiscation by action of a for-
eign government; and

“(C) loss due to war, revolution, or insur-
rection.

“(2) Recognizing that major private in-
vestments in less developed friendly coun-
tries or areas are often made by enterprises
in which there is multinational participa-
tion, including significant United States pri-
vate participation, the Corporation may
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make such arrangements with foreign gov-
ernments (including agencies, instrumen-
talities, or political subdivisions thereof) or
with multilateral organizations for sharing
liabilities assumed under investment insur-
ance for such investments and may in con-
nection therewith issue insurance to in-
vestors not otherwise eligible hereunder:
Provided, however, That liabilities assumed
by the Corporation under the authority of
this subsection shall be consistent with the
purposes of this title and that the maximum
share of liabilities so assumed shall not ex-
ceed the proportionate participation by eligi-
ble investors in the total project financing.

“(3) Not more than 10 per centum of the
total face amount of investment insurance
which the Corporation is authorized to issue
under this subsection shall be issued to a
single investor.

“(b) INVESTMENT GUARANTIES.—To issue to
eligible investors guaranties of loans and
other investments made by such investors as-
suring against loss due to such risks and
upon such terms and conditions as the Cor-
poration may determine: Provided, however,
That such guaranties on other than loan in-
vestments shall not exceed 75 per centum of
such investment: Provided further, That ex-
cept for loan investments for credit unions
made by eligible credit unions or credit
union assoclations, the aggregate amount of
investment (exclusive of interest and earn-
ings) so guaranteed with respect to any proj-
ect shall not exceed, at the time of issuance
of any such guaranty, 75 per centum of the
total investment committed to any such
project as determined by the Corporation,
which determination shall be conclusive for
purposes of the Corporation’s authority to
Issue any such guaranty: Provided further,
That not more than 10 per centum of the
total face amount of investment guaranties
which the Corporation is authorized to issue
under this subsection shall be issued to a
single investor.

“(¢) DmecT INVESTMENT—TO make loans
in United States dollars repayable in dol-
lars or loans in foreign currencies (includ-
ing, without regard to section 1415 of the
Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1953, such
foreign currencies which the Secretary of the
Treasury may determine to be excess to the
normal requirements of the United States
and the Director of the Bureau of the Budget
may allocate) to firms privately owned or of
mixed private and public ownership upon
such terms and conditions as the Corporation
may determine. The Corporation may not
purchase or invest In any stock in any other
corporation, except that it may (1) accept as
evidence of Indebtedness debt securities con-
vertible to stock, but such debt securities
shall not be converted to stock while held
by the Corporation, and (2) acquire stock
through the enforcement of any lien or
pledge or otherwise to satisfy a previously
contracted indebtedness which would other-
Wise be in default, or as the result of any
payment under any contract of insurance
or guaranty. The Corporation shall dispose of
any stock it may so acquire as soon as rea-
sonably feasible under the circumstances
then pertaining.

“No loans shall be made under this sec-
tion to finance operations for mining or other
extraction of any deposit of ore, oil, gas, or
other mineral,

“(d) INVESTMENT ENCOURAGEMENT.—To
initiate and support through financial par-
ticipatlon, incentive grant, or otherwise, and
on such terms and conditions as the Cor-
poration may determine, the identification,
assessment, surveying and promotion of pri-
vate investment opportunities, utilizing
wherever feasible and effective the facilities
of private organizations or private investors:
Provided, however, That the Corporation
shall not finance surveys to ascertain the
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existence, location, extent or quality, or to
determine the feasibility of undertaking
operations for mining or other extraction,
of any deposit of ore, oil, gas, or other
mineral. In carrying out this authority, the
Corporation shall coordinate with such in-
vestment promotion activities as are carried
out by the Department of Commerce.

“(g) SpECIAL AcTwviTiEs—To administer
and manage special projects and programs,
including programs of financial and advisory
support which provide private technical,
professional, or managerial assistance in the
development of human resources, skills,
technology, capital savings and intermediate
financial and investment institutions and
cooperatives. The funds for these projects
and programs may, with the Corporation’s
concurrence, be transferred to it for such
purposes under the authority of section
632(a) or from other sources, public or pri-
vate.

“Sge. 285. IssuING AUTHORITY, DIRECT IN-
vESTMENT FUND AND RESERVES—(a) (1) The
maximum contingent liability outstanding
at any one time pursuant to insurance issued
under section 234(a) shall not exceed
$7,5600,000,000.

“(2) The maximum contingent liability
outstanding at any one time pursuant to
guaranties issued under section 234(b) shall
not exceed in the aggregate $750,000,000, of
which guaranties of credit union investment
shall not exceed $1,250,000: Provided, That
the Corporation shall not make any commit-
ment to issue any guaranty which would
result in a fractional reserve less than 25
per centum of the maximum contingent
liability then outstanding against guaranties
issued or commitments made pursuant to
section 234(b) or similar predecessor guaran-
ty authority.

“(3) The Congress, in considering the
budget programs transmitted by the Presi-
dent for the Corporation, pursuant to sec-
tion 104 of the Government Corporation
Control Act, as amended, may limit the
obligations and contingent liabilities to be
undertaken under section 234 (a) and (b)
as well as the use of funds for operating and
administrative expenses.

(4) The authority of section 234 (a) and
(b) shall continue until June 30, 1974.

“(b) There shall be established a revolv-
ing fund, known as the Direct Investment
Fund, to be held by the Corporation. Such
fund shall consist initially of amounts made
available under section 232, shall be avail-
able for the purposes authorized under sec-
tion 234(c), shall be charged with realized
losses and credited with realized gains and
shall be credited with such additional sums
as may be transferred to it under the pro-
visions of section 236.

“(e) There shall be established in the
Treasury of the United States an insurance
and guaranty fund, which shall have sepa-
rate accounts to be known as the Insurance
Reserve and the Guaranty Reserve, which
reserves shall be available for discharge ¢Z
liabilities, as provided in section 235(d), un-
til such time as all such liabilities have been
discharged or have expired or until all such
reserves have been expended in accordance
with the provisions of this section. Such
fund shall be funded by: (1) the funds
heretofore available to discharge labilities
under predecessor guaranty authority (in-
cluding housing guaranty authorities), less
both the amount made available for housing
guaranty programs pursuant to section
223(b) and the amount made available to
the Corporation pursuant to section 234(e);
and (2) such sums as shall be appropriated
pursuant to section 235(f) for such purpose.
The allocation of such funds to each such
reserve shall be determined by the Board
after consultation with the Secretary of the
Treasury. Additional amounts may thereafter
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be transferred to such reserves pursuant to
section 236.

“(d) Any payments made to discharge lia-
bilities under investment insurance issued
under section 234(a) or under similar pred-
ecessor guaranty authority shall be pald first
out of the Insurance Reserve, as long as
such reserve remains available, and there-
after out of funds made available pursuant
to section 235(f). Any payments made to
discharge llabilities under guaranties issued
under section 234(b) or under similar pred-
ecessor guaranty authority shall be paid first
out of the Guaranty Reserve as long as such
reserve remains available, and thereafter out
of funds made available pursuant to section
235(f).

“(e) There is hereby authorized to be
transferred to the Corporation at its call,
for the purposes specified in section 236, all
fees and other revenues collected under
predecessor guaranty authority from Decem-
ber 31, 1968, available as of the date of such
transfer.

“(f) There is hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated to the Corporation, to remain
available until expended, such amounts as
may be necessary from time to time to re-
plenish or increase the insurance and guar-
anty fund or to discharge the liabilities un-
der insurance and guaranties issued by the
Corporation or issued under predecessor
guaranty authority.

“Sgc. 236, INcOME AND REVENUES.—In order
to carry out the purposes of the Corpora-
tion, all revenues and income transferred to
or earned by the Corporation, from whatever
source derived, shall be held by the Corpora-
tlon and shall be available to carry out its
purposes, including without limitation—

“(a) payment of all expenses of the Corpo-
ration, including investment promotion ex-
penses;

"(b) transfers and additions to the insur-
ance or guaranty reserves, the Direct Invest-
ment Fund established pursuant to section
235, and such other funds or reserves as the
Corporation may establish, at such time and
in such amounts as the Board may deter-
mine; and

“(c) payment of dividends, on capital stock,
which shall consist of and be paid from net
earnings of the Corporation after payments,
transfers, and additions under subsections
(a) and (b) hereof.

“Sec. 237. GENERAL PROVISIONS RELATING TO
INSURANCE AND GUARANTY PROGRAMS.—(a) In-
surance and guaranties issued under this title
shall cover investment made In connection
with projects in any less developed friendly
country or area with the government of
which the President of the United States has
agreed to institute a program for insurance or
guaranties.

“(b) The Corporation shall determine that
sultable arrangements exist for protecting the
interest of the Corporation in connection
with any insurance or guaranty issued under
this title, including arrangements concerning
ownership, use, and disposition of the cur-
rency, credits, assets, or investments on ac-
countr of which payment under such insur-
ance or guaranty is to be made, and any
right, title, claim, or cause of action existing
in connection therewith.

“(e) All guaranties issued prior to July 1,
1956, all guaranties issued under sections
202(b) and 413(b) of the Mutual Security
Act of 1954, as amended, all guaranties here-
tofore issued pursuant to prior guaranty au-
thorities repealed by the Forelgn Assistance
Act of 1965, and all insurance and guaranties
issued pursuant to this title shall constitute
obligations, In accordance with the terms of
such insurance or guaranties, of the United
States of America and the full faith and
credit of the United States of America 1is
hereby pledged for the full payment and per-
formance of such obligations.

“(d) Fees shall be charged for insurance
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and guaranty coverage In amounts to be
determined by the Corporation. In the event
fees to be charged for investment insurance
or guaranties are reduced, fees to be paid un-
der existing contracts for the same type of
guaranties or insurance and for similar guar-
anties issued wunder predecessor guaranty
authority may be reduced.

“(e) No insurance or guaranty of any
equity Iinvestment shall extend beyond
twenty years from the date of lssuance.

“(f) No insurance or guaranty issued un-
der this title shall exceed the dollar value, as
of the date of the investment, of the invest-
ment made in the project with the approval
of the Corporation plus interest, earnings or
profits actually accrued on sald investment
to the extent provided by such insurance or
guaranty.

“{g) No payment may be made under any
guaranty issued pursuant to this title for
any loss arising out of fraud or misrepre-
sentation for which the party seeking pay-
ment is responsible.

“(h) Insurance or guaranties of a loan or
equity investment of an eligible investor in
a foreijgn bank, finance company, or other
credit institution shall extend only to such
loan or equity investment and not to any
individual loan or equity investment made
by such foreign bank, finance company, or
other credit institution.

*“(1) Claims arising as a result of insurance
or guaranty operations under this title or
under predecessor guaranty authority may
be settled, and disputes arising as a result
thereof may be arbitrated with the consent
of the parties, on such terms and conditions
as the Corporation may determine. Payment
made pursuant to any such settlement, or
as a result of an arbitration award, shall be
final and conclusive notwithstanding any
other provision of law.

“(J) Each guaranty contract executed by
such officer or officers as may be designated
by the Board shall be conclusively presumed
to be isssued in compliance with the re-
quirements of this Act.

“{k) In making a determination to issue
insurance or a guaranty under this title, the
Corporation shall consider the possible ad-
verse effect of the dollar investment under
such insurance or guaranty upon the balance
of payments of the United States.

“Sec. 238. DEFINITIONS.—AS used in this
title—

“(a) the term ‘investment' includes any
contribution of funds, commodities, services,
patents, processes, or techniques, in the form
of (1) a loan or loans to an approved project,
(2) the purchase of a share of ownership in
any such project, (3) participation in royal-
ties, earnings, or profits of any such project,
and (4) the furnishing of commodities or
services pursuant to a lease or other con-
tract;

“(b) the term ‘expropriation’ includes, but
is not limited to, any abrogation, repudia-
tion, or impairment by a foreign government
of its own contract with an Investor with re-
spect to a project, where such abrogation,
repudiation, or impairment is not caused by
the Investor’'s own fault or misconduct, and
materially adversely affects the continued op
eration of the project;

*{c) the term ‘eligible investor' means.
(1) United States citizens; (2) corporations,
partnerships, or other assoclations including
nonprofit associations, created under the
laws of the United States or any State or ter-
ritory thereof and substantially beneficially
owned by United States citizens; and (3) for-
eign corporations, partnerships, or other as-
sociations wholly owned by one or more such
United States citizens, corporations, partner-
ships, or other associations: Provided, how-
ever, That the eligibility of such foreign cor-
poration shall be determined without regard
to any shares, in aggregate less than 5 per
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centum of the total of issued and subscribed
share capital, required by law to be held by
other than the United States owners: Pro-
vided further, That in the case of any loan
investment a final determination of eligibil-
ity may be made at the time the insurance
or guaranty is issued; In all other cases, the
investor must be eligible at the time a claim
arises as well as at the time the insurance or
guaranty is issued; and

“(d) the term ‘predecessor guaranty au-
thority’ means prior guaranty authorities
(other than housing guaranty authorities)
repealed by the Foreign Assistance Act of
1869, sections 202(b) and 413(b) of the Mu-
tual Security Act of 1954, as amended, and
section 111(b) (3) of the Economic Coopera-
tion Act of 1948, as amended (exclusive of
authority relating to informational media
guaranties),

“Sec. 239. GENERAL PrOVISIONS AND Pow-
Ers.—(a) The Corporation shall have Its
principal office in the District of Columbia
and shall be deemed, for purposes of venue
in civil actions, to be a resident thereof.

“({b) The President shall transfer to the
Corporation, at such time as he may de-
termine, all obligations, assets and related
rights and responsibilities arising out of, or
related to, predecessor programs and authori-
tles similar to those provided for in section
234 (a), (b), and (d). Untll such transfer,
the agency heretofore responsible for such
predecessor programs shall continue to ad-
minister such assets and obligations, and
such programs and activitles authorized
under this title as may be determined by
the President.

“(e) The Corporation shall be subject to
the applicable provisions of the Government
Corporation Control Act, except as otherwise
provided in this title.

“(d) To carry out the purposes of this title,
the Corporation is authorized to adopt and
use a corporate seal, which shall be judicially
noticed; to sue and be sued in its corporate

name; to adopt, amend, and repeal bylaws
governing the conduct of its business and
the performance of the powers and duties
granted to or imposed upon it by law; to
acquire, hold or dispose of, upon such terms
and conditions as the Corporation may de-

termine, any property, real, personal, or
mixed, tangible, or intangible, or any interest
therein; to invest funds derived from fees
and other revenues In obligations of the
United States and to use the proceeds there-
from, including earnings and profits, as it
shall deem appropriate; to indemnify direc-
tors, officers, employees and agents of the
Corporation for liabilities and expenses in-
curred in connection with their Corporation
activities; to require bonds of officers, em-
ployees, and agents and pay the premiums
therefor; notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, to represent itself or to con-
tract for representation in all legal and arbi-
tral proceedings; to purchase, discount, re-
discount, sell, and negotiate, with or with-
out its endorsement or guaranty, and
guarantee notes, participation certificates,
and other evidence of indebtedness (provided
that the Corporation shall not issue its own
securlties, except participation certificates for
the purpose of carrying out section 231(c));
to make and carry out such contracts and
agreements as are necessary and advisable
in the conduct of its business; to exercise the
priority of the Government of the United
States in collecting debts from bankrupt, in-
solvent, or decedents’' estates; to determine
the character of and the necessity for its
obligations and expenditures, and the man-
ner in which they shall be incurred, allowed,
and paid, subject to provisions of law spe-
cifically applicable to Government corpora-
tions; and to take such actions as may be
necessary or appropriate to carry out the
powers herein or hereafter specifically con-
ferred upon it.
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“(e) The Auditor-General of the Agency
for International Development (1) shall have
the responsibility for planning and directing
the execution of audits, reviews, investiga-
tions, and inspections of all phases of the
Corporation’s operations and activities and
(2) shall conduct all security activities of
the Corporation relating to personnel and
the control of classified material. With re-
spect to his responsibilities under this sub-
section, the Auditor-General shall report to
the Board. The agency primarily responsible
for administering part I shall be reimbursed
by the Corporation for all expenses incurred
by the Auditor-General in connection with
his responsibilities under this subsection.

“{f) In order to further the purposes of
the Corporation there shall be established an
Advisory Council to be composed of such rep-
resentatives of the American business com-
munity as may be selected by the Chairman
of the Board. The President and the Board
shall, from time to time, consult with such
Council concerning the objectives of the
Corporation. Members of the Council shall
receive no compensation for their services but
shall be entitled to reimbursement in ac-
cordance with section 5703 of title 5 of the
United States Code, for travel and other
expenses Iincurred by them in the per-
formance of their functions under this sec-
tion.

“SEc., 240. AGRICULTURAL CREDIT AND SELF-
HeLp COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS.—
(a) It is the sense of the Congress that in
order to stimulate the participation of the
private sector in the economic development
of less developed countries in Latin America,
the authority conferred by this section
should be used to establish pilot programs in
not more than five Latin American countries
to encourage private banks, credit institu-
tions, similar private lending organizations,
cooperatives, and private nonprofit develop-
ment organizations to make loans on reason=
able terms to organized groups and individ-
uals residing in a community for the purpose
of enabling such groups and individuals to
carry out agricultural credit and self-help
community development projects for which
they are unable to obtain financial assist-
ance on reasonable terms. Agricultural credit
and assistance for self-help community
development projects should include, but not
be limited to, material and such projects as
wells, pumps, farm machinery, improved seed,
fertilizer, pesticides, vocational training, food
industry development, nutrition projects, im-
proved breeding stock for farm animals,
sanitation facilities, and looms and other
handicraft aids.

*(b) To carry out the purposes of subsec-
tion (a), the Corporation is authorized to
issue guaranties, on such terms and condi-
tions as it shall determine, to private lending
institutions, cooperatives, and private non-
profit development organizations in not more
than five Latin American countries assur-
ing against loss of not to exceed 25 per cen-
tum of the portfolio of such loans made by
any lender to organized groups or individuals
residing in a community to enable such
groups or individuals to carry out agricul-
tural credit and self-help community de-
velopment projects for which they are unable
to obtain financial assistance on reasonable
terms. In no event shall the liability of the
United States exceed 75 per centum of any
one loan.

“(c) The total face amount of guaranties
issued under this section outstanding at any
one time shall not exceed $15,000,000. Not
more than 10 per centum of such sum shall
be provided for any one institution, coopera-
tive, or organization.

“{d) The Inter-American Social Develop-
ment Institute shall be consulted in develop-
ing criteria for making loans eligible for
guaranty coverage under this section.

“(e) The guaranty reserve established
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under section 235(c) shall be available to
make such payments as may be necessary to
discharge liabilities under guaranties issued
under this section.

“({f) Notwithstanding the limitation con-
talned in subsection (¢) of this section,
foreign currencies owned by the United
States and determined by the Secretary of the
Treasury to be excess to the needs of the
United States may be utilized to carry out
the purposes of this section, including the
discharge of liabilities incurred under this
subsection. The authority conferred by this
subsection shall be in addition to authority
conferred by any other provision of law to
implement guaranty programs utilizing ex-
cess local currency.

“(g) The Corporation shall, on or before
January 15, 1972, make a detailed report to
the Congress on the results of the pilot pro-
grams established under this section, to-
gether with such recommendations as it may
deem appropriate.

“(h) The authority of this section shall
continue until June 30, 1972,

“SEc. 240A. REPORTS TO THE CONGRESS.—
(a) After the end of each fiscal year, the
Corporation shall submit to the Congress a
complete and detailed report of its operations
during such fiscal year.

“(b) Not later than March 1, 1974, the
Corporation shall submit to the Congress an
analysis of the possibilities of transferring
all or part of its activities to private United
States citizens, corporations, or other asso-
clations.”

ALLIANCE FOR PROGRESS

Sec. 106. Section 252(a) of such Act, relat-
ing to authorization, is amended to read as
follows:

“Sec. 252. AUTHORIZATION.—(a) There is
authorized to be appropriated to the Presi-
dent for the purposes of this title, in addi-
tlon to other funds available for such pur-
poses, for the fiscal year 1970, $428,250,000,
and for the fiscal year 1971, $428,250,000,
which amounts are authorized to remain
avallable until expended, and which amounts,
except for not to exceed $80,750,000 for each
such fiscal year, shall be available only for
loans payable as to prineipal and interest in
United States dollars. In order to effectuate
the purposes and provisions of sections 102,
251, 601, and 602 of this Act, not less than
50 per centum of the loan funds appropriated
pursuant to this section for any fiscal year
shall be available for loans made to encour-
age economic development through private
enterprise.”

PROGRAMS RELATING TO POPULATION GROWTH

Sec. 107. Section 292, relating to authori-
zation, is amended by striking out “fiscal
year 1969, $50,000,000” and inserting in lieu
thereof “fiscal year 1970, $75,000,000, and for
the fiscal year 1971, £100,000,000,".

INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND PROGRAMS

Sec. 108. (a) Section 301(c) of such Act,
relating to general authority, is amended to
read as follows:

“{c) No contributions by the United States
shall be made to the United Nations Relief
and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in
the Near East except on the condition that
the United Nations Relief and Works Agency
take all possible measures to assure that no
part of the United States contribution shall
be used to furnish assistance to any refugee
who is receiving military training as a mem-
ber of the so-called Palestine ILiberation
Army or any other guerrilla type organization
or who has engaged in any act of terrorism.”

(b) Section 302(a) of such Act, relating
to authorization, is amended by striking out
“fiscal year 1969, $135,000,000" and inserting
in lieu thereof “fiscal year 1970, $122,620,000,
and for the fiscal year 1871, $122,620,000".

(c) Section 302(b) of such Act, relating to
Indus Basin development, is amended by
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inserting *(1)"” immediately after “(b)” and
by adding at the end thereof the following
new paragraph:

“(2) There is authorized to be appropri-
ated to the President for grants for Indus
Basin Development, in addition to any other
funds available for such purposes, for use in
the fiscal year 1970, $7,5630,000, and for use in
the fiscal year 1971, $7,630,000, which amounts
shall remain available until expended.”

(d) Section 302 of such Act is further
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“(e) There is authorized to be appropri-
ated $1,000,000 for the fiscal year 1970, and
$1,000,000 for the fiscal year 1971, to provide
added contribution to the United Nations
Relief and Works Agency for expansion of
technical and vocational training of Arab
refugees."”

SUPPORTING ASSISTANCE

Sec. 109. Section 402 of such Act, relating
to authorization, is amended by striking out
“fiscal year 1969 not to exceed $410,000,000"
and inserting in lieu thereof “fiscal year 1970
not to exceed $414,600,000, and for the fiscal
year 1971 not to exceed $414,600,000".

CONTINGENCY FUND

Sec. 110, Section 451(a) of such Act, re-
lating to the contingency fund, is amended
by striking out “fiscal year 1968 not to exceed
$50,000,000, and for the fiscal year 1969 not
to exceed $10,000,000" and inserting in lleu
thereof *“fiscal year 1970 not to exceed
$15,000,000, and for the fiscal year 1971 not
to exceed $16,000,000™.

PART II—MILITARY ASSISTANCE

MILITARY ASSISTANCE AUTHORIZATION
Sec. 201. Section 504(a) of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, relating to authorization,
1s amended—
(1) by striking out “$375,000,000 for the
fiscal year 1969” and inserting in lieu thereof
“$350,000,000 for the fiscal year 1970, and

$350,000,000 for the fiscal year 1971"; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new sentence: “Amounts appropriated
under this subsection shall be available for
cost-sharing expenses of United States par-
ticipation in the military headquarters and
related agencles program.”

SPECIAL AUTHORITY

Sec. 202. Section 506(a) of such Act, re-
lating to special authority of the President,
is amended—

(1) by striking out “1968” in the first
sentence and inserting in lieu thereof “1870
and the fiscal year 1971"; and

(2) by striking out “in the fiscal year 1969"
in the second sentence and Inserting In lieu
thereof “in each of the fiscal years 1970 and
1971,

RESTRICTIONS ON TRAINING FOREIGN MILITARY
STUDENTS

Sgc. 203. Chapter 2 of part II of such Act,
relating to military assistance, is amended
by inserting at the end thereof the following
new section:

“Sgc. 510. RESTRICTIONS ON TRAINING FoOR-
EIGN MrILiTARY STUDENTS.—The number of
foreign military students to be trained in the
United States in any fiscal year, out of funds
appropriated pursuant to this part, may not
exceed a number equal to the number of for-
eign civillans brought to the Unlted States
under the Mutual Educational and Cultural
Exchange Act of 1961 in the immediately
preceding fiscal year.”

PART III—GENERAL, ADMINISTRATIVE,
AND MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
Sec. 301. Section 610(a) of the Foreign

Assistance Act of 1961, relating to transfer

between accounts, is amended by inserting

immediately after “funds made available for
any provision of this Act” the following:

“(except funds made available pursuant to

title IV of chapter 2 of part I)".
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Sec. 302. Section 612 of such Act, relating
to use of foreign currencies, is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

“(d) In furnishing assistance under this
Act to the government of any country in
which the United States owns excess foreign
currencies as defined in subsection (b) of
this section, except those currencies gen-
erated under the Agricultural Trade Devel-
opment and Assistance Act of 1954, as
amended, the President shall endeavor to
obtain from the recipient country an agree-
ment for the release, on such terms and con-
ditions as the President shall determine,
of an amount of such currencies up to the
equivalent of the dollar value of assistance
furnished by the United States for programs
as may be mutually agreed upon by the re-
ciplent country and the United States to
carry out the purposes for which new funds
authorized by this Act would themselves be
avallable.”

Sec. 303, (a) Section 620(s) of such Act,
relating to prohibitions against furnishing
assistance, is amended to read as follows:

“(s) (1) In order to restrain arms races and
proliferation of sophisticated weapons, and
to ensure that resources intended for eco-
nomic development are not diverted to mili-
tary purposes, the President shall take into
account before furnishing development loans,
Alliance loans or supporting assistance to
any country under this Act, and before mak-
ing sales under the Agricultural Trade De-
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954, as
amended:

“(A) the percentage of the recipient or
purchasing country's budget which is de-
voted to military purposes;

“(B) the degree to which the reciplent or
purchasing country is using its foreign ex-
change resources to acquire military equip-
ment; and

“(C) the amount spent by the recipient
or purchasing country for the purchase of
sophisticated weapons systems, such as mis-
sile system and jet aircraft for military pur-
poses, from any country.

*(2) The President shall report annually
to the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions of the Senate his actions in carrying
out this provision.”

“(b) Section 820(v) of such Act is re-
pealed.

Sec. 304. Section 624(d) of such Act, re-
lating to the duties of the Inspector General,
Foreign Assistance, is amended—

(1) by inserting in paragraph (2)(A),
after the words “"under part I of this Act”,
the following: “(including the Overseas Pri-
vate Investment Corporation), and under
part IV of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1969 (the Inter-American Social Develop-
ment Institute)™;

(2) by inserting in paragraph (5), before
the period at the end of the first sentence,
the following: “and part IV of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1969”; and

(8) by inserting in the first sentence of
paragraph (7), immediately after “programs
under part I or II of this Act, “the follow-
ing: “and part IV of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1969,".

SEec. 305. Section 634(a) of such Act, relat-
ing to reports and information, is amended—

(1) by inserting in the first sentence, after
the words “concerning operations”, the fol-
lowing: “(other than those reported pursu-
ant to section 240A)"; and

(2) by striking out of the last sentence the
following: “on the operation of the invest-
ment guaranty program and”.

Sec. 306. Section 636(f) of such Act, relat-
ing to use of funds, is amended by inserting
immediately before the perlod at the end
thereof the following: “or by the Corporation
established under title IV of chapter 2 of part
I with respect to loan activities which it car-
ries out under the provisions of the Agricul-
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tural Trade Development and Assistance Act
of 1954, as amended”.

SEec. 307. Section 637(a) of such Act, relat-
ing to administrative expenses, is amended
by striking out “fiscal year 1969, $53,000,000"
and inserting in lieu thereof *flscal year
1970, £51,125,000, and for the fiscal year 1971,
$51,125,000".

Sec. 308. Section 643 of such Act, relating
to savings provisions, is amended by inserting
after “section 642(a)” and “section 642(a)
(2)" each time they appear the following:
“and the Foreign Assistance Act of 1969".

PART IV—INTER-AMERICAN SOCIAL
DEVELOPMENT INSTITUTE

SEc. 401. INTER-AMERICAN SOCIAL DEVELOP-
MENT INSTITUTE.—(a) There is created as an
agency of the United States of America a
body corporate to be known as the “Inter-
American Social Development Institute”
(hereafter in this section referred to as the
“Institute”).

(b) The future of freedom, security, and
economic development in the Western
Hemisphere rests on the realization that man
is the foundation of all human progress, It
is the purpose of this section to provide sup-
port for developmental activities designed to
achleve conditions in the Western Hemi-
sphere under which the dignity and the
worth of each human person will be respected
and under which all men will be afforded the
opportunity to develop their potentlal, to
seek through gainful and productive work
the fulfillment of their aspirations for a bet-
ter life, and to live in justice and peace. To
this end, it shall be the purpose of the In-
stitute, primarily in cooperation with private,
regional, and international organizations,
to—

(1) strengthen the bonds of friendship
and understanding among the peoples of
this hemisphere;

(2) support self-help efforts designed to
enlarge the opportunities for individual de-
velopment;

(8) stimulate and assist effective and ever
wider participation of the people in the de-
velopment process;

(4) encourage the establishment and
growth of democratic institutions, private
and governmental, appropriate to the re-
quirements of the individual sovereign na-
tions of this hemisphere.

In pursuing these purpose, the Institute
shall place primary emphasis on the enlarge-
ment of educational opportunities at all
levels, the production of food and the devel-
opment of agriculture, and the improvement
of environmental conditions relating to
health, maternal and child care, family plan-
ning, housing, free trade union development,
and other social and economic needs of the
people.

(¢) The Institute shall carry out the pur-
poses set forth in subsection (b) of this sec-
tion primarily through and with private or-
ganizations, individuals, and international
organizations by undertaking or sponsoring
appropriate research and by planning, ini-
tlating, assisting, financing, administering,
and executing programs and projects de-
signed to promote the achievement of such
purposes.

(d) In carrying out its functions under
this section, the Institute shall, to the maxi-
mum extent possible, coordinate its under-
takings with the developmental activities in
the Western Hemisphere of the various or-
gans of the Organization of American States,
the United States Government, international
organizations, and other entities engaged in
promoting soclal and economic development
of Latin Amerlca.

(e) The Institute, as a corporation—

(1) shall have perpetual succession unless
sooner dissolved by an Act of Congress;

(2) may adopt, alter, and use a corporate
seal, which shall be judicially noticed;
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(8) may make and perform contracts and
other agreements with any individual, cor-
portation, or other body of persons however
designated whether within or without the
United States of America, and with any gov-
ernment or government agency, domestic or
foreign;

(4) shall determine and prescribe the man-
ner in which its obligations shall be incurred
and its expenses allowed and paid;

(6) may, as necessary for the transaction
of the business of the Institute, employ, and
fix the compensation of not to exceed one
hundred persons at any one time;

(6) may acquire by purchase, devise, be-
quest, or gift, or otherwise lease, hold, and
improve, such real and personal property as
it finds to be necessary to its purposes,
whether within or without the United States,
and in any manner dispose of all such real
and personal property held by it and use as
general funds all receipts arising from the
disposition of such property;

(7) shall be entitled to the use of the
United States mails in the same manner and
on the same conditions as the executive de-
partments of the Government;

(8) may, with the consent of any board,
corporation, commission, independent estab-
lishment, or executive department of the
Government, including any field service
thereof, avail itself of the use of informa-
tion, services, facilities, officers, and em-
ployees thereof In carrylng out the provi-
sions of this section;

(9) may accept money, funds, property,
and services of every kind by gift, devise, be-
quest, grant, or otherwise, and make ad-
vances, grants, and loans to any individual,
corporation, or other body of persons, wheth-
er within or without the United States of
America, or to any government or govern-
mental agency, domestic or foreign, when
deemed advisable by the Institute in further-
ance of its purposes;

(10) may sue and be sued, complain, and
defend, in its corporate name in any court
of competent jurisdiction; and

(11) shall have such other powers as may
be necessary and Incident to carrying out
its powers and duties under this section.

{f) Upon termination of the corporate
life of the Institute all of its assets, shall be
liquidated and, unless otherwise provided by
Congress, shall be transferred to the United
States Treasury as the property of the Unit-
ed States.

(g) The management of the Institute shall
be vested in a board of directors (hereafter
in this section referred to as the “Board”)
composed of seven members appointed by the
President, by and with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate, one of whom he shall
designate to serve as Chalrman of the Board
and one of whom he shall designate to serve
as Vice Chairman of the Board. Four mem-
bers of the Board shall be appointed from
private life. Three members of the Board
shall be appointed from among officers or
employees of agencies of the United States
concerned with inter-American affairs. Mem-
bers of the Board shall be appointed for terms
of six years, except that of the members first
appointed two shall be appointed for terms
of two years and two shall be appointed for
terms of four years, as designated by the
President at the time of their appointment.
A member of the Board appointed to fill a
vacancy occurring prior to the expiration
of the term for which his predecessor was ap-
pointed shall be appointed only for the re-
mainder of such term; but upon the expira-
tion of his term of office a member shall
continue to serve until his successor is ap-
pointed and shall have qualified. Mem-
bers of the Board shall be eligible for
reappointment.

(h) Members of the Board shall serve with-
out additional compensation, but shall be
reimbursed for actual and necessary expenses
not in excess of $50 per day, and for trans-
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portation expenses, while engaged in their
duties on behalf of the corporation.

(1) The Board shall direct the exercise of
all the powers of the Institute.

(j) The Board may prescribe, amend, and
repeal bylaws, rules, and regulations govern-
ing the manner in which the business of the
Institute may be conducted and in which
the powers granted to it by law may be ex-
ercised and enjoyed. A majority of the Board
shall be required as a quorum.

(k) In furtherance and not in limitation
of the powers conferred upon it, the Board
may appoint such committees for the carry-
ing out of the work of the Institute as the
Board finds to be for the best interests of
the Institute, each committee to consist of
two or more members of the Board, which
committees, together with officers and agents
duly authorized by the Board and to the
extent provided by the Board, shall have and
may exercise the powers of the Board in the
management of the business and affairs of
the Institute.

(1) The chief executive officer of the Insti-
tute shall be an Executive Director who shall
be appointed by the Board of Directors on
such terms as the Board may determine. The
Executive Director shall receive compensa-
tion at the rate provided for level IV of the
Executive Schedule under section 5315 of
title 5, United States Code.

(m) In order to further the purposes of
the Institute there shall be established a
Council to be composed of such number of
individuals as may be selected by the Board
from among individuals knowledgeable con-
cerning developmental activities in the West-
ern Hemisphere. The Board shall, from time
to time, consult with the Counecil concern-
ing the objectives of the Institute. Members
of the Counecil shall receive no compensation
for their services but shall be entitled to
reimbursement in accordance with section
5703 of title 5, United States Code, for travel
and other expenses incurred by them in the
performance of their functions under this
subsection.

(n) The Institute shall be a nonprofit
corporation and shall have no capital stock.
No part of its revenue, earnings, or other
income or property shall inure to the bene-
fit of its directors, officers, and employees
and such revenue, earnings, or other income,
or property shall be used for the carrying
out of the corporate purposes set forth in
this section. No director, officer, or employee
of the corporation shall in any manner di-
rectly or indirectly particlpate In the de-
liberation upon or the determination of
any question affecting his personal interests
or the interests of any corporation, partner-
ship, or organization in which he Is directly
or indirectly interested.

(0) When approved by the Institute, in
furtherance of its purpose, the officers and
employees of the Institute may accept and
hold offices or positions to which no com-
pensation is attached with governments or
governmental agencies of forelgn countries.

(p) The Secretary of State shall have au-
thority to detail employees of any agency
under his jurisdiction to the Institute under
such ecircumstances and upon such condi-
tions as he may determine. Any such em-
ployee so detailed shall not lose any privi-
leges, rights, or seniority as an employee of
any such agency by virtue of such detail.

(q) The Institute shall establish a princi-
pal office. The Institute 1s authorized to
establish agencles, branch offices, or other
offices In any place or places within the
United States or elsewhere in any of which
locations the Institute may carry on all or
any of its operations and business.

(r) The Institute, including its franchise
and income, shall be exempt from taxation
now or hereafter Imposed by the United
States, or any territory or possession thereof,
or by any State, county, municipality, or
local taxing authority.

(s) Notwithstanding any other provision
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of law, not to exceed an aggregate amount
of $50,000,000 of the funds made available
for the fiscal years 1970 and 1971 to carry
out part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961 shall be available to carry out the pur-
poses of this section. Funds made avallable
to carry out the purposes of this section
under the preceding sentence are authorized
to remain available until expended.

(t) The Institute shall be subject to the
provisions of the Government Corpora-
tion Control Act.

PART V—AMENDMENTS TO OTHER ACTS

Sec. 501. Section 101 of the Government
Corporation Control Act (31 U.S.C. 846) is
amended by striking out “Development
Loan Fund;” and inserting in lieu thereof
“Overseas Private Investment Corporation;”.

Sec. 502. (a) Section 3343(b) of title 5,
United States Code, relating to details of per-
sonnel to international organizations, is
amended—

(1) by striking out “3" and inserting in
lieu thereof “5"; and

(2) by striking out the period at the end
of such section and inserting in lieu thereof
a comma and the following: “except that
under special circumstances, where the Pres-
ident determines it to be In the national
interest, he may extend the b5-year period
for up to an additional 3 years.”

(b) Section 3581(5) of such title, relating
to reemployment rights of personnel who
transfer to international organizations, is
amended by striking out “the first 3 con-
secutive years after entering the employ of
the international organization” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof the following: “the first
5 consecutive years, or any eXtension thereof,
after entering the employ of the interna-
tional organization”.

(¢) Section 3582(a) of such title, relating
to rights of personnel who transfer to in-
ternational organizations, is amended—

(1) by inserting in clause (1), before the
semicolon at the end thereof, a comma and
the following: “except that such service shall
not be considered creditable service for the
purpose of any retirement system for trans-
ferring personnel, if such service forms the
basis, in whole or in part, for an annuity
or pension under the retirement system of
the international organization”; and

(2) by striking out clause (2) and insert-
ing in lieu thereof the following:

**(2) to retain coverage, rights, and bene-
fits under chapters 87 and 89 of this title,
if necessary employee deductions and agency
contributions in payment for the coverage,
rights, and benefits for the period of employ-
ment with the international organization are
currently deposited in the Employees’ Life
Insurance Fund and the Employees’ Health
Benefits Fund, as applicable, and the period
during which coverage, rights, and benefits
are retained under this paragraph is deemed
service as an employee under chapters 87 and
89 of this title,".

(d) Section 3582(b) of such title, relating
to rights of employees transferring to inter-
national organizations, is amended—

(1) by striking out, ", except a Congres~
sional employee,” in the first sentence;

(2) by striking out of clause (1) "3 years"
and inserting in lieu thereof “5 years, or any
extension thereof,”; and

(3) by inserting at the end thereof the
following new sentences: “On reemployment,
he is entitled to be paid, under such regula-
tions as the President may prescribe and
from appropriations or funds of the agency
from which transferred, an amount equal to
the difference between the pay, allowances,
post differential, and other monetary benefits
paid by the international organization and
the pay, allowances, post differential, and
other monetary benefits that would have
peen paid by the agency had he been detailed
to the international organization under sec-
tion 3343 of this title. Such a payment shall
be made to an employee who is unable to
exercise his reemployment right because of
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disability incurred while on transfer to an
international organization under this sub-
chapter and, in the case of any employee who
dies while on such a transfer or during the
period after separation from the interna-
tional organization in which he is properly
exercising or could exercise his reemployment
right, in aceordance with subchapter VIII of
chapter 55 of thls title. This subsection does
not apply to a congressional employee nor
may any payment provided for the preceding
two sentences of this subsection be based on
a period of employment with an interna-
tional organization occurring before the first
day of the first pay period which begins on or
after the date of enactment of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1969."

(e) Section 3582(c) of such title, relating
to rights of employees transferring to inter-
national organizations, is amended by strik-
ing out "3 years” and inserting in lieu thereof
the following: “5 years, or any extension
thereof,”.

(f) Section 3582(d) of such title, relating
to agency contributions to retirement and
insurance programs for personnel who trans-
fer to international organizations, 1is
amended to read as follows:

“(d) During the employee’s period of serv-
ifce with the international organization, the
agency from which the employee is trans-
ferred shall make contributions for retire-
ment and insurance purposes from the ap-
propriations or funds of that agency so long
as contributions are made by the employee.”

Sec. 503. Subchapter II of chapter 53 of
title 5, United States Code, is amended—

(1) by inserting at the end of section 5314,
relating to level III of the Executive Sched-
ule, the following:

“(54) President, Overseas Private Invest-
ment Corporation.”;

(2) by inserting at the end of section 5315,
relating to level IV of the Executive Sched-
ule, the following:

“(92) Executive Vice Presldent, Overseas
Private Investment Corporation.”; and

(3) by inserting at the end of section 5316,
relating to level V of the Executive Schedule,
the following:

“(128) Auditor-General of the Agency for
International Development. ;

“(129) Vice Presidents , Overseas Private
Investment Corporation (3)."

And the Senate agree to the same.

THOoMAS E. MORGAN,

CLEMENT J. ZABLOCKI,

Wazne L. Havs,

DanTE B. FASCELL,

W. 5. MAILLIARD,

Perer H. B. FRELINGHUYSEN,
Managers on the Part of the House,
J. W. FULBRIGHT,

JOHN SPARKMAN,

FranK CHURCH,

G. D, AIKEN,

CriFForD P, CASE,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House
at the conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses on the amendment of the
Senate to the bill (H.R, 14580) to promote
the foreign policy, security, and general wel-
fare of the United States by assisting peoples
of the world to achieve economic develop-
ment within a framework of democratic eco-
nomic, social, and political Institutions, and
for other purposes, submit the following
statement in explanation of the effect of the
actlon agreed upon by the conferees and
recommended in the accompanying confer-
ence report:

The Senate struck out all of the House
bill after the enactment clause and inserted
a substitute amendment. The committee of
conference has agreed to a substitute for
both the House bill and the Senate amend-
ment. Except for clarifying, clerical, and nec-
essary conforming changes, the differences
are noted below:
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AUTHORIZATION OF FUNDS

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE AUTHORIZATIONS

(In thousands)

Executive

Section

number Economic assistance

request
fiscal year
f??ﬂ

Difference
(H=House
S=3Senate)

Conference

House Senate agreement

101 Development loans
102 Technica! cooperation and development grants_

103 American schools and hospitals abroad._.____
Local currency =
106 Alliance for Progress....._....
Loans.....cooaaae-

Desalting plant for Israel________.

International Organizations and programs. ...
UNRWA and U.N. Peacekeeping
Arabrefugees. . . .. oo
Indus Basin

09 Supporting assistance______

Contingency fund

Administrative expenses: AID_...___.___

675, 500
224,500
12,900
TTTUBG3, 500
(437, 500)
(116, 000)

142,220
& (19, 600)

7,530 7,530

425,500
200, 000
23,400
"7437, 500
(337, 500)
(100, 000)

340, 000

122, 620
7 (19, 600)
1,000

350, 000
167, 000
25,900

3,000
419, 000

(337,500

(81, 500)

350, 000
183, 500 {
125,900
428, 250 {
(337, 500)
(90, 750) {

5 20, 000 {
122,620

H—75, 500
H—16, 500
5+1

4 40, 000

142,202
(19, 600)
1, 000

$—20, 000
§—19, 600

: 1 —
3414, 600 5414, 600
15, 000 20,0 15, 000

52, 250 51,125 {

Total economic assistance____________

Grant military assistance.__.._____._.

2,205, 400
425,000

1,738, 400
454, 500

165,65 1,622,525 (HoUST)

325,000 7350000 { (H104 300

Total economic and military assistance.

2,630, 400

2,193,900 1,970,650 1,972,525 { W23

5+1,875

1 For fiscal year 1971, the bill authorizes $12,900,000.
* Not authorized for fiscal year 1971,

% This sum was on a grant basis,

4 This sum was on a loan basis.

5 This sum is on a grant basis, limited to fiscal year 1970 funds.

¢ Included in international organizations and programs.
7 Included in supporting assistance. :
¥ Includes UNRWA and U.N. peacekeeping operations,

The House bill repealed part I of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended,
which includes the basic authority for eco-
nomic assistance. In lien of existing law,
the bill restructured and amended the lan-
guage. The changes made by the House bill
were, for the most part, more in form and
organization than in substance.

Although the Senate amendment did
amend various provisions of existing law, it
followed closely the organization of the 1961
Act.

After reaching agreement as to what it re-
garded as the substantive differences between
the two bills, the committee of conference
decided to retain the language and structure
of existing law, including as amendments the
language agreed to in conference and not
including those provisions of the House bill
which were essentially revisions or updating
of present law.

Substantive changes in the House bill
agreed to by the committee of conference are
as follows:

ASSISTANCE TO MEXICO TO HELP SUPPRESS ILLE-
GAL TRAFFIC IN DRUGS (HOUSE SEC. 204 (8) (2)
OF THE ACT)

The House bill made available $500,000 of
technical asslstance funds to be used solely
to furnish assistance to the Mexican Govern-
ment to help suppress illegal drug traffic.

The Senate amendment did not contain a
comparable provision.

The managers on the part of the House
accepted the Senate contention that this
program did not meet the criteria set forth
in the law for the use of technlcal assistance
funds. Further, they believed other agencies
of Government were better equipped and
financed to engage in this type of operation
than the Agency for International Develop-
ment. Therefore, the House receded from
its position.

PROTOTYPE DESALTING PLANT (HOUSE—SECTION
209 OF THE ACT, SENATE—SECTION 101 OF
THE BILL)

The House bill authorized the appropria-
tion of not to exceed $40 million for a U.S.

contribution to finance not more than 50
percent of the cost of building and operat-
ing a water treatment and desalting plant in
Israel.

The Senate amendment did not include any
reference to a desalting plant, but the re-
port of the Committee on Foreign Relations
stated that $40 million of the authorization
for development loans “is to be used only for
assistance In the development of a water
treatment and desalting prototype plant in
the Middle East if the executlve branch
finds the project to be feasible.”

The committee of conference accepted the
House language with two amendments: (1)
an authorization of $20 milllon instead of
$40 million and (2) a requirement that the
President determine that development of
such a plant is feasible.

The managers on the part of the House
believe that an authorization of $20 mil-
lion should be enough to cover the U.S.
share of the cost during the early phases
of the project and that it is essential that
funds be available on a grant rather than a
loan basis.

It is the understanding of the House con-
ferees that because of the developmental
and experimental nature of this project, it
will not be subject to the requirements of
section 611 of the Foreign Assistance Act or
sectlon 101 of the Appropriations Act which
apply to water related capital projects,

AMERICAN SCHOOLS AND HOSPITALS ABROAD
(HOUSE—SECTION 304(D) OF THE ACT; SEN-
ATE—SECTION 103 OF THE BILL)

The House bill authorized appropriations
of a total amount of $23,400,000 for assist-
ance to U.S. schools and hospitals abroad,
including specific authorizations for certain
designated institutions.

The Senate amendment authorized a total
of $25900,000, together with &3 million of
foreign currency, for this purpose but did not
name the institutions included. The report
of the Foreign Relations Committee, however,
designated the institutions which were In-
cluded.




December 18, 1969

Those institutions named in the House bill
were listed in the Senate report, which in-
cluded three more.

Funds for these additional institutions
were authorized by the Senate amendment.

The managers on the part of the House
agreed to the inclusion of the additional in-
stitutions approved by the Senate.

OVERSEAS PRIVATE INVESTMENT CORPORATION
(HOUSE—SECTIONS 321-332 OF THE ACT;
SENATE—SECTIONS 231-240(a) OF THE BILL)
The House bill and the Senate amendment

contained identical language which had the

effect of permitting the Corporation to em-
ploy not to exceed 20 persons who may be ap-
pointed, compensated or removed without re-
gard to the civil service laws and regulations.
The language is sufficiently broad to au-
thorize compensation beyond the range of
salaries set by the Classification Act. It was
the intent of both Houses to limit to not
more than eight those who may be com-
pensated at a rate not in excess of that for

GS5-18. The remaining 12 are not to recelve

compensation in excess of the rate authorized

for GS-15.

CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE MIDDLE EAST (HOUSE—

SEC. 452(C) OF THE ACT)

Section 452(c) of the House bill author-
ized the appropriation of such funds as the
President may request with a 5 year period
for programs and projects in the Middle East
directly related to peacekeeping activities,
resettlement and vocational training of re-
fugees, rehabilitation of war damage to public
facilities, and programs of health, education,
agriculture and community development,
upon a determination by the President that
a peaceful settlement had been attained in
the Middle East.

The Senate amendment did not include a
comparable provision.

The House receded.

The Managers on the part of the House
were persuaded by the Senate conferees that
the Congress should not authorize funds for
this area or for such purposes until the situa-
tion in the Middle East was clearer than at
present and the use to be made of any funds
could be more precisely reviewed.

MILITARY ASSISTANCE (HOUSE AND SENATE—
SECTION 504 OF THE ACT)

The House bill authorized a total of $454,-
500,000 for military assistance, of which
$350,000,000 was for worldwide allocation, 850
million for Korea, and $54,5600,000 for the
Republic of China.

The Senate amendment authorized a total
of $325,000,000 without any allocation to
specified countries.

The managers on the part of the House
agreed to an authorization of $350,000,000
without specifying any country allocation.

They found it impossible to obtain agree-
munt to a larger total for military assistance
and believed that any specific additional
allocation for Korea or the Republic of
China would result in a drastic curtailment
of the worldwide authorization which would
be detrimental to the national security.

INTERNATIONAL MILITARY HEADQUARTERS (SEN-
ATE—SECTION 504(8) OF THE ACT)

The Senate amendment included a re-
quirement that amounts appropriated for
military assistance should be available for
the expenses of U.S. participation in inter-
national military headquarters, and that no
part of any funds made available under any
other provision of law could be used for
such expenses.

The House bill did not contain a compa-
rable provision.

The managers on the part of the House
accepted a compromise which authorized
the use of military assistance funds for
this purpose but deleted the prohibition
against the use of funds which might other-
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wise be available for such expenses. This
should permit the Department of Defense
to draw on any funds which might be avail-
able to It, including military assistance
funds, to finance the U.S. contribution 1o
such headquarters.

LIMITATION ON CHANGE IN PROGRAM (HOUSE—
SECTION 504(C) OF THE ACT)

The House bill amended section 504 of the
Forelgn Assistance Act to require that the
military assistance program for any country
in any fiscal year shall not be increased be-
yond 20 percent of the amount justified to
the Congress, or $1,000,000, whichever is
greater, unless the President determines
such an increase is essential to the national
interest.

The Senate amendment did not contain a
comparable provision.

The House receded and accepted the dele-
tion of this section.

The program has been operating since the
beginning without such a provision in the
authorization bill, and the managers on the
part of the House were not convinced that
it should be enacted under existing circum-
stances.

RESTRICTIONS ON TRAINING FOREIGN MILITARY
STUDENTS (SENATE—SEC. 510 OF THE ACT)

The Senate amendment contained a pro-
vision that limited In any fiscal year the num-
ber of foreign military students to be trained
in the United States whose training was fi-
nanced out of military assistance funds, to a
number no greater than one-half the num-
ber of foreign civilians brought to the United
States under the Mutual Educational and
Cultural Exchange Act of 1961 in the immedi-
ately preceding fiscal year,

The House bill did not have a comparable
provision.

The Senate conferees receded and accepted
a House amendment which permits the train-
ing of foreign military personnel in the
United States in a number equal to the num-
ber of foreign civilian trainees who come here
in the preceding fiscal year under the Mutual
Educational and Cultural Exchange Act of
1961.

To have accepted the Senate language
would have resulted in a drastic reduction in
the training program. The managers on the
part of the House believe that such training
is necessary to achieve operational capability
and readiness and is an important comple-
mentary element to our military assistance
program.

DIVERSION OF RECIPIENT COUNTRY'S ASSETS TO

MILITARY PURPOSES (HOUSE—SECTIONS 620

(S) AND 620(V) OF THE ACT)

The House bill contained a revision of sub-
sections 620(s) and 620(v) of the Foreign
Assistance Act, which prohibited assistance
to countries diverting thelr own resources
to military purposes or which purchased so-
phisticated weapons systems,

The managers on the part of the Senate
receded, accepting the House revision as
including the essential elements of both sub-
sections.

PROHIBITION OF MILITARY ASSISTANCE TO GOV-
ERNMENTS OPPOSED TO DEVELOPMENT OF
DEMOCRATIC INSTITUTIONS (HOUSE—NEW
SECTION 620(V) OF THE ACT)

The House bill contained an amendment
to section 620 of the Foreign Assistance Act
that included a statement expressing disap-
proval of the provision of military assistance
to any government denying freedom to its
people and advocating the termination of
military assistance to any government which
comes into power through means other than
through constitutional processes.

The Senate amendment did not include
comparable language,

The House receded, accepting the dele-
tion of this provision.

The committee of conference found itself
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unable to find acceptable language that ex-
pressed disapproval of infringement of liberty
or of dictators but which would take into
account all of the special circumstances
which bear on U.S. policy in the varlous
situations which confront us at the present
time.

INTER-AMERICAN SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT INSTI-

TUTE (HOUSE—SECTION 6 OF THE BILL)

The House bill contained a section creat-
ing the Inter-American Social Development
Institute. The bill authorized the availlabil-
ity of not more than §50,000,000 of eco-
nomic assistance funds for fiscal year 1970
to carry out the programs of the Insti-
tute. For subsequent fiscal years an open
ended authorization of appropriations was
included.

The Senate amendment did not contain a
comparable provision.

The conferees accepted the House lan-
guage with an amendment that permits the
use of $50,000,000 of economic assistance
funds not limited to fiscal year 1970 and de-
letes the open ended authorization for sub-
sequent years. In view of the lateness in the
fiscal year and the problems of transferring
appropriate programs from AID to the Insti-
tute, the conferees were of the opinion that
the availability of 850,000,000 was sufficient.
Funds for subsequent years will require au-
thorization. The conferees also deleted the
word “Advisory” from the name of the
Council.

THOMAS E. MORGAN,

CLEMENT J. ZABLOCKI,

WaYnNE L. Havs,

DanTE B. FASCELL,

W. 5. MAILLIARD,

PeTER H. B. FRELINGHUYSEN,
Managers on the Part of the House.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 15149, FOREIGN ASSISTANCE
AND RELATED PROGRAMS AP-
PROPRIATIONS, 1970

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 15149)
making appropriations for foreign as-
sistance and related programs for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, and
for other purposes, with Senate amend-
ments thereto, disagree to the Senate
amendments, and agree to the confer-
ence asked by the Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Louisi-
ana? The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
Passman, RooNey of New York, Mrs.
HanseN of Washington, Messrs. COHELAN,
Long of Maryland, McFaLL, MAHON,
SHRIVER, CONTE, Mrs. REID of Illinois, and
Messrs. RIEGLE and Bow.

PRESIDENTIAL COMMISSION TO IN-
VESTIGATE ALLEGED MASSA-
CRES AT MYLAI

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

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, I and 32
of my colleagues have just now intro-
duced a bill to establish a Presidential
Commission which will be directed to
make a full investigation of the alleged
massacres at Mylai, Vietnam, in March
of 1968.

That these reports have shocked the
American people is an understatement.
I am not, nor are my colleagues who
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have cosponsored this bill, making any
prejudgments as to the guilt or inno-
cence of any individuals, nor am I cast-
ing doubt on the integrity of the Armed
Forces.

I have the utmost confidence that jus-
tice will prevail and the guilt or inno-
cence of all parties will be established
by the military tribunals.

The American people have been con-
fronted with a crisis of conscience and
confidence, however. The events of the
past few weeks clearly indicate that an
untoward and unusual event took place
in Mylai in early 1968. I cannot accept
unverified news reports as evidence, but
neither can I dismiss such reports. If
we are to insure the continued honor of
our armed services—an honor that is
justly deserved—an independent com-
mission must make a full investigation
and full report to the American people.

Any lingering doubt about this in-
cident would be disastrous to the con-
science of a people which prides itself
for its reliance on the rule of law. As we
have witnessed in the past, time alone
can exaggerate rumor and totally dis-
tort the truth. Time alone also renders
the truth difficult to find as witnesses are
dispersed and the memory fades. It is for
this reason that we must act now to
establish this fact-finding commission.

I have full confidence in the Army in-
vestigation, but feel that full vindica-
tion in the eyes of the American people
and the rest of the world can only come
if an independent investigation is con-
ducted.

The Commission authorized in this bill
will be composed of 15 persons: Five

Members of the House of Representa-
tives, five Members of the Senate and

five distinguished citizens, all ap-
pointed by the President. This Commis-
sion will have full subpena powers and a
staff adequate to conduct a full investi-
gation of all such actions involving mili-
tary personnel in South Vietnam.

Since this investigation will be con-
ducted concurrently with judicial actions
against certain personnel, firm protec-
tions are provided for all individuals.
These protections include the sealing of
evidence during the course of the inves-
tigation, executive sessions for the tak-
ing of testimony, and representation by
counsel for those who desire it.

I am convinced it is absolutely neces-
sary that the questions raised by the
Mylai incident be fully explored and
aired to the satisfaction of the Ameri-
can people and the world at large.

I invite all my colleagues in this body
to join in the introduction of this bill.

CHRISTMAS AND THE COAL MINERS

(Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia asked
and was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, what kind of a Christmas will
it be for the coal miners? What kind of
a Christmas will it be for the widows of
the 78 men who lost their lives at Farm-
ington?

Mr. Speaker, if the President vetoes
the coal mine health and safety bill it
would be just like placing loose razor
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blades in the Christmas stockings of
hundreds of thousands of coal miners
and their families,

The Federal Government, through
Democratic and Republican administra-
tions, shares the responsibility for failing
to protect either the health or safety of
those who work in the coal mines. Fed-
eral inaction has produced this terrible
coal dust disease called pneumoconiosis.
Now when Congress, over the objections
of the administration, takes the initia-
tive both to prevent the disease and take
care of those miners who suffer from
black lung, we are faced with the heart-
less threat of a Presidential veto.

If the President vetoes this bill, the
Christmas lights will go out not only in
the coal fields but all over the Nation.
For too long, the coal miners have paid
the price in broken bodies, and lungs
whose tissues have been eaten away by
coal dust. I have talked with hundreds of
coal miners in the past few days, and I
know how they feel. If the President
vetoes this bill, there will be a major
walkout in the coal fields. Furthermore,
the sympathies of people throughout the
Nation are on the side of justice for the
coal miners. If the President dares to veto
this bill, we have the votes to override
such a veto.

I do not know who is giving the Pres-
ident the bad advice he is getting. But
I would merely suggest that the Presi-
dent stop listening to those who have
prevented meaningful legislation in the
past, stop listening to the pressures of the
coal operators, and stop listening to those
special interests who are putting dollar
signs on the life, limbs and lungs of the
coal miner. In the spirit of this Christmas
season, I trust that the President will
consider the human values and sign the
coal mine health and safety bill.

THE COURT OF APPEALS DECISION
IN THE CASE OF BOORDA, AR-
CHULETA, AND HOLLEY AGAINST
SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITIES CON-
TROL BOARD

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

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Speaker, my office
has received numerous inquiries with re-
spect to a decision rendered last Friday
by the Court of Appeals for the District
of Columbia Circuit—Chief Judge Baze-
lon, Judge Wright, and Judge Mec-
Gowan—in the case of Boorda, Archu-
leta, and Holley against Subversive Ac-
tivies Control Board. This is a significant
case and I think it important to bring
the matter to the attention of the House.

In this case, proceedings had been in-
stituted before the Board by the Attorney
General in July of 1968, against the three
named individuals under relevant provi-
sions of the Subversive Activities Control
Act of 1950, as amended, to make deter-
minations with respect to the member-
ship of each of them in the Communist
Party. It will be recalled that in proceed-
ings under that act, the Communist Party
had been previously determined to be a
“Communist action’ organization; that
is, an organization operating within the
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United States under the control of the
Soviet Union to advance the objectives
of the world Communist movement. The
Board made its determination finding
each of the named individuals to be
members of the Communist Party. They
then appealed to the Court of Appeals
for the District of Columbia circuit. That
court, on December 12, 1969, reversed the
Board and held the disclosure provisions
of that act to be void on the alleged basis
that the disclosure of Communist Party
membership is “constitutionally pro-
tected” by the first amendment, except
for those who join “with the specific in-
tent to further illegal action.”

The effect of the decision was not only
to reverse the determinations made in
the cases of Boorda, Archuleta, and
Holley but also to stay 15 additional cases
not yet determined that had been insti-
tuted this year, with commendable dili-
gence, by the present Attorney General.
The necessary result is that these cases
must remain in abeyance and no addi-
tional cases instituted until and unless
action is taken by the Supreme Court to
reverse the action of the court of appeals.

The action of the court of appeals ap-
pears to me to be clearly in defiance
of the prior determination on the same
subject by the highest court of the land
in Communist Party v. Subversives Ac-
tivities Conirol Board, 367 U.S. 1 (1961),
which sguarely upheld the registration
provisions of section 7 of the act “inso-
far as they require Communist-action or-
ganizations to file a registration state-
ment containing the names and addresses
of its present officers and members.” De-
spite the fact that all of the Justices in
that case, with the exception of Jus-
tice Black, supported this requirement
as not repugnant to the first amendment,
nevertheless the court of appeals last Fri-
day reached a contrary result and voided
section 13(g) (2) of the act. It seeks to
justify its departure from the clear pro-
nouncement in the Communist Party case
on the basis of a number of other cases
which it cited, none of which appears
to be in point, and which had been pre-
viously considered and differentiated by
the Supreme Court in its decision in the
Communist Party case.

Without doubt, it seems to me,
the court of appeals has ignored the prior
pronouncement of the Supreme Court
by which it should have been bound.
‘While I do not believe it appropriate at
this time to detail the Communist Party
case in which all of the issues here per-
tinent were thoroughly discussed and
disposed of by the Supreme Court in
opinions which cover 202 pages of the
official reports, I have noted certain prin-
cipal points upon which I base this con-
clusion in my letter of yesterday to the
Attorney General, requesting that he
apply for writ of certiorari. In my re-
marks today, I would like to emphasize
that the action of the court of appeals
seems clearly in violation of the canon of
judicial discipline which requires an in-
ferior court to adhere to the precedents
established by a superior court.

In making this comment, I believe I do
so with some basis in fact. It appears
that the judges themselves were con-
scious that their course of action might
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be construed to be in disregard of the
prior holding of the Supreme Court. In
footnote 15 of their decision, they have
noted a suggestion that the validity of
the decision in Communist Party had
been “eroded,” citing cases which do not
sustain this conclusion, although with re-
spect to which they say they “express
no opinion."” Nevertheless, it appears that
their action speaks more clearly than
their words of disavowal.

One, of course, may speculate why
these particular judges took the course
they did. However, I do not believe that
one may ascertain the “specific intent”
which formed the basis for their action—
at least in any greater degree than they
could expect others to ascertain an in-
dividual’s “specific intent” with respect
to his membership in the Communist
Party. We do know that their action in
nullifying important aspects of the con-
gressional program for coping with the
dangers posed by the world Communist
movement—dangers which have by no
means abated within recent years—
again demonstrates the frustration which
this Congress and the public can ex-
perience, particularly by what appears
to me in this instance to be ill-advised
and undisciplined court action.

It seems clear to me that an applica-
tion for certiorari, with the hope that
the Supreme Court will vindicate its
prior holding, is the only course that re-
mains open to Congress to cope with
the neat result of the decision of the
court of appeals. I do not believe that any
effective amendment can be made to the
Subversive Activities Control Act to ac-
cord with the decision of the court of
appeals and still preserve the basic dis-
closure purposes of the act which had
previously been upheld by the Supreme
Court. It seems obvious to me that if
the act were amended to require proof
of “specific intent to further illegal ac-
tion” as a condition for disclosure of
Communist Party membership, the dis-
closure purposes of the act could not be
accomplished under that impossible re-
quirement. There is no present law, as
Justice Frankfurter observed in the Com-
munist Party case, which in general
makes pursuit of the objectives of the
world Communist movement a crime.
Hence, it would not be practicable to
prove a “specific intent to further il-
legal action” when such action has not
been made illegal. Nor has Congress
chosen to make membership a erime as a
means of coping with the Communist
movement. There is some serious doubt,
under recent decisions of the courts,
whether that could be done without a
constitutional amendment. In any event,
if the Government were able to prove
that individual membership was enter-
tained with a specific intent to further
jllegal action, I think we would all agree
that the individual should be prosecuted
for criminal conspiracy, or some other
erime, rather than coping with his action
by a determination of his membership
for disclosure purposes only.

Accordingly, on yesterday I addressed
a letter to the Attorney General urging
him to make immediate application to
the Supreme Court for a writ of certi-
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orari, and to prosecute this application
vigorously to an early determination. I
feel certain that the present Attorney
General will fulfill his responsibilities
and will give my request due considera-
tion. As a matter of interest to the
Members, I include with my remarks a
copy of the December 12 decision of the
court of appeals and a copy of my letter
to the Attorney General:

U.S. COURT OF APPEALS, FOR THE DISTRICT OF
CorumBIA CIRCUIT

No. 22,614 —Simon Boorda, Petitioner v.
Subversive Activities Control Board, Re-
spondent

No. 22,5622—Robert Archulela and Wayne
Dallas Holley, Petitioners v. Subversive Ac-
tivities Control Board, Respondent

(Petitions for review of order of the Sub-
versive Activities Control Board)

[Decided December 12, 1969]

Mr. John J. Abt, of the bar of the Court
of Appeals of New York, pro hac vice, by
special leave of court, with whom Mr. Joseph
Forer was on the brief, for petitioners.

Mr. Kevin T. Maroney, Attorney, Depart-
ment of Justice, with whom Mr. J. Walter
Yeagley, Assistant Attorney General, Messrs.
Frank R. Hunter, Jr.,, General Counsel,
Charles F. Dirlam, Assistant General Counsel,
Subversive Activitles Control Board, and
Mrs. Lee B. Anderson, Attorney, Department
of Justice, were on the brief, for respondent.

Mr. Lawrence Speiser filed a brlef on be-
half of American Civil Liberties Union, as
amicus curige urging reversal.

Before BazeLoN, Chief Judge, WricHT and
McGowaN, Circuit Judges.

BazeLoN, Chief Judge. These are petitions
under §14(a) of the Subversive Activities
Control Act? to set aslde orders of the Sub-
versive Actlvities Control Board determin-
ing that each of the several petitioners is “a
member of the Communist Party of the
United States of America, a Communist
action organization.” The fact of member-
ship is not at issue.? Instead, petitioners at-
tack the Board’s construction, and the con-
gtitutionality, of the Act. The Board erred,
they argue, in taking official notice of its
prior determination that the Communist
Party 1s a Communist-action organization,
and in not allowing petitioners to demand
a redetermination of the status of the Party
in the proceedings against them. Addition-
ally, they claim that the Act is constitu-
tionally defective in allowing public disclo-
sure of an Individual’'s membership to be
made without a finding that the individual
concerned shares in any illegal purposes of
the organization to which he belongs. We
find this second argument persuasive.?

Under the Act, when the Attorney Gen-
eral has “reason to believe . .. that any indi-
vidual is & member of an organization which
has been determined by final order of the
Board to be a Communist-action organiza-
tion,” he is to file a petition with the Board
seeking a determination “that such indi-
vidual is a member of such Communist-
action organization.” § 13(a). After hearing,
the Board is to make a written report includ-
ing its findings of fact. If it determines that
the “Individual is a member of a Commu-
nist-action organization,” it shall issue and
serve him with an order “determining such
individual to be a member of a Communist-
action organization.” § 13(g) (2) .* Petitioners
argue that the difference in language be-
tween the two subsections is critical: that is,
they would read § 13(a) as instructing the
Attorney General to institute proceedings

Footnotes at end of article.
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before the Board whenever it comes to his
attention that an individual belongs to any
organization “which has been determined
by final order of the Board to be a Commu-~
nist-action organization."” But § 13(a)(2)
requires the Board to determine that the
“individual is a member of a Communist-
action organization,” and this language is
sald to imply that, during the course of the
hearings on a petition to determine an indi-
vidual's membership, the Board must not
only find that the individual is a member
of a named organization, but must also re-
determine that the organization is in fact
a Communist-action organization.® Support
for this construction is sought in § 13(b) and
(1), which provide for redetermination, not
more than once each calendar year, of the
status of Individuals and organizations
against which Board orders are outstanding.
Petitioners would read these subsections to
allow an individual to reopen the status of
an organization of which he is a member
in a §13(b) petition for redetermination.
Therefore, they argue, § 13(g) should be read
in the same way, and an individual should
be allowed to litigate the status of an orga-
nization of which he is alleged to be a mem-
ber during the course of the initial proceed-
ings against him.

On its face, § 13(b) does not compel the
construction sought by petitioners. It pro-
vides, in pertinent part:

“Any organization as to which there is in
effect a final order of the Board determining
it to be a Communist-action or Communist-
front organization and any individual as to
whom there is in effect a final order of the
Board determining such individual to be a
member of a Communist-action organiza-
tion may, not more often than once in each
calendar year, file with the Board and serve
upon the Attorney General a petition for a
determination that such organization no
longer is a Communist-action or Communist-
front organization, or that such individual
no longer is a member of a Communist-ac.
tion organization, as the case may be.”
(emphasis added). This language is not en-
tirely free from ambiguity, but it seems to
imply that an indlvidual, in a § 13(b) pro-
ceeding, may contest only the fact of his
membership in a named organization agalnst
which an order is already outstanding.® The
limitation of petitions to one per calendar
year is at least an Indication that Congress
intended that no particular issue should be
relitigated more than once each year.” Allow-
ing individual members of an organization
to reopen the complex question whether the
organization to which they belong is a Com-
munist-action organization would be to open
the door to substantial delaying tactics with-
out providing a corresponding benefit to any-
one.® Absent any support in the legislative
history for petitioners’ construction of § 13
(b) * we cannot conclude that it was in-
tended to allow individuals to contest the
status of the organlzations to which they
belong.

Deprived of any support from § 13(b), peti-
tioners' construction of § 13(g) must likewise
fail. That construction would require us to
read identical statutory language in sub-
stantially different ways without any appar-
ent support for such a different construc-
tion in the legislative history.! It would
raise a serious risk of inconsistent adjudica-
tions; that 1s, of opposite determinations or
the same question (whether a given orga-
nization is a Communist-action organiza-
tion) in proceedings against different indi-
viduals.? That § 13(a) allows individual pro-
ceedings to be consolidated is no assurance
that they would be. The Board did not err
in holding that petitioners may not challenge
the status of the Communist Party in the in-
stant proceeding.

We must therefore face the constitutional
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question. Petitioners argue that §13(g)(2)
of the Act® is invalid because it provides
for public disclosure of the fact of
their membership in the Communist Party
whether or not they intend to further any of
the Party’'s illegal, as well as its legal and
constitutionally protected alms."* The Board’s
primary response to this argument is that
it is foreclosed by the Supreme Court's deci-
slon in Communist Party v. Subversive Ac-
tivities Control Board, 867 U.S. 1 (1961).%

The Supreme Court in the Communist
Party case was presented with the question
whether the First Amendment prohibited the
requirement, set forth in § 7 of the original
Act,® that organizations found to be domi-
nated by a foreign power and intending the
illegal overthrow of existing government
could be required to file registration state-
ments including the names and addresses of
their members.}? Individual members of the
Communist Party were not parties to the ac-
tion, but the Court allowed the Party stand-
ing to “assist those rights of its members,
such as anonymity, which are necessarily in-
fringed by the very act of its filing a registra-
tion statemeni, and which could not be
otherwise asserted than by raising them
here.” 367 U.S. at 81.

The Court examined the structure of the
Act, and found that the registration and dis-
closure requirements of §7 did not attach
“to the incident of speech, but to the in-
cldents of foreign domination and of opera-
tion to advance the objectives of the world
Communist movement."” Id. at 90. Since reg-
ulation was premised on constitutionally un-
protected conduct, the Court was required
to balance “the value to the public of the
ends which the regulation may achieve”
against “the impediment which particular
governmental regulation causes to entire
freedom of individual action.” Id. at 91; see
United States v. O'Brien, 391 U.S. 367, 877
(1968) . Although the Court did not consider
the incidental infringement of First Amend-
ment rights to be insubstantial, see 367 U.S.
at 102, it concluded that the importance of
the government’'s interest in disclosing the
names of those who desired to further the
illegal aims of Communist-action organiza-
tions justified the requirement that such or-
ganizations make public thelr membership
lists. Id. at 102-08.

The present case, however, stands on an
entirely different footing. Of course, in both
cases the class of persons upon whom dis-
closure ultimately operates is the same—all
members of the organization, whether inno-
cent or gullty. But § 7 of the original Act on
its face dealt directly with organizations at
least some of whose members shared in the
illicit, constitutionally unprotected aims of
the organization. See id. at 23-27, 42-55. Of
course it would hardly have been practicable
to require the organizations themselves to
distinguish in their membership lists be-
tween innocent and guilty members. There-
fore, the disclosure provisions were viewed as
attaching to the incidents of foreign domi-
nation and illicit purpose, characteristics of
the organization and of some but not all of
its members. Innocent members were un-
avoidably caught up in a net designed to
disclose the guilty. But § 13(g) (2) operates
directly on individuals; consequently, the
“operative facts upon which [the statute]
depends,” United States v. Robel, 380 U.S.
258, 263 (1067), must be facts characteristic
of the individual upon whom the statute op-
erates, Under § 13(g) (2), disclosure attaches
to mere membership in a Communist-action
organization, whether or not the member
whose affiliation is to be publicized has en-
gaged in, or has any intent to further, the
illicit ends of the organization. If mere mem-
bership, to which disclosure attaches, is con-
stitutionally protected, the balancing test is
inapplicable. Communist Party, supra, 367
U.8. at 90.% Consequently, the question for
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declsion is simply whether the statute in-
fringes protected rights. De Jonge v. Oregon,
299 U.S. 353, 364-65 (1937).

It seems clear to us that mere member-
ship In the Communist Party is protected
by the First Amendment. For it is “now be-
yond dispute,” Bates v. Little Rock, 361 U.S.
516, 523 (1961), that “an individual's right
of association . .. is protected by the First
Amendment.” United States v. Robel, 389 U.S.
258, 263 (1967) When a “quasi-political
part[y] or other group . . . may embrace
both legal and illegal aims," Scales v. United
States, 367 U.S. 203, 229 (1961), affiliation
with and membership in that group are con-
stitutionally protected except for those who
join “with the ‘specific intent’ to further
illegal action.” Elfbrandt v. Russell, 384 U.S.
11, 17; see Noto v. United States, 367 U.S.
200, 209-300 (1961). “Assuming that some
members of the Communist Party . . . had
illegal aims and engaged in illegal activities,
it cannot automatically be inferred that all
members shared their evil purposes or par-
ticipated in their illegal conduct.” Schware v.
Board of Bar Eraminers, 353 U.8. 232, 246
(1957). For “men In adhering to a political
party or other organization notorlously do
not subseribe unqualifiedly to all of its plat-
forms or asserted principles.” Schneiderman
v. United States, 320 U.S. 118, 136 (1943).»
Therefore the fact that some members of
the Communist Party may be engaged in
actlvity not protected by the First Amend-
ment does not mean that the protected ac-
tivity of their members may be infringed.
If rights are abused, “legislative Interven-
tion can find constitutional justification only
by dealing with the abuse. The rights them-
selves must not be curtalled.” De Jonge v.
Oregon, supra, 299 U.S. at 364-65.

Since the disclosure provisions of § 13(g)
(2) attach solely to constitutionally pro-
tected rights, the only remaining question is
whether they operate to discourage or pe-
nalize the exercise of those rights. We believe
that they do. “Inviolability of privacy in
group association may in many ecircumstances
be indispensable to preservation of freedom
of association, particularly where a group
espouses dissident beliefs.” NAACP v. Ala-
bama, 357 U.S. 449, 462 (1958). In the present
situation, we cannot assume that disclosure
of an individual’s membership in the Com-
munist Party will not operate as a substan-
tial burden upon the exercise of his right
of free assoclation.® Therefore, the disclosure
provisions of § 13(g) (2) must fall as contrary
to the First Amendment. United States v.
Robvel, supra; De Jonge v. Oregon, supra.

fasd

We would be led to the same conclusion
under the balancing test as enunciated in
the Communist Party case® The Court in
that case sustained the disclosure provisions
of §7 of the original Act, which like the
present statute made no distinction between
innocent and guilty members. But disclosure
in that case was sought from the Party, not
from individuals,® and consequently there
was available no practicable, less intrusive
alternative to disclosure of the names of all
members: to ask the Party itself to distin-
guish between those of its members who did
and who did not share its illegal aims would
be to ask the impossible. But proceedings
under § 13(g) (2) are on a case-by-case basis,
rendering it feasible to distinguish in each
case between protected and unprotected
membership. Scales v, United States, 367 U.S.
203 (1961). Therefore, in weighing the public
interest in disclosure, we must weigh a dif-
ferent quantity: since Innocent members
may easily be separated from guilty ones, the
public interest in exposure of the guilty
cannot be used to justify exposure of the
innocent. See Keyeshian v, Board of Regents,
3856 U.S. 589, 606-07 (1967); Shelton v.
Tucker, 364 U.S. 479, 488 (1080). Since the
First Amendment precludes the government
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from claiming an interest in public disclo-
sure of the assoclations of innocent members
of Communist-action organizations® EIf-
brandt v. Russell, 384 U.8. 11, 17 (1966), the
governmental interest to be weighed In this
case is nil.»

Since §13(g) (2) of the Subversive Activi-
ties Control Act is contrary to the Pirst
Amendment, the orders issued in these cases
cannot stand. The cases must be remanded
to the Subversive Activities Control Board
with Instructions to dismiss the petitions.

It is so ordered.

FOOTNOTES

1Title I of the Internal Security Act of
1960, 64 Stat. 987, as amended 50 U.S.C.
§§ 781-798 (1964 & Supp. IV, 1969). Unless
otherwise indicated, all references are to the
Act as amended.

2 Petitioners have refused to respond to the
allegations of membership on the ground
that the statute under which proceedings
were had is unconstitutional.

* We do not, therefore, consider petitioners’
other constitutional claims.

4 If the Board determines that an individ-
ual is not a member of a Communist-action
organization, it shall issue and serve upon
the Attorney General “an order denying the
determination sought by his petition.”
§13(h)(2).

& Petitions for determination that an in-
dividual is a member of a Communist-action
organization apparently cannot be brought
until the organization in question has been
determined by the Board to be a Communist-
action organization. See § 13(a).

¢ Of course, a petitioner in a § 13(b) pro-
ceeding could argue that there was no longer
a Board order outstanding against an organi-
gation of which he was a member.

" The limitation of § 13(b) petitions to one
per year was contained in the original act
and carried over in the 1968 amendments.
But it is of some relevance that the House
Report on the 1968 amendments indicated
substantial concern over delay in Board pro-
ceedings. See H.R. Rep. No. 733, 90th Cong.,
1st Sess. 10 (1967).

* An organization may, of course, reopen
the question of its status once per year under
§13(b), this should provide at least some
remedy for the organization’'s members.

? Petitioners have directed us to no such
material, nor have we been able to unearth
any.

1 The phrase “is a member of a Commu-
nist-action organization,” appearing In § 13
(b) and (g)(2) of the Act.

1 As originally enacted, § 13(g)(2) spoke
of “a Communist-action organization (in-
cluding an organization required by final or-
der of the Board to register under § 7(a))”
(emphasis added). 64 Stat. 1000. The itali-
cized phrase is missing from the section as
amended in 1968. But the House Report on
the amendments describe them as simply
“conforming amendments" to bring the Act
in line with Albertson v. SACB, 382 U.8. 10
(1965). We do not believe that the House in-
tended the radical alteration in Board pro-
ceedings sought by petitioners. See H.R. Rep.
No. 733, 80th Cong., 1st SBess, 23 (1967).

2 A "“basic objective” of the Act is to pro-
vide public information concerning Commu-
nist activities, See H.R, Rep. No. 733, supra
note 11, at 3. A regular pattern of inconsist-
ent determinations based not on changed
circumstances but solely on the particular
evidence adduced at different proceedings
would hardly advance this objective.

12 Section 13(g) provides:

“If, after hearing upon a petition filed un-
der subsection (a) of this section the Board
determines—

“{2) that an individual is a member of &
Communist-action organization it shall make
a report in writing in which it shall state its
findings as to the facts and shall issue and
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cause to be served on such individual an or-
der determining such individual to be a
member of a Communist-action organiza-
tion.”

All such orders are a matter of public
record. § 9(a).

14 Neither petitioners nor the Board sug-
gest that § 13(g) (2) could be construed so
as to apply only to those members of Com-~
munist-action organizations who share in the
group’s illegal aims, and we believe they are
correct. United States v. Robel, 389 U.S. 258,
262 (1967); Aptheker v. Secretary of State,
378 U.S. 500, 511 n. 89, 515-16 (1964); see
Killian v. United States, 368 U.S, 231 (1961).

151t has been elsewhere suggested that Su-
preme Court cases subsequent to the decision
In Communist Party have eroded its validity.
Note, Civil Disabilities and the First Amend-
ment, T8 Yale L.J. 842 (1969); See United
States v. Robel, 389 U.S. 258 (1967); Keye-
shian v. Board of Regents, 385 U.S. 589
(1867); Elfbrandt v. Russell, 384 U.S. 11
(1966) . In view of the disposition made here,
we need express no opinion on this point,

@ That section has since been repealed. Act
of January 2, 1968, Pub. L, No. 90-237, §5,
81 Stat. 766.

17 The Court in Communist Party phrased
the issue as follows:

“The Communist Party would have us hold
that the First Amendment prohibits Congress
from requiring the registration and filing of
information, including membership lists, by
organizations substantially dominated or
controlled by the foreign powers controlling
the world Communist movement and which
operate primarily to advance the objectives
of that movement: the overthrow of existing
government by any means necessary and the
establishment in its place of a Communist
totalitarian dictatorship.”

367 U.S. at 88-89. It pointed out that “our
consideration of any other provisions than
those of §7, requiring Communist-action
organizations to register and file a registra-
tion statement, could in no way affect our
decision in the present case.” Id. at 77

18 See also United States v. Robel, 389 US.
258, 268 n. 20 (1967), where the Supreme
Court explicitly rejected any attempt at
“balancing” in dealing with § 5 of the Act:

“It has been suggested that this case should
be decided by ‘balancing’ the governmental
interests expressed in § 5(a) (1) (D) against
the First Amendment rights asserted by the
appellee. This we decline to do. We rec-
ognize that both interests are substantial,
but we deem it inappropriate for this Court
to label one as being more important or sub-
stantial than the other. . . .”

Petitioners suggest that this footnote im-
plies that the approval of “balancing” in
Communist Party, see 367 U.S. at 91, has since
been withdrawn. But the Court once again
resorted to a balancing test In United States
v. O'Brien, 391 U.S. 367, 377 (1968). It ap-
pears, then, that balancing may be appro-
priate when a statute is directed at con-
stitutionally unprotected conduct, and in-
fringes upon protected conduct only as an
unavoidable side effect of an otherwise un-
exceptionable purpose. But where, as in
Robel, “the operative fact upon which [the
statute] depends is the exercise of [a right]
protected by the First Amendment,” 389 U.S.
at 263, the First Amendment precludes a
resort to “balancing.”

1 The Board relies upon Adler v. Board of
Education, 342 U.S, 485, 494-95 (1952), for
the contrary proposition. But the Supreme
Court in Keyeshian v. Board of Regents, 385
U.S. 589, 595 (1967) pointed out that “perti-
nent constitutional doctrines have since re-
spected the premises” of that decision.

% There is no direct evidence in the record
in this case as to the degree of harassment
that one named as a member of the Com-
munist Party may suffer as a result. But al-
though it is true that the Supreme Court has
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in some cases relied solely on record evidence
to establish such a possibility, e.g., Shelton v.
Tucker, 364 U.S. 479, 486 n.T (1960), Bates v.
Little Rock, 361 U.S. 516, 520-22 (1960),
NAACP v. Alabama, 357 U.S. 449, 462 (1958),
it was willing to state in Communist Party
that “the public opprobrium and obloguy
which may attach to an individual listed
with the Attorney General as a member of a
Communist-action organization is no less
considerable than that . . in NAAC.P.
and Bates.” 367 U.S. at 102. And in American
Communications Ass'm v. Douds, 339 UBS.
382, 402 (1950), the Court noted:

“Under some circumstances, indirect ‘dis-
couragements' undoubtedly have the same
coercive effect . . . as imprisonment. . . . A
requirement that adherents of particular re-
ligious faiths or political parties wear identi-
fying arm-bands, for example, is obviously
of this nature.”

# “Against the impediments which particu-
lar governmental regulation causes to entire
freedom of individual action, there must be
weighed the value to the public of the ends
which the regulation may achieve.” 367 U.8.
at 91,

= This difference was used in Communist
Party to distinguish Shelton v. Tucker, 364
U.S. 479 (1960). See 367 U.S. at 92-93.

% We are not dealing here with a legislative
investigation the primary purpose of which
is to inform Congress with respect to matters
properly within its concern. In such cases,
some disclosure to the public may be justi-
fied as & necessary incident of disclosure to
Congress. Cf. Watkins v. United States, 354
U.S. 178, 187 (1967) United States v. Rumely,
354 U.S. 41, b56-58 (1853) (concurring
opinion).

#In the Communist Party case, the Court
sustained the disclosure provisions of § 7 of
the original Act because “the mask of ano-
nymity which [the] organization’s members
wear serves . . . to enable them to cover over a
foreign-directed conspiracy, infiltrate into
other groups, and enlist the support of per-
sons who would not, if the truth were re-
vealed, lend their support.”

367 U.S. at 102-03. In other words, the
government’s interest in disclosure was con-
sidered to be Its interest in disclosure of the
names of guilty members of the Party, ie.,
those who shared the purposes found by the
Court not to be constitutionally protected.
But, as pointed out above, there was in that
case no practicable way of distinguishing be-
tween innocent and guilty members, and a
refusal to consider the public interest in dis-
closure of the guilty members would have
meant that the interest could not have been
protected at all. See 367 U.S. at 88-89.

HoUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON INTERNAL SECURITY,
Washington, D.C., December 18, 1969.
Hon. JoHN N. MITCHELL,
Attorney General,
Department of Justice,
Washington, D.C.

My Dear Mnr. ATTORNEY GENERAL: I am
much disturbed by the extraordinary result
reached last Friday by the Court of Appeals
(Chief Judge Bazelon, Wright, and McGowan,
Circult Judges) in the cases of Boorda,
Archuleta, and Holley v. Subversive Activities
Control Board. It seems to me that this de-
cision voiding the disclosure provisions of
the Subversive Activities Control Act relating
to individual Communist Party membership,
is both irrational and contrary to a prior
determination on the same subject by the
highest court of the land. Its impact in
nullifying important aspects of the congres-
slonal program for coping with the dangers
posed by the world Communist movement—
dangers which have by no means abated
within recent years—cannot remain unchal-
lenged. I am writing to urge that immediate
application be made to the Supreme Court
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for a writ of certiorari and that the applica-
tion be vigorously prosecuted for early deter-
mination.

In Communist Party v. Subversive Activi-
ties Control Board, 367 U.S. 1 (1961), the
Supreme Court squarely and unequivocally
upheld the registration provisions of section
T of the Subversive Activities Control Act
“insofar as they require Communist actlon
organizations to file a registration statement
containing the names and addresses of its
present officers and members.” (Page 103).
All of the justices, with the exception of Jus-
tice Black, supported this requirement as
not repugnant to the First Amendment, al-
though the court split 54 on other issues
not here pertinent. Despite this ruling, and
the reasoning in support of it, the Court of
Appeals reached a contrary result and volded
section 13(g) (2) of the Act on the ground
that the disclosure of Communist Party
membership is “constitutionally protected”
by the First Amendment except for those
who join “with the ‘specific intent’ to further
illegal action."

To justify its departure from the clear
pronouncement in Communist Party, the
Court of Appeals cited a number of cases,
none of which appeared to be in point, as
a basis for its engrafting on the case, and
the Act, a requirement of specific intent to
further illegal action as a condition prece-
dent to the disclosure of individual mem-
bership. All of these cases, namely, U.S. v.
Robel, 389 U.S. 268; Scales v. U.S., 367 U.B.
203; Elfbrandt v. Russell, 384 U.S. 11; Noto
v. U.S., 367 U.S. 200; Schware v. Board of
Bar Examiners, 3563 U.S. 232; Schneiderman
v. U.S., 320 U.S. 118; DeJonge v. Oregon, 299
U.S. 353; Keyeshian v. Board of Regents,
385 U.8. 589, and Shelton v. Tucker, 364 U.S.
479, involved either criminal prosecutions or
situations in which employment or other
civil disabilities were sought to be imposed.
Cases of this sort, as well as Bates v. Little
Rock, 361 U.S. 516 and NAACP v. Alabama,
3567 U.B. 449, clted by the Court of Appeals
in support of its more general proposition
that “mere membership in the Communist
Party is protected by the First Amendment,”
were considered and differentiated in Com-
munist Party. (See page 96f, 101-103).

Indeed, the argument accepted by the
Court of Appeals in Boorda, et al. had been
previously advanced by the Party and was
rejected In Communist Party. In that case
it had been urged “that under the compul-
sion of the First Amendment the Act must
be read as reaching only organizations whose
purpose to overthrow existing government
is expressed in illegal action or incitement
to illegal action.” Mr. Justice Frankfurter,
speaking for the Court said, “We think that
an organization may be found to operate to
advance objectives so defined, although it
does not incite the present use of force. Nor
does the First Amendment compel any other
construction. The Subversive Activities
Control Act is a regulatory, not a prohibi-
tory.statute. It does not make unlawful pur-
suit of the objectives which section 2 de-
fines. In this context, the Party misapplies
Yates v. United States, 854 U.S. 208, and
Dennis v. United States, 341 U.S. 494 on
which it relies.” (Pages 556f.) The same reply
must be made to the Court of Appeals which
seeks to apply Scales and Noto. These cases,
like Yates and Dennis, involved prosecu-
tions under the Smith Act.

The Supreme Court emphasized that in a
number of situations “in which secrecy or
the concealment of association has been re-
garded as a threat to public safety and to
the effective, free functioning of our na-
tional institutions,” Congress has met the
threat by requiring registration or disclosure
even among groups concerned exclusively
with political processes irrespective of any
purpose or intent to effect illegal action, cit-
ing the Federal Corrupt Practices Act, upheld
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in Burroughs v. U.S., 200 U.S, 534, the Fed-
eral Regulation of Lobbying Act, upheld in
U.S. v. Harriss, 347 U.S. 612, and the Foreign
Agents Registration Act, considered in Vier-
eck v, U.S., 318 U.S. 236. (Pages 97-102.)

It is thus clear that the registration re-
quirement compelling disclosure of member-
ship was upheld by the Supreme Court on
the ground of the organization’s foreign con-
trol and because of the harmful impact of
its organizational activities on our society,
without regard to whether or not its mem-
bers shared its ultimate purposes or enter-
tained any specific intent to effect illegal ac-
tion. Finally, while recognizing that congres-
slonal power in this sphere, as in all spheres,
is limited by the First Amendment, the Court
admonished that “when existing government
is menaced by a world-wide Integrated move-
ment which employs every combination cf
possible means, peaceful and violent, gomes-
tic and foreign, overt and clandestine, to de-
stroy the government itself—the legislative
judgment as to how that threat may best be
met consistently with the safeguarding of
personal freedom is not to be set aside merely
because the judgment of judges would, in
the first instance, have chosen other meth-
ods. Especially where Congress, in seeking to
reconcile competing and urgently demanding
values within our soclal institutions, legis-
lates not to prohibit individuals from orga-
nizing for the effectuation of ends found to
be menacing to the very existence of those
institutions, but only to prescribe the con-
ditions under which such organization is
permitted, the legislative determination must
be respected.” (Pages 96-87.) This admoni-
tion was ignored by the Court of Appeals.

I would greatly appreciate knowing what
conclusion your Department reaches on my
request

With kind personal regards, I am

Sincerely yours,
RicHARD H. ICHORD,
Chatrman.

RESEARCH PROJECTS

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

Mr. DADDARIO. Mr. Speaker, the act
authorizing fiscal year 1970 military re-
search and development has been re-
cently signed into law by the President.
That legislation contains language which
may affect in a fundamental way our
mechanisms for allocating Federal re-
sources for the support of scientific re-
search and development activities. I refer
to section 203, which states:

None of the funds authorized 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.

This provis'on was adopted without
discussion of its implications for the fu-
ture of American science, which must
have thoughtful and imaginative imple-
mentation if it is not to be severely in-
jured. Section 203 has also triggered a
crisis which our Subcommittee on Sci-
ence, Research, and Development has
been developing and with which it has
been intimately concerned since the early
1960's.

That crisis stems to a considerable ex-
tent from undue dzpendence of the sei-
entific community upon military support.

I fear that there exists today a very
real danger that research in the universi-
ties and elsewhere, now funded from de-
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fense appropriations and which should
be continued in the national interest, will
be fatally disrupted by a mechanistic
and legalistic application of the stric-
tures of section 203.

We must not lose sight of the fact that
basic research is good for the country,
not just for the Department of Defense.
We must further see to it that support
for basic research is divorced from parti-
san and passionate argument{ such as
that with which it is presently involved
so that basic research activity remains
sufficient to meet the needs of the pre-
carious times we face.

Congress must give urgent and imme-
diate thought to arrangements that will
identify and provide for the orderly, un-
interrupted transfer and continuation of
any research adversely affected by sec-
tion 203, which should still be carried on
in the national interest.

We have long been concerned that the
mission-oriented agencies, under finan-
cial pressure, would be forced to give up
much of their research. Recognizing this
problem, we restructured the National
Science Foundation in 1968 so it would
be able to fill the gap. Specifically, we
made arrangements whereby the Secre-
tary of Defense and the Secretary of
State, for example, may request the
Foundation to do certain basic but un-
classified research.

It was our purpose in this restructuring
to allow transfers to be effected grad-
ually over a number of years. Section 203
has the purpose of accelerating that
process dramatically. Without careful,
well-planned, and immediate action,
however, it can cause major disruption.

Whatever basic research the Depart-
ment of Defense does, it must in some
way decide for itself. Research it is doing
beyond that, and which, because of its
nature, the country needs, ought to be
carefully reviewed and handled in a
special way.

Most importantly, we must be very
careful that, in making program trans-
fers, our most talented young people are
not adversely affected. It would be espe-
cially unfortunate if competition be-
tween the recognized high-quality trans-
fer projects and the new projects of our
younger investigators resulted in aliena-
tion of these new young talents. We can
ill afford a lost generation of science
skills,

SUBCOMMITTEE'S INVOLVEMENT

Long before the distinguished Senate
majority leader spoke out against De-
fense Department research, our subcom-
mittee had been examining the question
of scientific research and its relation-
ship to the goals, objectives and funec-
tions of Federal agencies. We have made
numerous recommendations to this body.
It has been the subject of the distin-
guished report done for the Committee
on Science and Astronautics by the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences in 1965, en-
titled “Basic Research and National
Goals.” It has been the topic of discus-
sion at two of our formal annual meet-
ings of the Committee’'s Panel on Sci-
ence and Technology, in 1966 and 1967.

The conclusions drawn from all of
these efforts have shown a basic con-
sensus that mission-oriented agencies
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have a responsibility—an obligation—to
conduct a certain amount of basic re-
search so as to be able to innovate in the
applied area and to insure the capabil-
ity to meet future needs.

DEFINITIONS

By basic research I mean research
which at present may only vaguely seem
as presenting prospects for direct appli-
cation. Nonetheless, such basic research
is a vital investment in our national fu-
ture. It is directed not at solving the
problems of today but at providing the
knowledge for meeting unforeseen prob-
lems of tomorrow. It is a means of in-
suring that we have what Churchill
called the tools to do the job.

Let me elaborate. We have an obli-
gation today to the future, particularly
when we are in competition with an eco-
nomiec system and an ideology which em-
phasizes the benefits of long-range plan-
ning. I do not have to remind this body
of the fact that three of the most sig-
nificant scientific and technological de-
velopments of the century—nuclear fis-
sion, radar and jet propulsion—were all
based upon fundamental work done
mainly from abroad. It is true that since
then, we have done well. Nonetheless,
until the massive mobilization of Amer-
ican science during World War II, we
routinely looked to Western Europe for
the scientific ground breaking needed
by our technologies. And since that
time, much of the finest fundamental
research—including Charles Townes’
laser—has heen supported with funds
from mission-oriented agencies with no
firm goals in mind.

It is axiomatic that no modern Amer-
ican corporation would dare to cut it-
self off from future-oriented research.
It is this research, often not related to
products and services of the day, that
so often will determine the profit-and-
loss statement and the industrial stand-
ing of the company 10 years later. Simi-
larly, the future of this Nation cannot
rest upon an accidental, ad hoc science
policy. We have to plan and make pro-
visions for the future. This is the raison
d'etre for our faith in and support of
basic research.

OUR DECENTRALIZED SYSTEM

Since World War II we have success-
fully relied upon the principle that each
department and agency which needs seci-
ence and technology shall both carry
on the short-term research and devel-
opment to resolve immediate problems
and also sponsor and conduct the ex-
ploratory research which can well shape
its future. We have always thought it
more healthy for our agencies and for the
health of American science that each
agency fund a certain amount of high-
quality future-oriented research without
regard for an immediate connection with
present problems. Our own investigation
shows that such involvement is neces-
sary and vital. Our agency heads are re-
sponsible not only for meeting the issues
of the day, but for preparing to meet the
issues of tomorrow. For this, they have
to look and work ahead.

Dr. Lee DuBridge, the President’s Sci-
ence Adviser, testified recently before my
subcommittee:
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We encourage every agency which has ma-
jor technological enterprises under way to
spend a portion of its funds to support
fundamental science. Such agencies select
those areas of fundamental science which ap-
pear to be most relevant to their agency mis-
sions, although the term “relevance™ needs
to be interpreted broadly since the results
of science are always in part unforseeable.

The pluralistic system of supporting
science has served us well. That system
has in many ways provided an open
market place where ideas could compete
for attention. We do not claim that it
is free from fault. But it does have many
years of success behind it. So far, no
other system suggested to replace it has
received tangible support.

It would be a national tragedy were
other Federal agencies to adopt the
theme of section 203 and find their re-
search limited to short-term, well-de-
fined, highly visible needs. This was the
fate of the buggy whip makers and the
wagon craftsmen who kept on working
to improve their whips and wagons long
after the internal combustion engine had
arrived. Our departments must continue
to sponsor and carry on future-oriented
research that can and will respond to
the new discoveries and progress in
science.

RESPONSIBILTIY FOR RELEVANCE

If “relevance” is to be emphasized, an
appropriate question is: who should
have the responsibility for determining
the degree of relevance of research to
the goals, objectives and functions of our
Federal agencies?

I believe this is the first responsibility
of the mission-oriented agencies them-
selves. It is they who must continue to
assume the primary responsibility for
demonstrating the functional relevance
of the research they support. This point
was emphasized by Mr. Elmer Staats, the
Comptroller General, in his recent testi-
mony before Congress—

I believe that the determination on indi-
vidual research projects, after these guide-
lines have been established, has to be made
pretty much within the Defense Depart-
ment. We may want to test some of these
. . . but it is somewhat a subjective kind of
Jjudgment in many cases.

While I agree that outside advice may
be needed for questioned projects, I doubt
if it is a proper role of the National
Academy of Sciences to place itself in an
adjudicating position with regard to rel-
evance—an idea that has been suggested
by the distinguished Senate majority
leader. Perhaps the Secretary of Defense
should request, as an alternative, that
the Academy make a review in collabora-
tion with the already constituted De-
fense Science Board, which does have ex-
tensive knowledge of defense needs. Or,
for that matter, the President could de-
cide to convene a special study panel
from among the members of his Presi-
dent's Science Advisory Committee to
undertake such a review. And this Con-
gress should most certainly be involved
in the determination—having made the
recommendation to which we have re-
ferred.

The point is, however, that as we go
about apportioning our national re-
sources for scientific research, we must
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continue to realize that “relevance” it-
self needs to be interpreted broadly. And
I repeat again—it is the primary re-
sponsibility of the individual mission-
oriented agency to make the judgment,
according to its own view as to its future
needs and potential problems. This does
not mean improvement should not be
fostered. The hearings of our subcom-
mittee into the way in which our science
resources are administered and organized
is, in fact, aimed in this very direction.
A TIME OF TRANSITION

Today, our mission-oriented agencies
account for some 80 to 85 percent of the
total Federal support for basic research.
This is, in itself, largely the result of
historical circumstance.

The National Science Foundation,
when it was established in 1950, was con-
ceived as the principal agent for the
support of fundamental research in the
Federal Government. However, from its
earliest days, the Foundation never re-
ceived funds to carry out this role ade-
quately. Instead, while the NSF was
being formed and, afterwards, as it grew,
basic research being performed in mis-
sion-oriented agencies was jealously
guarded. Much of this work would have
been done in the NSF had it been formed
earlier. But it was not, and thus our phi-
losophy of deceniralized science support
took form, with the Defense agencies be-
coming a major source of funds.

Now we are in a period of transition.

Many of the mission-oriented agen-
cies are beginning to retrench in their
support for basic research. This re-
trenchment is caused not so much out
of belief that basic research is no longer
relevant to their functions or missions,
but is the result of severe budgetary
stringency. In this process, much good
has come, and, as anticipated, the Na-
tional Science Foundation is playing a
key role.

Already the National Science Founda-
tion has been asked to take responsibi-
ity for $19 million in research projects,
largely from the Department of Defense.
In addition, and estimated $20 to $30
million in projects is also being consid-
ered for transfer to the Foundation be-
cause of mission agency budget cut-
backs, It is apparent that the total could
easily reach $200 to $300 million in the
near future.

Section 203 not only compounds this
problem, but presents two very serious
potential dangers.

First, it is clear that American science
is already in an unhealthy situation. It
is rapidly being backed into a situation
whereby no “new starts"” will be possi-
ble. Because of the present decline in
funding for research, Section 203 has
the potential of encouraging not only
the Department of Defense, but other
mission-oriented agencies, to cut back
their support for university research
more heavily than they might other-
wise under the same circumstances. As
a result: improvements in the quality of
our college and university science de-
partments and curricula must be termi-
nated or delayed indefinitely; scientific-
ally excellent projects are continued at
the expense of new and innovative proj-
ects; and our most promising and tal-
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ented young students are discouraged
from entering the scientific profession.
These are things the Nation can ill af-
ford to let happen.

Second, there is the dangerous effect
of creating an even more intense polari-
zation between the Defense Department
and the university community. The Sen-
ate majority leader has pointed out that
the intention of section 203 is not to
“pban the Defense Department from
sponsoring research in universities.”
Nonetheless, the seed has been sown.
And such a polarization would work to
the detriment of both the Defense De-
partment and the universities.

‘We must recognize that much current
criticism is against military participa-
tion in research. At the same time, many
of these programs are necessary to the
country, and our research effort should
not suffer simply because a military label
has been attached. There must be a
gradual adjustment here in the best in-
terests of the country—as we on the
Science Committee have stressed time
and time again.

The interaction between the Depart-
ment of Defense and the university-
based research community is of pro-
found significance and importance to
the Nation and its future defense posi-
tion. The unique resources of scientific
excellence in the university community
are of critical importance if we are
to meet effectively the increasing
complexity of our mnational security
problems.

It is obvious that if this relationship
is not continued the Department of De-
fense will necessarily move elsewhere to
fill the need. In turn, this will have the
effect of removing the academic com-
munity from its critical role of infor-
mally monitoring such activities and
through which it has provided balance
and judgment in the past.

Similarly, the universities themselves
have a unique opportunity through in-
teraction with the Defense Depart-
ment to make important inputs into
the shaping of our future national se-
curity policies.

The level and degree of this interaction
is a most delicate problem. Having had
the opportunity of testifying before the
Pounds Panel in its deliberations on the
future of MIT's two off-campus research
laboratories, I am keenly aware of the
great sensitivities of this issue. There
is no question in my mind about the
pressing needs to begin to apply our
great scientific and technological ex-
pertise to the many civilian problems
that confront this Nation. However, we
must be ever mindful of the need to
balance these efforts with those neces-
sary to maintain the national security.

TRANSITION MECHANISMS

Mr. Speaker, there may be some areas
of work which have been or are being
supported by the Department of Defense
that could be more properly supported
by the National Science Foundation,
Scientific research is a dynamic process
subject to continual change. Similarly,
agency mission requirements are also
subject to change. Our guidelines and
criteria for support of research in the
mission agencies should, therefore, re-
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flect the dynamic nature of these chang-
ing requirements.

Nonetheless, given the present fiscal
stringency and the reductions in agency
budgets, it is clear that some of the
highest quality research will have to be
either terminated or transferred. Of
course, it is one thing to talk generally
about arrangements to effect a smooth
and orderly transfer, and another to see
that such arrangements actually mate-
rialize. One thing required, beyond co-
ordination between the agencies involved,
is close collaboration between them and
the committees of Congress. We all have
an obligation to see that programs wor-
thy of support are transferred and that
such transfers are, indeed, planned and
not just accidental. Such arrangements
should also provide for transfer of proj-
ects as on-going entities, complete with
funds, equipment and facilities,

For the Defense research affected by
section 203 which should be continued in
the national interest, and for which the
National Science Foundation or other
agencies do not have funds in their fiscal
vear 1970 budgets to take over, it be-
comes important that the Defense ap-
propriations provide some funds for
transfer. Then, adjustments can he made
in the various fiscal year 1971 budgets
which will be presented to the Congress
next month in the President’s budget
message.

Such arrangements should be possible.
Consider, for example, the National Sci-
ence Foundation. The present statutory
authority of the National Science Foun-
dation provides for exactly this eventu-
ality. Section 3(b) of this statutory au-
thority states:

The Foundation is authorized to Initiate
and support speciﬂc scientific activities in
connection with matters relating to interna-
tlonal cooperation or national security by
maklng contracts or other arrangements (in-
cluding grants, loans, and other forms of as-
sistance) for the conduct of scientific activi-
ties., Such activities when initiated or sup-
ported pursuant to requests made by the
Secretary of State or the Secretary of Defense
shall be financed solely from funds trans-
ferred to the Foundation by the requesting
Secretary as provided in section 15(g), and
any such activities shall be unclassified and
shall be identified by the Foundation as being
undertaken at the request of the appropri-
ate Secretary.

Should such a funding procedure be
followed on a large scale by the mis-
sion-oriented agencies, new statutory
authority would probably be desirable.
But this does illustrate that there is a
feasible procedure for funding mission-
oriented research through the National
Science Foundation, and that the Con-
gress has favorably considered the issue
in the past.

Nonetheless, we should not focus solely
upon the question of transferring proj-
ects from the Department of Defense to
the National Science Foundation. Other
agencies, such as the Departments of
Housing and Urban Development, Trans-
portation, and Commerce need to expand
their own research and development
efforts.

SUMMARY

No matter how much we may be con-

cerned about the effects of section 203,
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it is now a matter of law. How it is ad-
ministered by the Defense Department
and how the Congress and the Gen-
eral Accounting Office will oversee its im-
plementation are the matters now before
us.
It is critical that any transfers be ef-
fected in an orderly, time-phased man-
ner. When necessary, these should ex-
tend over a number of years.

Fiscal year 1970 is virtually half gone
and the Defense appropriations are not
yet made. Even were the bill signed into
law this afternoon, the Bureau of the
Budget and the departments would still
need time to allocate the funds to the
research administrators. By the time this
is done, we will be well into the third
quarter of the fiscal year.

I further propose as a matter of policy
that the Congress relate section 203 to
the fiscal year 1971 budget, which is even
now being prepared, rather than to ex-
pect it be given full effect in the remain-
ing quarter of this fiscal year.

The problem we are faced with is far
too serious and far too long range to be
dealt with summarily. This is especially
so since budget cuts already made have
caused intensive review of science pro-
grams, and further action should be
carefully accomplished with long-range
objectives in mind.

BLACK PANTHERS—THE RED
CANNON FODDER

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

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Speaker, within
the past few days we have heard from
all the spokesmen and bleeding hearts
of the left, both new and old, in sup-
port of a sinister organized crime gang—
the so-called Black Panthers.

These criminals, bent on guerrilla
revolution in the cities in support of
the larger scale Communist plan to take
over the United States from within, have
suddenly been lofted into the role of
folk heroes of the revolution.

One of the national television net-
works chimed in this morning with the
frank admission that the failure of the
diversionary tactics of the so-called peace
movement would lead in 1970 to a stu-
dent and “intellectual” attack on the
practice of apartheid in the Republic of
South Africa and on civilized govern-
ment in the Republic of Rhodesia.

It is plain that the Black Panthers are
being used—for the benefit of the very
leftists whom they should most fear—
in an effort to set up a diversionary at-
tack intended to tie down the local police
and occupy the attention of the people
of the Nation, while the more nefarious
operations of the left resume.

Testifying before an Appropriations
Committee of the House this spring, J.
Edgar Hoover called the Black Panthers
one of the most active of the black ex-
tremist groups. Unite this revolutionary
group with such organizations as the
theoretical Republic of New Africa and
the Black Muslims; and then supply the
internationally indoctrinated leadership,
which such groups have never been able
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to produce internally, and there is a real
and significant threat to the internal se-
curity of the Nation. I don't care what
the news media may say to explain away
this violent threat to our people.

It is paradoxical that some who de-
nounce Arabs as Communists would rush
to the defense of Black Panthers—an
identified Communist front.

This is the reason for the sudden in-
terest of the left in the Panthers, in open
warfare against our police, and in the
further destruction of the few remaining
sections of the Internal Security Act.

Americans would do well to pay atten-
tion.

I include in my remarks several cur-
rent and pertinent news clippings:

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post,
Dec. 16, 1969]
PANTHER SLAYINGS: ‘CURFEW"
CrTizENs AcCT

(By William Grieder)

An extraordinary citizens' “commission of
inquiry” to investigate the violent clashes
between police and Black Panthers was an-
nounced yesterday by 28 prominent ecivll
rights leaders, legal figures and church of-
ficials, including former Attorney General
Ramsey Clark and former Supreme Court
Justice Arthur J. Goldberg.

The citizens' group intends to direct “a
searching inquiry” into incidents in Chi-
cago, Los Angeles, New York, Detroit and
other cities where local police and the mili-
tant black organization have battled in re-
cent months,

Goldberg and Roy Wilkins, executive di-
rector of the NAACP, told a New York press
conference that the 28 “conveners” of the
inquiry “are profoundly disturbed” by th-
events. The most recent clashes in Chicago
and Los Angeles, thelr statement said, “have
raised grave questions over the whole range
of civil rights and civil liberties as applied
to the Black Panthers.”

The Black Panthers contend that 28 of
their leaders have been slain in what they
charge is a systematic series of ralds cn
Panther headquarters in various cities staged
by local police with help from federal of-
ficials.

The Justice Department has denied any
role in the shootouts and has initiated a pre-
liminary investigation under its Civil Rights
Division. The local police departments in-
volved have all contended that the Black
Panthers started the shooting during legal
searches of the Panther quarters,

As a citizens’ group, the ‘“‘commission of
inguiry” will have no legal standing and no
power of subpoena to gather evidence on the
cases, but it will be supported by funds from
clvil rights organizations and the services of
some prominent lawyers,

Jack Greenberg, director-counsel of the
NAACP Legal Defense and Eduecation Fund,
sald the group will meet Saturday to decide
on its procedures.

The probe may include public hearings and
field investigations. Norman Amaker, first
assistant counsel of the Defense Fund, will
serve as staff director. All 28 signers are avail-
able to serve on the commission, but a small-
er number will probably be chosen, Green-
berg sald.

In addition to Goldberg, Wilkins, Clark
and Greenberg, the signers include Clifford
Alexander, former chairman of the U.S. Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission; Rich-
ard G. Hatcher, mayor of Gary, Ind.; Louls
Pollak, law dean at Yale University; Cynthia
Wedel, president of the National Counecil of
Churches; Sam Brown, coordinator of the
Vietnam Moratorium Committee; Phillip
Hoffman, president of the American Jewish
Committee; Georgia State Rep. Julian Bond;
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A, Philip Randolph, vice president of the
AFL-CIO; John Pemberton, executive direc-
tor of the American Civil Liberties Union,
and Whitney Young, Jr., executive director
of the Urban League.

Both Greenberg and Goldberg avoided any
suggestion that the inquiry has been initi-
ated out of a fear that the federal authorities
or local law enforcement officials would not
make a thorough Investigation.

“There is room for a clitizens’ inquiry to
satisfy everybody that there isn’t any ques-
tion that the rules of law are being ob-
served,” Goldberg said in a telephone Inter-
view. “This would be a reassurance to people
on all sides.”

Alexander, now an attorney in Washing-
ton, sald the Justice Department has had
the Black Panther organization under sur-
veillance and “they’re looking at it from a
different viewpoint obviously than this group
might.”

[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star,
Dec. 16, 1969]
UNITY IN ADVERSITY: PANTHERS WIN
SYMPATHY
(By Mary McGrory)

In adversity, the Black Panthers, a sort of
underworld in the civil rights movement, is
accomplishing something that no other
group has been able to do. They have united
the black community in outrage and white
liberals in concern.

A citizens’ committee of inquiry an-
nounced yesterday in New York shows that
the outcasts have acquired, perhaps too late,
possible friends of the most impeccable re-
spectability.

Arthur Goldberg and Roy Wilkins are co-
chairmen of the committee. Neither could be
accused of militancy or even previous sym-
pathy for the least beguiling of the extreme
black organizations.

REGULARLY REVILED

Others on the committee have been regu-
larly reviled by young black militants who
rather admire the ranting, gun-toting Pan-
thers.

Sociologist Kenneth Clark is a member.
So is A. Philip Randolph, who mourned be-
fore a Senate committee a summer ago that
he could not go into the ghetto and talk to
the young blacks.

The American Jewish Committee and the
American Jewish Congress are also repre-
sented, perhaps signalizing a moratorium on
black-Jewish hostility recently chronicled in
New York. Former Atty Gen. Ramsey Clark;
Louis Polak, dean of the Yale Law School,
and George Lindsay, brother of New York's
mayor, are others on the 26-man panel who
could not be suspected of fostering lawless-
ness.

All accepted with alacrity the invitation to
investigate the predawn shootouts in two
Amerlcan cities on the theory that the Pan-
thers, whatever their views and habits, have
constitutional rights like other citizens.

NEW RESONANCE

The “genocide” charges that figure so large-
ly in extremist rhetoric have acquired a new
resonance in the ghetto. The fear is that the
black community, which has been quiescent
and divided since the riots following the
death of the Rev. Martin Luther King Jr.,
can be radicalized by incidents in two cities
with enthusiastic advocates of law and order,
Mayors Sam Yorty of Los Angeles and Rich-
ard J. Daley of Chicago.

The Nixon administration, which has an-
nounced a breakthrough welfare program,
has not addressed itself otherwise to the
black citizenry. Its recent moves to delay
school integration and dilute voting rights
have not been particularly reassuring.

Julian Bond, the young member of the
Georgla State Leglslature, who is a member
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of the inguiry committee, put the worst black
suspicions about the Black Panther raids to
a group of students at George Washington
University yesterday:

“The Black Panthers are being decimated
by political assassination arranged by the
federal police apparatus.” He said later that
the police, who are known as “pigs” to the
Panthers, were carrying FBI warrants to
search for guns.

A Washington lawyer active in civil rights
said, “when the police move against a group,
injustices to individuals almost always
result.”

ONE OF FIRST TASKS

One of the first things the committee will
have to do is to find out the size of the
Panther organization. Accounts vary from a
maximum of 5,000 with 35 chapters to 1,500
with probably 10 chapters. The leader, Bobby
Seale, is In jail.

The top spokesman, Eldridge Cleaver, is in
exile in Algiers.

FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover once described
the group as ‘“the greatest threat to the
internal security of the country” among civil
rights groups.

There are facts avallable, some of them
in a staff report issued by the National Com-
mission on the Causes and Prevention of
Violence, headed by Milton Eisenhower. That
report stated:

“The Panthers were founded in Oakland,
Calif., in 1966 as the ‘Black Panther party for
Self-Defense.” They advocate armed patrols.
They despise authority, especially the police,
and one of their demands is for U.N. ob-
servers in the ghetto to observe the actions
of police. They have a history of violent
confrontation with the police, having been
attacked by off-duty officers in Oakland and
Brooklyn last year.”

The report quoted Oakland Panther leader
Huey P. Newton, who was convicted of shoot-
ing a white policeman, as saying, *“The
Panther never attacks first, but when he
is backed into a corner, he will fight back
viciously."

ROMANTIC APPEAL

Newton also told staffl interviewers that
the Panthers had their gentler side.

They have been serving ghetto breakfasts,
and they have a romantic appeal to angry
young blacks.

Newton described a street school for the
Panther Youth Corps, for boys from 10 to
13. They were not taken into the head-
quarters because of the prevalence of guns
and other weapons, but were instructed out-
side in black history or mathematics, and to
maintain membership had to show good re-
port cards.

The report credits the Panthers with help-
ing keep Oakland cool after the King as-
sassination “not from any desire to suppress
black protest—rather it stemmed from a
sense that the police are waiting for a chance
to shoot down the blacks."

Now with fears mounting that the Pan-
thers seem about to be exterminated, they
have aroused a rather wide range of black
and white citizens to demands that they be
allowed to exist.

“When,” asked a successful, moderate
black, “did the government ever move this
way against the Mafia?"

[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening
Star, Dec, 16, 1969]
CHICAGO BLACKS SET "CURFEW" BARRING
WHITES

Cmicaco.—Spokesmen for a coalition of
black groups in Chicago have proclaimed an
unofficial curfew barring whites from Negro
areas of the city from 6 p.m. to 6 a.m., but
several black leaders have denounced the
move.

The curfew announced yesterday, is part
of the reaction to the deaths Dec. 4 of two
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Illinois Black Panther party leaders, Fred
Hampton, 21, and Mark Clark, 22, who were
shot during a raid by police searching for
illegal weapons.

And in New York yesterday, an unofficial
commission to investigate allegations of a
national extermination plot against the Black
Panthers was announced by former Supreme
Court Justice Arthur J. Goldberg and Roy
Wilkins.

RECENT CLASHES CITED

Citing recent clashes between Black
Panther militants and police in Chicago and
Los Angeles, Wilkins, executive director of
the National Association for the Advance-
ment of Colored People, said:

“If the Panthers are at fault, our investi-
gation will bring it out. If the police are at
fault, the investigation will bring it out.”

Goldberg, former ambassador to the United
Nations and onetime U.S. Supreme Court
Justice, sald he hoped for cooperation from
Panthers and law enforcement agencies, al-
though the commission would have no of-
ficial government sanction. He promised an
“orderly, dispassionate inquiry.”

JUSTICE ORDERS FROEE

The Justice Department has ordered an
investigation into the Chicago shootings.

Both the Justice Department and the FBI
have denied a Panther charge that there is
a national conspiracy of law enforcement
against the party.

The Rev. C. T. Vivian and Earl Doty de-
clared the Chicago curfew in the name of the
newly created United Front of Black Com-
munity Organizations, which claims 100
member groups.

Vivian said, “No whites will be permitted
to enter the black community during these
hours and those who are in the black com-
munity will be expected to leave by the 6
p.m. deadline.”

He sald the new front includes the group
he leads, the Coalition for United Commu-
nity Action, composed of some 60 organiza-
tions which last fall shut down construction
sites to press demands for more black jobs
in the bullding trades unions.

Police sald no incidents connected with
the curfew were reported last night,

[From the Washington (D.C.) Sunday Star,
Dec. 14, 1969]
CLEAVER SEEES ENTRY To UNITED STATES To
AsSSUME PANTHERS ROLE

Self-exiled Black Panther Eldridge Cleaver
is trying to arrange his return to the United
States where his armed revolutionary party—
reeling under police pressure—is hurting for
leadership.

Twenty-four hours after two Panthers
were slain in a shoot-out with Chicago
police, sources sald Cleaver contacted U.S.
diplomatic officials in Algiers and asked for
& passport to return to the United States
where he is wanted on a fugitive warrant.

Cleaver didn’t get the passport, the sources
added, but in later discussions was told he
could get a certificate of identity that would
allow him to travel to the United States.

As Cleaver was making the inquiries in
Algiers, there were signs that the Panthers
are revolutionaries on the ropes.

LEADERS JAILED

A police raid on Panther headquarters in
Los Angeles Monday resulted in a four-hour
gun battle that left three policemen and
three Panthers wounded. A score of
Panthers were arrested.

Two Panther leaders—Huey P. Newton and
Bobby Seale—already were in jail. Stokeley
Carmichael quit the party last summer and
Dave Hlilliard, Panther chief of staff, faces
trial on a charge of threatening the life of
President Nixon.

If Cleaver returns to California, he faces
imprisonment as a parole violator and for
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jumping bail on charges of assault with
intent to kill and assault with a deadly
weapon. But the deepening Panther-police
crisis presumably has increased pressure on
him to give up his self-proclaimed exile.

NEED FOR LEADER CITED

Black leaders say the police raids have
brought an upsurge in sympathy for the
group, yet the Panthers are without the
widely known leaders needed to take full
advantage of it.

“No matter what kind of following you've
got, if you can't keep a leadership, you can't
keep an organization together,” said radical
lawyer Terence “Kayo' Hallilnan of San
Francisco. “It just keeps flying apart.”

[From testimony of John Edgar Hoover, Di-
rector, Federal Bureau of Investigation, be-
fore the House Subcommittee on Appro-
priations, on April 17, 1969 ]

Brack PANTHER PARTY

Mr. Hoover. One of the most active black
extremist groups is the Black Panther Party.
It originated in Oakland, Calif., in 1966 and
now has extended its activities to numerous
citles throughout the United States.

Its members gained notoriety initially be-
cause of their practice of carrying rifles and
pistols in plain view on the streets of Oak-
land while on “defense patrols” to prevent
alleged police brutality.

On May 2, 1967, a group of Black Panther
Party members armed with rifies, shotguns,
and handguns invaded the chamber of the
California State Assembly, while that body
was in session, to protest pending gun
legislation,

More recently its “minister of defense,”
Huey Newton, is appealing his conviction on
Sept. 8, 1968, for having shot and killed an
Oakland police officer who had stopped him
in connection with a motor vehicle violation
in October 1967.

On still another occasion, eight other mem-
bers of this black extremist organization
were arrested for complicity in a gun battle
with Oakland police on April 6, 1968, during
which one Black Panther Party member was
killed. Thirteen rifles, four handguns, and
four shotguns were confiscated from the
participants.

Leroy Eldridge Cleaver, minlster of infor-
mation of the Black Panther Party, achieved
notoriety rivaling that of SBtokely Carmichael
during 1968. A parolee who was freed in De-
cember 1966 after serving 8 years in Cali-
fornia prisons, Cleaver was returned to prison
in April 1968 due to his Involvement in a gun
battle with Oakland, Calif.,, police. He was
again released after 2 months following a
court ruling that his parole had been im-
properly revoked for political activity. This
decision was overruled by higher California
courts and Cleaver was scheduled to return to
prison on November 27, 1968. He falled to ap-
pear and on December 10, 1968, a Federal
fugitlve warrant was issued charging him
with unlawful flight to avoid confinement.

Cleaver ran as presidential candidate of
the Peace and Freedom Party and in this
capacity made a series of speeches on college
campuses, These recelved widespread pub-
licity because of their extreme obscenity and
calls for revolutionary action by black people.

Another active Black Panther Party leader
Is George Mason Murray, minister of educa-
tion. He is also a member of the Central
Committee of the San Francisco State College
Black Student Union. The latter organization
has been deeply involved in the campus agl-
tation which has plagued that college during
the current school year.

The political philosophy of the Black Pan-
ther Party is based In part on the writings
of Mao Tse-tung of Communist China, It
advocates that its members study the teach-
ings of Mao Tse-tung. Instructions have been
given to members on the making and the use
of Molotov cocktails. Members have also been
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Instructed in guerrilla warfare tactics in
preparation for a showdown with established
authority. It is reported that in the near
future scheduled tralning sessions in Cali-
fornia will teach guerrilla warfare tactics to
selected members from all parts of the United
States.

PRESIDENT TO BE LET DOWN
BY AIDES

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

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, the President of the United
States is about to be let down by some
of the people he employs to advise him.
So are the American people. A group of
his aides plan to meet this weekend on
our national goals—a research study he
established shortly after taking his oath
g: ioﬁfu:,@-,. Their houseguests will curl your

i o

Our Nation’s future depends, Mr.
Speaker, on the vision of those who peer
into it and who, in turn, give the Presi-
dent the benefit of their 20-20 foresight.
I cannot believe he will get a true pic-
ture of this Nation’s needs, Mr. Speaker,
from a group of bleary-eyed malcontents
invited to the White House to represent
the District of Columbia, all of whom
have uttered various dissertations on
public affairs which range from sabotage
to revolution.

I refer, Mr. Speaker, to the likes of
Julius Hobson, an avowed Marxist-Len-
inist; Marion Barry, a SNCC graduate
now under investigation by a grand jury;
and Mrs. Willie Hardy, whose latest ven-
ture in establishing our national goals
was a trip to Canada to confer with our
enemy from Hanoi. These three, and per-
haps others of like ilk have been invited
by Presidential aides to confer this week-
end on White House grounds about our
future well-being.

Not only is the President being sabo-
taged, Mr. Speaker, but the American
people as well, when a group of his aides
find it necessary or convenient to turn
to the likes of a Hobson, a Barry, or a
Hardy for advice and consent on what
lies ahead for the American people. This
trio of malcontents, Mr. Speaker, is dis-
ruptive, disdainful, and destructive to the
common good. And I consider it a public
service to inform the President of the
political puerility of his staff aides who
have invited them to the White House.

THE 1969 FEDERAL ASSISTANCE
PROGRAM CATALOG

(Mr. ROTH asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, as you know,
I have again developed in my office up-
to-date information on Federal assist-
ance programs, This catalog, which is far
more complete than the one we pre-
pared last year, will be delivered next
week to the office of each Congressman.

As I state in the foreward, I believe
this 1969 listing is the most comprehen-
sive compendium of Federal assistance
programs ever compiled. I found by our
definition that there are 1,315 programs,
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225 more than I reported to the House
last year.

All the agencies, especially the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, were most cooperative this year in
supplying the data for this catalog, as
were the vast majority of them last year.
The principal difference is that we were
able to get full information on HEW’s 392
programs,

My reason for collating this informa-
tion has been threefold. First, I wanted
to gather data that would be of assist-
ance to my State and local officials, In
fact, as an illustration of the critical need
for better information on Federal pro-
grams, I understand there has been a
great demand for these catalogs in the
executive branch itself: HEW has or-
dered 1,800 copies of the listing, and the
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment has ordered 2,000 copies; the
Department of the Interior has ordered
100 copies, and the Department of Trans-
portation has ordered 250 copies. If the
principal agencies have placed such sub-
stantial orders, it seems clear to me that
there is not even an adequate flow of in-
formation within the Federal Govern-
ment itself.

The second reason I have assembled
this information is to prove that such
data could be prepared rather easily. I
have, of course, introduced the Program
Information Act, HR. 338 and S. 60 in
the other body, which would require the
executive branch to publish this catalog
yearly with periodic updating. If one
congressional office can complete the
task, it seems to me such an undertaking
should not prove too burdensome to the
Federal Government.

I hope that next year we can succeed
ir. getting action in committee on the
Program Information Act so that it can
be brought to a House vote. More than
180 Congressmen and 14 Senators have
already cosponsored this legislation.

Finally, and most important, I think
anyone who will take the time to ex-
amine the 1,315 programs in the catalog
will see there is a serious need for con-
solidation and restructuring of much of
our Federal aid. The taxpayer’s dollar
is not being used effectively, and it is
up to us in the Congress to correct this
situation.

I would like to thank my distinguished
colleagues for unanimously authorizing
the printing of House Document 91-177,
the “1969 Listing of Operating Federal
Assistance Programs.” I am particularly
grateful to the Honorable Joun H. DENT,
who introduced legislation to order the
printing of this information: to the
Honorable Jerry L. PETTIS, who worked
actively for its passage; to the House
Administration Committee, chaired by
the Honorable SamuerL N. Frieper, and
the Senate Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration, chaired by Senator B.
EVERETT JORDAN.

CONGRESSIONAL STAFF REPORTS
SAVE MONEY

(Mrs. GREEN of Oregon asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend her
remarks.)
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Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
I will take only half a minute. I want to
pay my respects to the gentleman from
Delaware (Mr. Rota) for the report that
he has made on all of the Federal
programs—the great proliferation of
programs. I do this because there was a
similar report that was paid for by the
Office of Economic Opportunity that cost
the American taxpayers over $1 million,
I honestly believe that if we compare the
report assembled by the congressional
staff of Mr. Rors, it will compare very,
very favorably to the report that has
cost over $1 million when the contract
was leased out to some outside firm. I
just suggest that the Members of Con-
gress might look at all of the contracts
that are given and realize that within
our own offices we have the capability,
we have the dedication and the integrity
and the honesty to do reports that would
be valuable to this House as we make
decisions. It might also allow us to keep
track of the proliferation and keep it in
some kind of check.

THE PERIL TO THE SHORELINE OF
THE GREAT LAKES

(Mr. SCHADEBERG asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. SCHADEBERG. Mr. Speaker,
many of us in Congress have expressed
concern for the rapidly eroding shore-
lines of this Nation. As sponsors of H.R.
12712 and other similar bills, we recog-
nize that the conditions caused by this
erosion is injurious to the purity of the
water, to the health of the people, to
the recreational benefits of the commu-
nities. And to the tax basis of the local
government.

The Wall Street Journal of yesterday,
in a lead article, brought attention to
the particular problems we are facing in
the Great Lakes. It is a very comprehen-
sive article and one that fully explains
the need for consideration of the bill de-
signed for the protection of the shore-
line.

RisiNG WATERS: LEVEL oF GREAT LAKES MovVEs
SHARPLY HIGHER, PERILING THE SHORELINE—
ErosioNn Ruins Some Homes; BEacHES Dis-
APPEAR Fast; PrOTECTION OFTEN COSTLY—
Bur ExTra DEPTH AlDs SHIPS

(By Lewls M. Phelps)

SoUuTH HAVEN, MicH—The view of Lake
Michigan from the living room of Michael
Blake's two-bedroom house on a bluff here is
about the most panoramic that any home-
owner along the eastern shore can boast.

Trouble is, the view Is not through a
window but through the wall and part of the
floor. The west half of Mr, Blake's living room
crumbled off the bluff into the lake this fall,
and there’s every likelihood that more pieces
of the house will take the plunge in coming
months,

Mr. Blake is just one of a growing number
of losers in a battle against rising water on
the Great Lakes. Homes, highways and
beaches have been flooded or nibbled away,
causing property damages that experts say
are already much higher than the $62 million
loes in 1952, the last time the lakes went on
a hlgh-water rampage.

The Great Lakes’ water levels fluctuate un-
predictably from year to year, depending on
precipitation and evaporation rates. Surveys
by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers show
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variations of four to six feet in lake levels.
This year rain-swollen Lake Erie rose a record
4.05 feet above the level officially regarded as
“normal,” and Lakes Michigan and Huron,
now three feet above normal, are at near-
record levels.

What’s worse, Army engineers say, the
water in these lakes probably will rise even
higher next spring and summer. (Lakes Supe-
rior and Ontario have locks that help control
the water level, so they aren't causing any
problems.)

ERODING THE SHORELINE

Last spring Lake Erie flooded several hun-
dred homes in Eastlake, Ohlo, three times.
In July, Lake Michigan surged up the mouth
of the St. Joseph River at Benton Harbor,
Mich., and destroyed a 100-ship marina; it
is costing the owners $100,000 to rebuild.

But the biggest problem is erosion, since
most of the shoreline around the Great Lakes
consists of sandy beaches and soft clay bluffs.
As lake waters rise, they cover offshore sand
bars that normally impede waves and thereby
offer some protection to the shore. When
storms come up, as they do with particular
ferocity In the fall and early winter, the
highwater waves now crash directly ashore,
gnawing the ground out from under what-
ever is bulilt there.

That's what happened to Mr, Blake's
house. He bought the place In July 1968,
assured that the 90-feet-high bluff on
which it stood hadn't eroded at all in the
last 18 years. No sconer had he finished a
$6,000 remodeling job late this summer than
the 30 feet of land between his house and
the edge of the bluff peeled away, along with
his west wall.

Mr. Blake, a 50-year-old engineer, didn't
even have a chance to move into his new
home from the modest white-board cottage
he owns in South Haven. “I'd like to sell that
lake property,” he says, “but that half a
house out there is a symbol of doom,”

Some beaches are disappearing with star-
tling rapidity. Chicago beaches shrink 25 feet
for every foot that Lake Michigan rises, says
a park engineer, The Rev. Gordon L. In-
gram, a Presbyterian minister in a Chicago
suburb, wistfully recalls sunning himself
just six months ago on a 150-foot beach in
front of his summer home in Winthrop Har-
bor, Ill., near the Wisconsin border. Today
the beach is gone and the lake is wirling
ominously around the foundation of his
A-frame cottage.

BREAKWATERS ARE COSTLY

One cure for shoreline erosion is a con-
crete and rock breakwater, if it's made big
enough. But construction costs can be stag-
gering. The Michigan Highway Department
will soon let bids for a seawall to protect
one mile of Interstate 94 near St. Joseph;
the estimated cost is more than $2 million.

Homeowners are trying less expensive so-
lutions. In the resort community of Pali-
sades Park, Mich., Emerson Welles recently
paid $8,500 for a structural steel seawall to
backstop an inadequate concrete retaining
wall that he bullt several decades ago to keep
his summer cottage from falling into the
lake. Solld as the steel wall may seem, storm-
powered waves have ripped away its top sec-
tion twice since Labor Day.

Other lakefront residents are trying dif-
ferent tactics. Carl Euyat of St. Joseph,
Mich., bought 600 truckloads of rubble at
$10 each from an old county courthouse that
was being razed and spread the stuff over the
bluff in front of his home in hopes of slowing
erosion. Two of his neighbors have covered
their bluffs from top to bottom with junked
cars and trucks, stirring complaints from
more fastidious but equally vulnerable near-
by residents.

Another St. Joseph resident, a music teach-
er named Mrs. Genevieve Rae Hahne, is
spending $10,000 to move a duplex apart-
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ment building she owns away from the bluff
edge. She now is worrying about losing her
$50,000 combination home and music studio
on an adjacent lot. She shows a visitor one
corner of her home that now has just one
inch between It and the drop of the bluff; a
year ago there was 75 feet of ground between
them.

Homeowners in Kenosha, Wis., Willowick,
Ohio, and other Great Lakes communities
have built jetties extending into the water
to deflect the currents and allow sand beaches
to build up in the still water. But the jetties
collect the sand only on one side, leaving
the shore on the other side more barren and
susceptible to erosion than normal. Other de-
fensive measures, such as offshore construc-
tion of elaborate louvered steel walls that
are supposed to keep beach sand from wash-
ing away or the planting of deep-rooted trees
by the shore, also have proven inadequate.

Homeowners are on their own in fighting
high water. Insurance companies “won’t
touch” flooding or erosion coverage, agents
say, and the Great Lakes area Isn't under
consideration for Inclusion in the Federal
flood insurance program now being developed.

The Corps of Engineers will offer only ad-
vice, unless public property is threatened by
the lakes. Only Ohio among the eight Great
Lakes states offers financial help—one-third
of the cost of private protective projects and
two-thirds the cost of public undertakings.
Local governments in troubled areas plead
lack of funds for assistance, though some
cities occasionally lend heavy equipment to
homeowners shoring up their beaches.

Nor is there much comfort for imperiled
shore dwellers in a long-range proposal to
control the levels of all the Great Lakes. A
Federal study that originally was supposed to
be finished in 1973 is a year behind because
of financing problems, says Leonard J. Good-
sell, executive director of the Great Lakes
Commission, an eight-state organization that
studies Great Lakes problems. Interim reports
indicate that controlling high water on
Lakes Michigan, Huron and Erle would cost
$20 billion. Mr. Goodsell says he doesn’t ex-
pect construction of control systems could
start before 1985.

Not everyone is unhappy with the sudden
rise in water levels. Steamship operators, in
fact, are delighted. They can load about 125
extra tons of cargo on a typical ship for every
inch the lake rises and still not run aground
along the most shallow parts of their routes.

Inland Steel Co. has been loading its ore
carriers to full capacity since spring, says
Riley P. O'Brien, fleet manager. Five years
ago, when lake levels were low, his ships were
running at 209 below capacity and he had to
charter extra vessels to make up the differ-
ence, he says.

THE REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT
INCENTIVE ACT OF 1970

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

Mr. RUPPE. Mr. Speaker, today, I am
introducing the Regional Development
Incentive Act of 1970. The goal of this
act is to take a major step forward to
revitalize rural America, and at the same
time, relieve the population pressures on
our urban areas. This legislation pro-
vides a 20-percent tax credit on certain
new investment in plant and equipment
to encourage industry to expand into the
depressed and lagging regions of Amer-
ica. The tax credits will provide plant
location decisionmakers with the pos-
sibility of a direct, immediately realized




39852

financial incentive to expand into areas
that have been substantially ignored in
the past. I am convinced corporate man-
agers will take advantage of the oppor-
tunity for substantial tax savings. This,
in turn, will provide a stimulus to the
local economic base of the poorer re-
gions of this Nation, and indeed could
have a massive impact on the economy
of rural America.

The need for a program of this na-
ture is great. The massive migration from
countryside America to urban America
has created a demographic and economic
imbalance. Our rural areas have been
depleted of economic and human re-
sources. Our cities, on the other hand,
are jammed with people and have become
increasingly unable to cope with the
growing violence and social decay.

As the Congressman from a rural Mich-
igan district, I have witnessed firsthand
the plight of many countryside towns.
The young and well-educated move
away; and the average age of the popu-
lation becomes ever older. For those who
remain, job opportunities are few and
often limited in potential. The skills of
the work force become obsolete, and the
welfare rolls grow ever larger. The tax
base for these communities erodes to the
point where it is difficult to provide even
basic community servieces.

While retarding our rural economy, the
population shift has congested our urban
areas to the point of erisis. City air and
water are becoming polluted from un-
controlled filth, erime, turmoil, and racial
strife are on the upswing. Highways are
jammed, inner city transportation is

breaking down, land use is inefficient,

and social services are inadequate.

To some extent, the U.S. Government
has contributed to this country’s popu-
lation imbalance. U.S. fiscal policy has
failed to recognize that there are sub-
stantial economic variations between the
regions of this Nation. Too often many
Government economists seem to view
the economy as a monolith, and positive
actions to stimulate the economy are
applied to the whole Nation, rather than
directed to lagging sectors. The 7 percent
tax credit for example, was a nationwide
program simply to encourage invest-
ment—it did little to aid the economically
ill regions of America. In fact, it may
have worked to make the strong regions
even stronger with little impact on the
weaker regions. Furthermore, Govern-
ment activity may attract private capital
to areas that have less need for arti-
ficial stimulus. One economist noted
that “through a system of subsidies to
mass transit, thruways, slum clearance,
housing and the like, Government has
actually fostered private investment
where it may not have belonged.”

Actions to slow the economy, such as
restricting the money supply or raising
the interest rates, have a severe impact
on depressed regions. In this fashion,
again, U.S. fiscal policy serves to widen
the economic gap between rural and
urban areas, and fosters increased migra-
tion to the cities.

In recent years the Government has
taken some cognizance of the fact that
a geographic economic imbalance does
exist. The results, however, have not been
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impressive. The first major attempt to
redress this imbalance was undoubtedly
the Federal effort to maintain an agri-
cultural economy in many of these rural
areas. Crop price supports, soil bank and
all manner of schemes and programs
proved incapable of meeting the chal-
lenge. Under President John Kennedy
the area redevelopment adminstration
came into being which recognized the
need to look beyond a farm economy to
bolster some lagging areas of the Nation.
Under President Johnson we saw the
ARA change to the economic develop-
ment administration. In addition, the
Farmers Home Administration, the Rural
Electrification Administration, and other
Government agencies have attempted to
prop up sagging rural economies.

Perhaps the greatest contribution of
the Federal Government toward recog-
nizing that some regions of our Nation
lag behind other regions came in 1965.
That was the year Congress passed both
the Appalachian Regional Development
Act and the Historic Public Works and
Economic Development Act which estab-
lished the so-called title V regional com-
missions. For the first time a framework
was created whereby the Federal Gov-
ernment and State governments would
work together in a joint effort to stimu-
late sluggish economies across multistate
areas. While, inadequate financing, has
limited the regional commissions, I firmly
believe that these 1965 acts may yet pro-
vide a direction to revitalizing rural
America.

The result of all of the Federal Gov-
ernment'’s direct spending programs has,
however, been minimal. It is true that
in some areas of the Nation the direct in-
fusion of these Federal dollars has made
possible in infrastructure in which in-
dustries can—and sometimes do—de-
velop. However, there is no guarantee
that such expenditures by themselves
will lead to increased industrial employ-
ment. The only guarantee is that many
hours will be spent in bureaucratic pa-
per passing and general Government red-
tape. Add to this the hard fact that the
Federal expenditure gap and mono-
lithic fiscal policies discriminate against
rural America and one comes to the
realization that the net result of Federal
activity is to abet the unhealthy national
process of rural to urban migration.

Our Government programs to aid rural
areas have not, then, been sufficient to
break, or even slow, the dynamics of
excessive centralization of population,
social services, public and private eco-
nomic activity. Yet, clearly as a matter
of economy and equity, we must promote
growth in our lagging rural regions to
provide the opportunities that will per-
mit these regions to share in the national
prosperity and, at the same time, to make
a greater contribution to overall national
growth. The time has come for a new
national commitment and a new pro-
gram to trigger dynamic new growth in
rural America. This is precisely what
the Regional Development Incentive
Act proposes to do.

Utilizing tax policy to assist specific
regions of the Nation is a revolutionary
concept which runs counter to the direct
Federal expenditures philosophy of the
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past several decades. It was thus greatly
satisfying to note that earlier this month
the U.S. Senate voted favorably on an
amendment offered by Senator STEVENS
to keep the T-percent investment credit
for poorer regions of the Nation. While
I felt the language of the Stevens amend-
ment to be somewhat imprecise and the
amount insufficient to do the job re-
quired, the principle is precisely that of
the Regional Development Incentives
Act. I want to make it clear that I am
not being critical of Senator STEVENS,
but congratulate him for his important
contribution. Indeed, his amendment
which has been incorporated in the Sen-
ate Tax Reform Act is similar to legisla-
tion I introduced earlier this year to
exempt depressed areas from repeal of
the T7-percent investment tax credit.
That earlier legislation is the forerunner
of the Regional Development Incentives
Act which I am introducing today.

The underdeveloped areas covered by
my bill include the Appalachia region,
the Four Corners region, the Coastal
Plains region, the New England region,
the Ozarks region, and the Upper Great
Lakes region. Other economically de-
pressed counties are also included.

Summarizing, the bill provides a 20-
percent tax credit incentive for business
and industry which chooses to make fu-
ture expansions in the designated re-
gions. The credit will apply both to new
industries and to industrial expansions,
the bill incorporates proper restrictions
to prevent a raid on the Treasury. For
example, metropolitan areas in excess of
300,000 are excluded since their prob-
lems require a different approach. The
investment credits are limited to growth-
generating industries. Credit will not be
extended to industries which simply re-
locate their facilities from one region to
another.

All of us have learned this session just
how complicated and troublesome tax
legislation can be. By contrast, this act
is purposely designed to be short and
readily understood. In combination with
existing Federal programs it will have a
significant impact on rural America,
making it possible for these vast and vital
regions to share more fully in future na-
tional growth. Previous efforts using di-
rect Federal funds have been helpful in
building infrastructure in which industry
can develop, but it has not always led
to significant industrial growth. Using
the industrial expansion tax credit, the
Government can, for the first time, guar-
antee that implementation of this act,
while temporarily reducing tax revenues,
will lead directly to more industry and
more jobs. This is a guaranteed no-waste
Federal program.

There is ample evidence that such a tax
incentive can pay for itself in a very few
years. The increased economic activity
generated by the tax incentives will, in
time, more than cover the loss in tax
revenues.

Above all, the act will enlist the in-
genuity, technology and resources of pri-
vate enterprise in the mission to restore
a better distribution of economic oppor-
tunity for the American people and a
better balance to the American economy.
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I include the text of my bill in the

Recorp at this point:
H.R. 15327

A Dbill to amend the Internal Revenue Code of

1954 to provide a tax credit for invest-

ments in certain economically depressed

regions

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a) (1)
Subpart I of part IV of subchapter A of
chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code of
18954 (relating to credits against tax) is
amended by redesignating section 40 as 41
and by inserting after section 39 the follow-
ing new section:
“SEgc. 40. CREDITS FOR INVESTMENT IN CERTAIN

EcoNoMICALLY DEPRESSED REGIONS.

“({a) ALLOWANCE oF CrepiT.—There shall
be allowed as a credit against the tax im-
posed by this chapter, the amount deter-
mined under the succeeding subsections of
this section.

“(b) DETERMINATION OF AMOUNT.—

“(1) GENERAL RULE—The amount of the
credit allowed by subsection (a) for the tax-
able year shall be equal to the lesser of—

“(A) 20 percent of the qualified invest-
ment (as defined in subsection (c)), or

“(B) $5,000,000.

“(2) LIMITATION BASED ON AMOUNT OF TAX.—
Notwithstanding paragraph (1), the credit
allowed by section 38 for the taxable year
shall not exceed 50 percent of the liability for
tax for the taxable year.

“(3) LIABILITY FOR TAX.—For purposes of
paragraph (2), the liability for tax for the
taxable year shall be the tax imposed by
this chapter for such year, reduced by the
sum of the credits allowable under—

“(A) section 33 (relating to foreign tax
credit),

“(B) sectlon 35 (relating to partially tax-
exempt interest),

“(C) section 37 (relating to retirement In-
come), and

“(D) section 38 (relating to Investment
in certain depreciable property).

“(4) CARRYBACK AND CARRYOVER OF UNUSED
CREDITS.—

“(A) ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT.—If the amount
of the credit determined under subsection
(b) (1) for any taxable year exceeds the limi-
tation provided by subsection (b)(2) for
such taxable year (hereinafter in this sub-
section referred to as ‘unused credit year’),
such excess shall be—

“({1) a section 40 credit carryback to each
of the 3 taxable years preceding the unused
credit year, and

“(i1) a section 40 credit carryover to each
of the 7 taxable years following the unused
credit year,

and shall be added to the amount allowable
as a credit by subsection (a) for such years,
except that such excess may be a carryback
only to a taxable year beginning after De-
cember 31, 1969, The entire amount of the
unused credit for an unused credit year shall
be carried to the earliest of the 10 taxable
years to which (by reason of clauses (i) and
(i1) such credit may be carried, and then to
each of the other 9 taxable years to the ex-
tent that, because of the limitation con-
tained in subparagraph (B), such unused
credit may not be added for a prior taxable
yvear to which such unused credit may be
carried.

“(B) Lmmrration.—The amount of the un-
used credit which may be added under sub-
paragraph (A) for any preceding or succeed-
ing taxable year shall not exceed the amount
by which the smaller of the limitations pro-
vided by subsections (b) (1) (B) or (b) (2) for
such taxable year exceeds the sum of—

“{1) the credit allowable under subsection
(b) for such taxable year, and

“(il) the amounts which, by reason of
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this paragraph, are added to the amount al-
lowable for such taxable year and attribut-
able to taxable years preceding the unused
credit year.

“(e) QUALIFIED INVESTMENT.—FOr purposes
of this section, the term ‘qualified invest-
ment’ means, with respect to any taxable
year, the aggregate amount of the basis (as
certified under subsection (f)(2)) of each
certified development property (as defined in
subsection (e) (1)) placed in service by the
taxpayer during such taxable year.

*“(d) EarLY DisposITION, ETC., OF CERTIFIED
DEVELOPMENT PrROPERTY.—If during the tax-
able year any property which was certified
development property placed in service dur-
ing the preceding taxable year or the second
preceding taxable year is disposed of (or
otherwise ceases to be development property
with respect to the taxpayer), then the tax
under this chapter for the taxable year shall
be increased by an amount equal to the
aggregate decrease in the credits allowed
under subsection (a) for such preceding tax-
able year which would have resulted solely
from treating such property as property
which Is not certified development property.
For purposes of carrying out this subsection,
the Secretary or his delegate shall prescribe
regulations which shall include rules similar
to the rules contained in sections 46(c) (4)
and 47(a) (8) and (4), 47(b), and 47(c).

“(e) DEeFINITIONS.—For purposes of this
section.—

“(1) CERTIFIED DEVELOPMENT PROPERTY.—
The term ‘certified development property’
means development property (as defined in
paragraph (2)) which is certified for pur-
poses of this section by the Secretary of Com-
merce under subsection (f).

*(2) DEVELOPMENT PROPERTY.—The term
‘development property’ means tangible prop-
erty—

“(A) which is located In a development
area (as defined in paragraph (3)),

“{B) which consists of (i) a plant or struc-
ture, or (ii) machinery or equipment relat-
ing to and located at a plant or structure,

“({C) the original use of which began with
the taxpayer and which was placed in serv-
ice in a taxable year beginning after Decem-
ber 31, 1969 and before January 1, 1975,

“(D) with respect to which depreciation
is allowable under section 167,

“(E) which has a useful life (determined
at the time such property is certified under
subsection (f)) of three years or more; and

“(F) which is used predominately in a de-
v&'gl)t;pment business (as defined in paragraph

“(3) DEeEVELOPMENT AREA—The term ‘de-
velopment area’ means an area (A) outside
any standard metropolitan statistical area
the population of which exceeds 300,000 but
(B) within—

“{1) the Appalachian region (as defined
by section 403 of the Appalachian Regional
Development Act of 1965),

“(i1) an economic development region des-
ignated under section 501(a) of the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of
1965,

“(iii) a redevelopment area designated
under section 401 of such Act, or

“(iv) an area designated under the au-
thority of section 102 of such Act.

Any determination for purposes of this para-
graph shall be made as of the time of cer-
tification under subsection (f) on the basis
of the most recent data available at such
time.

“(4) DEVELOPMENT BUSINESS.—The term
‘development business’ means a trade or busi-
ness consisting of—

“(A) manufacturing,

“(B) providing goods and services for rec-
reational purposes or to tourists or vaca-
tioners,

“(C) mineral processing (including oil re-
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fining but excluding extraction of minerals,
oll, or gas), or

“(D) pulp and paper processing (excluding
wood harvest operations),

except that such term does not include any
trade or business described in section 7701
(a) (33) (defining regulated public utility).

“(f) CERTIFICATION.

“(1) GENERAL RULE—Upon application
made by a taxpayer, the Secretary of Com-
merce may certify property for purposes of
this section in such manner, at such time,
and subject to such conditions as the Secre-
tary of Commerce and the Secretary of the
Treasury (or his delegate) may jointly pre-
scribe by regulations. The Secretary of Com-
merce may not certify any property under
this subsection unless he determines—

“{A) that such property is development
property,

“{B) that there is a market condition with
sufficlent national or reglonal demand to
meet additional expansion,

“(C) that the property to be certified will
not be placed In service in connection with
the relocation of an existing plant or facil-
ity, and

*(D) that such property when placed in
service, and any industrial process to be
conducted at such property will be in com-
pliance with Federal, State and local laws
respecting air, water, and noise pollution.

Such certification shall state the amount of
the basis of the property which may be taken
into account for purposes of subsection (¢).

*(2) Basrs LiMmrraTioNs.—In the case of any
property, only that portion of the basis at-
tributable to construction, reconstruction,
erection, or acquisition by the taxpayer after
December 31, 1869 may be certified under
paragraph (1). In the case of property which
consists of an addition, expansion, or re-
construction of property which had been
placed in service prior to the certification
(referred to In this sentence as ‘existing
property’'), the amount of basis certified un-
der the preceding sentence shall be reduced
by the amount of depreclation allowed un-
der section 167 (for the latest taxable year
ending before certification) with respect to
such existing property.

“(g) REGULATION.—The Secretary shall pre-
scribe such regulations as may be necessary
to carry out this section, Such regulations
shall provide for rules similar to the rules
contained in the last sentence of section
46(a) (8), and in sections 46(a) (4) and (5),
46(d), and 48(e) and (f).”

(2) The table of sections for such sub-
part A is amended by striking out the last
item and inserting in lieu thereof the
following:

“Sec. 40, Credit for investment in certain
economically depressed regions
“Sec. 41, Overpayments of tax.”

(b) The amendments made by subsection
(a) of this section shall apply with respect
to taxable years beginning after December 31,
1969.

Sec. 2. The Secretary of Commerce shall
submit 2 years after the date of the Act
and thereafter a report annually to the Sen-
ate and House of Representatives with re-
spect to the carrying out of this Act, in-
cluding the amount of credits against income
tax allowed by reason of the amendments
made by the first section of this Act, the
economic effects of such credits, and the
cost to the Federal Government by reason
of such credits.

ARTHUR BURNS STATEMENT UR-
GENTLY NEEDED TO SLOW DOWN

TAX SELLING

(Mr. PUCINSKI asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)
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Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I was
very pleased to see Dr. Arthur Burns,
the soon-to-be new Chairman of the
Federal Reserve Board, today announce
that when he formally takes over after
the first of the year he is going to move
toward trying to ease credit to reduce
skyrocketing interest rates. His state-
ment earlier today had an electrifying
effect. The stock market went up 13
points.

I am very pleased to see the adminis-
tration is trying to do something to stem
the tide of “tax selling” that has been
anticipated in the last 3 weeks of Decem-
ber.

I made a statement on the floor the
other day that if the high rate of “tax
selling” continues the administration
could conceivably lose as much as $20
billion in anticipated revenues in 1969,
thus creating a substantial deficit and
creating new inflationary pressures next
year.

I am pleased to see that apparently
somebody reads the CONGRESSIONAL REC-
orp in the White House.

The administration could not have
moved any sooner to slow down tax sell-
ing.

It is most interesting to see that a
statement about interest rates would
have his kind of effect and impact on
the stock market.

Those who continue to argue that
there is no correlation, no relationship
between skyrocketing interest rates and
inflation ought to look at the demonstra-
tion in the stock market today. The min-
ute an official statement was made that
an effort will be made to reduce interest
rates the entire economy rebounded.

I congratulate Dr. Burns for initiating
this action. I hope the stock market will
continue to rise in the next 3 weeks so
that we can see a substantial discourage-
ment of tax selling. Tax selling is, of
course, at this point the most critical
threat to the Nation’s economy. I would
be most pleased to have been wrong in
my prediction that tax selling can deny
the Government of revenue it expected
from taxes. Nothing would please me
more to see us wind up 1969 with a sur-
plus instead of a deficit.

TRIBUTE TO DR. ANDREW
STEVENSON

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from West Virginia (Mr. STAGGERS),
is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. STAGGERS, Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House, today we would
like to take a few minutes to pay respect-
ful tribute to a man who has served this
Nation and its elected representatives
with honor and with distinetion and with
unfailing devotion. That man is Dr. An-
drew Stevenson, recently retired from
the professional staff of the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce of
the House of Representatives.

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

Mr, STAGGERS. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman.

Mr. ADAMS. I thank the chairman for
yielding to me.
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I want to join in the chairman's re-
marks in paying tribute to Andy Steven-
son who served on this committee so well.
I want to give my personal best wishes
to him for his future activities and my
gratitude to him for the help he has
given to me personally on this committee,
and what I have seen him do for other
members of the committee during his
tenure while I have been there. I know
we are going to miss him, and I want to
wish him and his family well.

I thank the chairman for yielding to
me.

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

Mr. STAGGERS. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. NELSEN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I think all of us realize that part of
our success as Congressmen is certainly
due to the competent staff that we may
have. And, likewise, any one of our com-
mittees is effective only if effective and
able staff persons work with us on com-
mittee business.

Dr. Stevenson has conducted himself
with dignity and competence over a pe-
riod of many years and has been a most
valuable supportive member of our com-
mittee. He has given complete bipartisan
help in every instance that I can recall.

Mr. Speaker, I certainly want to join
with our chairman in wishing him well in
his retirement. Further, I thank the
chairman for his thoughtfulness in bring-
ing this matter to the attention of the
Members of the House so that we might
pay tribute to a servant that deserves our
most sincere thanks.

Mr. STAGGERS. I thank the gentle-
man from Minnesota for his remarks.

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

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts, a member of
the committee.

Mr. KEITH. Mr. Speaker, I appreci-
ate the chairman of the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce yield-
ing to me at this time.

Mr, Speaker, in my 11 years as a mem-
ber of the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce I have learned, to-
gether with other members of the com-
mittee, to like, respect, and, in fact, love
Andy Stevenson.

Most of us in the Congress rely on the
expertise of such professional staffers as
we deal with the most difficult problems
of conducting our Nation's business.
Andy Stevenson has served us—and the
country—extraordinarily well in this
capacity.

His knowledge and willingness to help
has been invaluable to the committee as
it discharges its responsibility of over-
seeing the regulatory agencies. More
than any other man whom I have met
in my 11 years in Washington, Andy
Stevenson has been able to comprehend
the intricate nature of the relationships
between government and the private
sector. He has worked diligently to pre-
serve the balance which is necessary if
our free enterprise system is to funetion
effectively. I have been privileged to have
had the benefit of his counsel and advice
all of these years. It has been one of the
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real joys of my experience here as a
Member of Congress.

So, it is with a great deal of pleasure
and satisfaction that I join with the
chairman of the committee and other
members of the committee in paying
tribute to Andy Stevenson. It is my hope
that he has in his retirement years, fur-
ther time and good health to enable him
to continue his study of public policy is-
sues and to enjoy the rest he has earned.
It is also my earnest hope that from
time to time he will keep in touch with
those of us who are still in the harness
so that we might have the benefit of his
views and counsel.

Mr. STAGGERS. I thank the gentle-
man from Massachusetts for his kind
remarks.

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts.
Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts a member of
the committee.

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts.
Mr. Speaker, I thank the chairman for
yielding to me at this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to join the chair-
man of our committee and all the other
Members who are here this evening to
pay tribute to a man whom I think
stands as an example to all those people
who like to serve the public interest of
the United States and who do not want
to go the route of running for and hold-
ing an elective office. I can think of no
man who exemplifies in a better way, self-
sacrifice and the ability to help those of
us who have to deal not just in the legis-
lative field, but in other fields, as well.
A person who has given all of his time to
help the committee that he chose to
serve on to become what it is, the most
outstanding committee in this Congress,
than Dr. Stevenson.

My experience with Dr. Stevenson—or
Andy Stevenson as he is better known—
goes back some 15 years. I must confess
that when I first came to Congress I had
held no prior elective office, and I was
certainly not very wise in the ways of
legislation, and the legislative process.
There was no ocne man whom I leaned on
more and who helped me more than any
other individual, that individual was Dr.
Stevenson.

Mr. Speaker, I think that I have a
unique relationship with Dr. Stevenson,
as we are among those of the very few
remaining veterans of the people who
served on the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce, who took a very
adventurous and inspiring trip during
which we crossed both Poles—the North
Pole, and then landed down at the
South Pole. And even in those extremities
of our world Andy’s always wise guidance
and counsel was invaluable.

To Andy Stevenson and his beloved
wife, Betty, I can only wish the best in
the years to come. I will not echo what
has been said, that Andy Stevenson is
going into retirement, because I certainly
hope that the wisdom and the knowledge
and the desire to serve that Dr. Stevenson
has shown throughout his entire career
will not be lost to the public interest—
certainly not to the members of the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce who have leaned on his knowledge
and ability for so long.




December 18, 1969

I certainly hope that his great fount of
knowledge will not be lost to us, and
that from time to time, when the occa-
sion arises, we can call on his great fund
of knowledge and experience, and that he
will be available to us. I certainly feel
sure that because of his devotion, both
to the Congress and, more especially, per-
haps, to our committee and to the Mem-
bers on both sides of the aisle, that he
will respond to our call for assistance.

So, Mr. Speaker, to Dr. Stevenson I do
not say “hail and farewell,” I merely say
“hail.”

Again, I thank the gentleman for yield-

ing.

Mr. STAGGERS, I thank the gentle-
man from Massachusetts for his com-
ments.

I will now yield to the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. BkowN) Mr. Speaker.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, the
late Speaker of the House, Sam Rayburn,
who served at one time on the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce—
and certainly he was one of the great
Members to serve in this, the greatest
deliberative body in the world—suggested
that the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce was the greatest com-
mittee of substantive legislative juris-
diction in Congress. As a member of that
committee I believe those words are sure-
ly true.

Like the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
RoceERs) I am proud to be a second-gen-
eration member of that great committee,
because of my father, when he first came
to Congress 30 years ago also served on
the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce. And also like the gen-
tleman from Florida, I had heard from
my predecessor of the work of Dr.
Stevenson. I have since learned this first-
hand, and have been impressed and
awed frequently by his knowledge and
his bipartisan service to that committee.

Mr. Speaker, I think perhaps the great-
est compliment that could be paid to
Dr. Stevenson is that in the heat of
legislative battle and discussion, when
the issues are joined and philosophies
contend in the art of compromise between
the members of the committee who feel
strongly one way and the other on the
decision we are in the process of making,
Dr. Stevenson always stood above the
storm in a nonpartisan way, because good
parliamentary procedure facts and care-
ful legislative draftsmanship know no
partisanship.

It was his responsibility to give us
the depth and the breadth of his ex-
perience and his limitless knowledge of
the facts on which we made our judg-
ments in the committee. He always
served us well in that regard during the
time I served on the committee, and I
am sure in the many, many years that
he served on that committee preceding
my service there,

I wish that the opportunity existed
for those of us who are in the Congress,
and particularly for those of us who
are junior Members, to be injected with
the knowledge of our seniors and prede-
cessors—both those who are Members of
Congress, and those who serve as stafl
members of the committee. Certainly if
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we could be thus infused with knowl-
edge and ability all of us would be glad
to have a transfusion from Andy.

The people who serve as the staff of
the legislative committees and the staffs
in the offices of Members of Congress
are the anonymous people, who some-
times I believe, really run this country
of ours; because they are the people on
whom we rely for experience and infor-
mation as elections change the member-
ship of this body. They continue on
sometimes, little known to the public,
and frequently even little known to an
aware press.

In Dr. Stevenson, our committee is los-
ing its most distinguished staff member
of this most important committee in this
most outstanding assembly. I think all
of the very capable staffl members on
that committee would concede that point
at this moment—although they may
have some feelings as to who is the most
distinguished staff member next week.
But, in any event, we have lost the
services not only to the committee but
to this Congress of a very fine and a
very greatly talented gentleman.

While I regret to see him go, he cer-
tainly has earned the opportunity for
retirement and I know we all join in
wishing him well-

Mr. STAGGERS. I thank the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentieman
from Texas (Mr. PICKLE).

Mr. PICKLE, Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the chairman yielding and I am
delighted to be able to say a few words
in behalf of my good friend, Dr. Andy
Stevenson.

Andy is a real pro. He is respected
throughout the city of Washington by
those who have had any association with
him. He has great ability and he prob-
ably can recall more facts and more fig-
ures and more backgrounc information
than anyone on our committee, and per-
haps in the Government.

When you couple that with 20 to 30
years of experience, you have a valuable
man—and that is what Andy is—he is
just an extremely valuable and good
public servant.

I have been thinking about some of
the things that come to my mind, when
you realize that he has left our commit-
tee and that this very able man is not
around to call up and ask for informa-
tion. What are some of the things you
remember?

I believe the first thing I recall would
be that he was a real gentleman. He has
great poise. He simply would not get ex-
cited. He would not take sides. He would
not become involved in individual con-
troversies but he would always conduct
himself as a gentleman and as a great
scholar, and as an objective adviser in
legal and legislative matters.

Time after time, and again and again
in committee when we would become en-
snarled in some kind of problem, they
would turn to him invariably and say to
Andy, “How say you, counselor?” The
doctor would straighten us out.

The second thing I recall about him is
that he was in that rather unique posi-
tion that invariably regulatory agencies
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wanted to know on any given matter
how did Andy feel about it. I have had
commissioners and board members and
those connected with other agencies in-
variably ask me when we had a problem
before us, they would say, “What does
Andy think; what does he feel about it?”
Because he knew and they knew that we
would also always go back and say,
What is your judgment on that? Do we
have our facts rights?

I think the fact that he has this great
respect of these agencies, that is an in-
dication in itself that he is a very ac-
complished gentleman.

That same capability extended to in-
dustry. Those who came to testify nat-
urally would testify for their particular
industry or business. That was to be ex-
pected. But they also knew if they got
off into left field or if they were making
charges that could not be substantiated,
they would always know that he, Andy,
knew differently and would always get
somebody by calling their hand or rais-
ing a proper question.

The third factor is that Andy always
encouraged new Members. I have been
privileged to go with him to lunch or to
have conferences in his offices, to meet
him in off-hours, or talk about a par-
ticular item of legislation. Invariably he
would want you, not only as a new Mem-
ber. but as a regular member of the
committee, to inquire why you could not
make a change. He would encourage you
to challenge. He would want you to raise
questions, to know why you could do it,
why we would have to accept these state-
ments, either by the agencies or the in-
dustry itself. That would give a man en-
couragement that he ought to partici-
pate in the legislative process.

Andy would pull you out. He would not
say, “You do it,” but he would give you
that kind of encouragement.

Lastly, I think he had the acceptance
and respect of everybody—agencies, in-
dustry, and his own extremely able staff.
He did operate in the public good. He
just would not take sides. He would not
try to become involved personally. But
he always thought in terms of what is
in the public interest. It is because of
that basic outlook he was such an ex-
tremely valuable member.

So, we have said farewell to him in a
sense. I understand the chairman today
said he hopes he might be back with us
on a limited or special basis. I hope he
4s back with us a lot because he is a
great, good and valuable person. We
need more men like him in government.

Mr. STAGGERS. I made the statement
that I would like to have him back as a
consultant to our committee. He would
render invaluable service. He has told us
that he will, and I am hopeful he will
come back so that we may have the bene-
fit of his great knowledge and experi-
ence.

Mr. PICKLE. I thank the chairman.
And I thank Dr. Stevenson for a life of
dedicated service to the public good.

Mr. VAN DEERLIN, Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.
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Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Mr. Speaker and
Mr. Chairman, the recollections of the
gentleman from Texas have prompted
me to recall my own earliest memory of
Dr. Stevenson’s value to our committee,
When I was fortunate enough to win a
place on the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce 7 years ago, I was
assigned, not by choice, to the Sub-
committee on Commerce and Finance.
During the first few months I was on
that subcommittee we were given pur-
view over the first improvement on the
reform of the stock market that had
been contained in the Securities and
Exchange Commission Act of 1935. Some
of my fellow members of the committee
may give me an argument on this, but I
should imagine that on the subject of
the stock market I acted from a greater
wellspring of ignorance than on any
other subject that comes before our com-
mittee, I am getting some assistance from
my colleagues nearby, suggesting other
areas that might compete, I suppose,
with this claim.

I do recall that Dr. Stevenson, by his
kindness and his knowledge, first of all
saved me from betraying my ignorance
too much. But beyond that he saved me
from becoming a victim of my ignorance.
The legislation that came from that com-
mittee, the subcommittee and the full
committee, was, as usual, marked by the
strong hand and the guidance of Andy
Stevenson.

I would just like to extend a welcome
to him. I know he is a longtime resident
of Washington, D.C. He will find he will
get no younger in retirement. He may
feel younger for a few months, but if
and when the rigors and discomforts
of advancing years begin to overtake
him, I hope that he will remember there
is a happier climate out in Southern Cali-
fornia to which he can repair, and he will
find the warmest welcome possible from
this old colleague of his.

Mr. STAGGERS. I thank the gentle-
man from California. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL).

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
commend our distinguished chairman
and my good friend for having taken this
special order to pay tribute to a distin-
guished American and to a good friend
of all of us who serve on the great Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

I am sure my colleagues here know
this is the committee in which Sam Ray-
burn took vast pride. All of us who have
had the privilege of serving on that com-
mittee regard it as the greatest of the
many great committees that exist in this
House. We recognize the enormous
breadth of legislative responsibility of
this committee and the great respon-
sibilities it has under the rules and the
very broad duties it carries under the
rules of this body. Indeed, it is interesting
to note in the history of this body the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce is the oldest and first of the
committees of the Congress which was
established when this body was created
many long years ago.

Like my friend and colleague, the gen-
tleman from Florida, Mr. PAUL ROGERS,
and the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
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Brown), the son of another Member who
served in this body for many years, and
like many others of my colleagues, I not
only learned of this institution but
learned about the people who served
here, and I remember this committee has
given many distinguished leaders to this
body. The great Sam Rayburn was one
among others. Our colleague, Mr.
Brown of Ohio and our colleague, M.
Rocers of Florida served on this great
committee. I know they as I learned the
traditions and glories of this great body
and the great committee on which we
served.

Mr. Speaker, one of the greatest
strengths of that committee has always
been the outstandingly able and dedi-
cated staff we have had working for us in
the public interest. I remember well when
I came to the Congress that one of the
earliest acquaintances I made was Dr.
Andrew Stevenson. I have had the
benefit of his counsel for many years
while serving on this committee. His
counsel was wise and given well. One of
the greatest compliments I can give him
is that he was always careful of the in-
terest of the country.

I have enjoyed his friendship and I
have enjoyed his presence, and like most
of my other colleagues, I will miss him
in retirement. It is my hope that Dr.
Stevenson will have a happy and enjoy-
able retirement and a long one. It is also
my hope that he will come back and visit
his old friends on the Interstate and
Foreign Commerce Committee from time
to time. If there are difficult and hard
issues with which he is so thoroughly
familiar which arise from time to time,
I hope he will give us his counsel from
time to time on that committee.

I commend my friend, the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce for
taking this time. He is standing before
this body and he is truly an outstanding
and worthy successor of the other great
chairman. I am proud today that he does
this not only for his friend, but also for
my friend.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. Din-
GELL) .

Mr. Speaker, I yield now to the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island (Mr. TIER-
NAN) .

Mr. TIERNAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me at this
time.

I join, Mr. Speaker, as a new member
of the committee in the expression of
deep appreciation and affection for Dr.
Stevenson. I think this demonstration
of esteem by the committee members to-
day is a fitting tribute to the man, Dr.
Stevenson, who is held in great respect
and admiration by the members of the
committee.

I am sorry I will not have the benefit
of many years of gerving with him that
the others have had over the years, but
as the chairman has indicated today,
we may be able to call on Dr. Stevenson
for assistance in some matters in the
years ahead.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Rhode Island and
all who took part in this hour.
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Mr. Speaker, I shall summarize my re-
marks and insert the remainder in the
Recorp. The hour is late, but I would
like to continue briefly.

Mr. Speaker," I have asked for this
time in order to discuss with the House
the recent retirement on October 31 of
Dr. Andrew Stevenson, a member of the
professional staff of the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce for 22
years. It seems to me that Dr. Steven-
son’s retirement should give occasion to
the House and its Members, to consider
the proper role and functions of a pro-
fessional staff of a committee of the
House.

In 1946, the Congress adopted the Leg-
islative Reorganization Act, an act de-
signed to streamline and improve pro-
cedures of the Congress. One of the
reforms adopted as a result of that act
was the granting of authority to each
standing committee of the House and
of the Senate to employ four profes-
sional staff members who would be
selected without regard to partisan con-
siderations and solely on the basis of
fitness to perform their responsibilities.
The law prohibited any work other than
committee work being assigned to the
professional staff members, and also
stated that they may not engage in any
other employment while so serving.

Dr. Andrew Stevenson was a true pro-
fessional’s professional. His knowledge
and competence and experience in the
fields in which he served as an adviser
to the committee is outstanding. He al-
ways served with diligence, with integ-
rity, and the only criterion by which he
was guided was the public interest and
carrying out the intent of the committee.

Dr. Stevenson was initially appointed
to the staff of the committee on March
16, 1947. The appointment was made by
the Honorable Charles Wolverton, a
Republican chairman of the committee.
The Congress has changed its political
complexion several times since March
16, 1947, so that Dr. Stevenson served on
the staff under a total of two Repub-
licans and four Democratic chairmen.
I do not know what Dr. Stevenson’s
politics are; I do not think any other
Member of the House knows; I under-
stand that he has never been asked in
22 years what his politics are, and I do
not think that any member of the Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce Committee
has ever cared. We have always known
that Dr. Stevenson’s advice to the com-
mittee was based entirely upon the cri-
terion of the public interest, and the best
manner of serving the interests of the
committee.

Dr. Stevenson brought great experi-
ence to the committee. He was born in
Chicago, I11., on August 5, 1906, educated
in the public schools of Lake Bluff, Iil.,
Skagway, Alaska, and Nichol Senn High
School in Chicago from which he grad-
uated in 1922. He was awarded a bach-
elor of arts degree in 1926 from the
College of Wooster where he was a mem-
ber of Phi Beta Kappa. He entered grad-
uate school in Yale University in the
field of transportation receiving a mas-
ter’'s degree in 1928 and a Ph. D, in 1930.

He served as the Strathcona fellow in
transportation and as an assistant in
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transportation at the Yale University
Graduate School from 1927 to 1929. He
served as associate professor of econom-
ics and transportation in Kalamazoo
College from 1929 to 1932 and there-
after served as lecturer on Government
and business at Catholic University
Graduate School from 1938 to 1941.

He had direct experience in the field
of transportation, serving as assistant to
the president of the Chicago, Spring-
field & St. Louis Railway, Jacksonville &
Havana Railroad in 1925 and 1926. He
served as a clerk in the president’s office
of the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe
Railway in 1926 and 1927, and served as
vice president of the Nevada-Manhattan
Corp. from 1932 to 1935, working for the
merger of six California and Nevada
Shortline railroads into a proposed Mid-
Pacific Railroad. It is of interest here
that Dr. Stevenson’s Ph. D. thesis dealt
with the subject “The Shirtline Shippers’
Interest in Railroad Consolidation” in
1930.

In March 1935, Dr. Stevenson began
the first of over 34 years of service with
the Federal Government as an economist
on problems and statistics in the fields
of transportation, utilities, and finance
for the Central Statistical Board. Dur-
ing the summer of 1935 he was on loan
to the Federal Power Commission to re-
view and approve special electric rates
and power studies.

In November 1935, he began 6 years
of employment with the Securities and
Exchange Commission, serving as chief
securities analyst concerned with regis-
tration of new securities under the
Truth-in-Securities Act of 1933. He
served as a member of the joint Gov-
ernment-industry committee looking to-
ward revised legislation in 1940 and
1941.

From February to July of 1941, he was
on loan to the National Resources Board
for a report on transportation in war-
time, and served as a consultant on
transportation, utilities, and finance in
1940 and 1941 to the National Defense
Advisory Commission.

From September 1941, to January 1942,
he served in the office of production
management as the chief of the automo-
tive, transportation and farm equipment
branch in charge of programs, priorities,
allocations, and controls for these in-
dustries.

From January 1942, to October 1943,
he served as the director of the Trans-
portation Equipment Division of the War
Production Board in charge of produc-
tion and allocation of new railroad and
transit equipment and maintenance sup-
plies for domestic carriers, and for the
military services. From October 1943 to
November 1945, he served as executive
assistant to the operations’ vice chair-
man and to the chief of operations of
the War Production Board concerning
transportation matters, studies on re-
conversion and the elimination of con-
trols, and was in charge of operations
controls and their elimination for all in-
dustries, including ftransportation. In
November 1945, he was appointed as a
member of the Price Adjustment Board
of the Department of the Navy, and also
served as a member of the War Depart-
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ment Price Adjustment Board, dealing
with renegotiation of contracts and re-
mained in that position until he was
appointed to the staff of the Interstate
and Foreign Commerce Committee.

During the period of his service on the
professional staff of the committee. Dr.
Stevenson served as an adviser on all
matters relating to the Securities and
Exchange Commission, and legislation
relating thereto; on all matters relating
to transportation by rail, bus, truck,
barge, and pipeline; on legislation and
reports dealing with newsprint and its
availability; on the Weather Bureau;
communications satellites; on legislation
involving the Federal Power Act; on oil
and gas; and on numerous other subjects.
A review of the legislation on which he
has worked for the committee would be
such a long list as to be overwhelming.
Suffice it to say that the Interstate and
Foreign Commerce Committee is one of
the busier committees of the House, and
Dr. Stevenson has served as an adviser,
as a consultant, and as a professional
staff member on a substantial part of this
legislation.

His work with the committee embraced
many more subjects than just legislation,
however. Each committee is charged
with exercising legislative oversight over
the agencies for which it is responsible,
and Dr. Stevenson always kept abreast of
all activities of the agencies having juris-
diction over the subjects he covered for
the committee.

He did more than just keep abreast
of the agencies, however. As I can per-
sonally attest, he kept the chairman and
the committee abreast of developments.
As an illustration, we all know that the
United States retains a presence in Ant-
arctica today. This fact arises from ac-
tion taken by this committee at Dr. Ste-
venson’s suggestion. During the Inter-
national Geophysical Year, the United
States engaged in scientific activities in
Antarctica, which were planned to be
dropped in 1958. Dr. Stevenson suggested
that, in exercise of its responsibilities
over ecivil aviation, communications,
weather, and—at that time—scientific
activities generally, a subcommittee con-
duct an on-the-spot study of scientific
activities in the Arctic and Antarctic.
After this study was completed, the sub-
committee reported to the President its
views concerning the scientific activities
being conducted, and as a result the de-
cision was made to continue them.

This merely serves as an illustration
of the type of activities conducted by
the professional staff members of our
committees. In the case of Dr. Steven-
son, a listing of similar accomplishments
would be as overwhelming as a listing
of legislation he has worked on.

On December 16, 1933, Dr. Stevenson
married the former Elizabeth Otis. They
have two sons, Andrew, a teacher of
physics at Morgan State College in Bal-
timore, and James, a teacher of mathe-
maties at Bucknell.

Dr. Stevenson resides at 9208 Jones
Mill Road, Chevy Chase, Md.

Dr. Stevenson’s career, as these few
brief remarks have shown, has been a
busy one, dedicated to the best interests
of his country. He deserves a rest and
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relaxation, but I would be less than hon-
est if I did not say in closing that he is
one of the finest men I have ever known,
and we would like to have him back with
the committee in whatever capacity he
is willing to serve with us.

Mr. Speaker, on December 18, 1969, the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce met, and adopted a resolution
of appreciation for Dr. Stevenson’s dedi-
cated public service. I will include in my
remarks at this point in the Recorp the
text of that resolution:

RESOLUTION OF APPRECIATION EXTENDED TO
Dr, ANDREW STEVENSON

Whereas Dr. Andrew Stevenson served as a
member of the professional staff of the
House Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, from March 18, 1947, through
October 31, 1969, with outstanding dedica-
tion, devotion, competence, and skill; and

Whereas, in that capacity, and as profes-
slonal staff coordinator, he has rendered
service to the committee and to his country
with unselfish tirelessness, integrity, and
ability; and

Whereas his retirement brings a sense of
loss to the members of the committee and
the committee staff, and a realization of the
excellent quality of the service he has ren-
dered: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce, That an expression
of esteem and good wishes for his future, and
and an expression of deep regret at his re-
tirement, be extended to Dr. Andrew Steven-
son in the mame of all the members of the
Committee he has served with such unselfish
devotion and integrity.

Dr. Stevenson is more than a high-
class professional expert. We used to
have a phrase that represented the
highest tribute we would pay to a man.
We used to say, of the one whom we
delighted to honor, that “He is an officer
and a gentleman."”

As an officer of the Government Dr.
Stevenson has represented the United
States in innumerable complex and deli-
cate situations. As a gentleman he has
inspired all his numerous acquaintances
with respect and love. That is how I feel
about him myself. It has been an edu-
cation in proper official conduct and in
desirable human relations for those who
know him.

I accept his retirement from official
life with the deepest regret. Dr. Steven-
son has earned retirement, however, and
we do not wish for him anything less
than long years of happy contempla-
tion of the service he has rendered the
Nation and the good life he has led. May
all of us profit from his example. In the
future may the United States enjoy the
devoted services of other individuals
whose lives are patterned on the model
of Dr. Stevenson.

As I remarked to one of the gentleman
who spoke, we have implored Dr. Steven-
son to come back to our committee as a
consultant. He and his gracious, charm-
ing and lovely wife have been friends of
mine, as I know they have been of prac-
tically every member of this committee.
For them to sever relations completely
would be certainly hard for me to take,
and certainly we would miss them. I am
hopeful he will come back and join with
us.

We have a saying back home which
I believe sort of applies to Dr. Stevenson:
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that he believes in gentlemanliness—
honest, chivalrous, clean-minded, God-
fearing manliness. He believes in man,
the masterpiece of God’s creation, the
finest of all fine things in the world. He
believes in God, the infinite architect of
the universe and the compassionate
ruler of destiny.

I believe he has always held before
him the words of that saying in the poem
in living his life. I will only give part of
it:

I have to live with myself, and so

I want to be fit for myself to know.

I want to be able as the days go by

Always to look myself in the eye.

I don't want to stand with the setting sun
And hate myself for the things I have done.
I want to go out with my head erect.

I want to deserve every man'’s respect.

And may the Lord who is above us in
the heavens watch over the goings in and
goings out of Andy and Betty and his
family from this day henceforth and, for-
evermore, protect them and be with them
always.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to say at this
time I have several remarks to put in
the REcorp concerning Dr. Stevenson.
One of them is by our beloved Speaker,
Mr. McCorMAcK, which I will put in the
REecorp as well as one by the minority
leader on our committee, Mr. WiLLIAM
SPRINGER, and one by Mr. BROTZMAN, &
member of the committee. I know sev-
eral others have signified that they wish
to put remarks in the Recorp on the sub-
ject of Dr. Andrew Stevenson.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

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

Mr. STAGGERS. I will be delighted to
yield to the Speaker.

Mr. McCORMACK. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding and I wish to associate
myself wholeheartedly with his remarks
about Dr. Stevenson. I have known him
as long as he has been on the staff of the
House, and Dr, Stevenson is one of the
finest examples of a dedicated profes-
sional staff member ever to serve with
the House during my tenure in the House.

There have been numerous occasions
when I have called on Dr. Stevenson for
advice or information, and I have always
found his advice and his recommenda-
tions to be fair, impartial, and objective.
His background, his knowledge, and his
experience are outstanding. His service to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, to the House of Representa-
tives, and to the American people, can
best be characterized by the one word,
superb.

I am pleased that the commitiee today
adopted a resolution of appreciation for
Dr. Stevenson’s service, and I concur in
the sentiments expressed therein.

His retirement brings to me a great
sense of loss. I wish him well in his re-
tirement, and hope he enjoys many
happy and useful years with his lovely
wife, Betty.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, Dr.
Stevenson, Andy to us, has been the back-
bone of this committee for more years
than most of us who serve as members.
He has since 1947 been completely de-
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voted to his job and to every member of
this committee, whoever they have been
over the years. He has long been recog-
nized as the most capable and dedicated
staff professional on the Hill.

Committee members have always
sought Andy's advice on anything touch-
ing the work of the committee. In doing
so0, they knew that what he would give
them was the truth and the very best
information available. They also knew
that they could expect no pat answer, no
colored information or answers designed
to tell them what they might wish to
hear. What we always got from Andy was
the unvarnished facts whether pleasant
or unpleasant, whether agreeable to our
individual views or otherwise. You might
say he has been the ever-present con-
science of the Interstate and Foreign
Commerce Committee and in large meas-
ure responsible for the continuing
reputation of this committee for industry
and integrity. To carry such a burden is
a large order for any man. To Andy it
came naturally. And like the star per-
former, he made it look easy. His col-
leagues on the staff and those of us who
have been around for awhile know that
the likes of him will not be easy to find.
He is a one-of-a-kind man.

It is not that Andy’s talents and his
character were hid under a bushel. Far
from it. Every lobbyist and every lawyer
who represented segments of the indus-
try affected by the actions of this com-
mittee knew Andy. He scared them stiff.
They knew that he knew more about
what they were supposed to know than
they knew themselves. And they also
knew that phony arguments and un-
sound positions would be burst like nick-
el balloons. And most of all they knew
that there was no way in the world to
influence Andy Stevenson.

Elsie and I have known both Andy and
Betty socially for many of these years.
We know them to be a devoted couple
with a fine family of which they can be
Justly proud. We like them both and are
glad to have had the chance to associate
with them in other than profesional
contacts.

I am sure that I speak for many of
us when I say that we will sorely miss
Andy. We are sorry he has retired be-
cause we will see less of him. On the
other hand, it is nice to contemplate
that the Stevensons can now travel at
will. I know they enjoy it. And since
nothing we say now can lure Andy back
to the daily grind we can and do wish
him every bit of luck his service to us
and the country deserve. And that is a
heap of luck. We also wish him pleasant
skies and soft landings for many years
to come.

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

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to pay tribute to one of the very fine staff
members on the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce, Andrew
Stevenson, who is retiring this year. He
has always been exceedingly helpful. He
is an exceedingly able man and available
to every member of the committee. It
will be hard to see him go. I wish him
well and good luck for the future.
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Mr. BROTZMAN. Mr. Speaker, one of
the most rewarding aspects of being a
Member of the House of Representa-
tives is to work with and know a person
of the caliber and ability of Dr. Andrew
Stevenson. Dr. Stevenson has served as
a member of the professional staff of
the House Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce from March 16, 1947,
through October 31, 1969. I found him
to be a dedicated, skillful public servant
possessed of a pleasant, winning per-
sonality. While we, in the Congress, will
miss Dr, Stevenson’s able assistance, 1
want to join his multitude of friends
and admirers in wishing him and his
charming wife a fruitful and well-de-
served retirement.

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina.
Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to join with
Chairman Staccers and other members
of the Interstate and Foreign Commerce
Committee in paying tribute on this oc-
casion to Dr. Andrew Stevenson. I came
to know Dr. Stevenson shortly after be-
coming a member of the committee in
1963 and through the years have found
him to be unusually capable and cooper-
ative in handling my questions and
problems concerning committee legisla-
tive matters. Dr. Stevenson has made
the personal decision to retire as an ac-
tive member of the professional staff of
the committee and I am sorry to see
him go. I know that it will be difficult
to replace him, He has a brilliant mind
and a tremendous store of knowledge
that has been useful to us all as we have
considered complicated legislation in
many fields. I want to wish him well and
I certainly hope that we will be seeing
more of him as he visits Capitol Hill on
occasion.

THE FUTURE OF MICRONESIA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. BiNncHAM) is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, last April
I discussed at some length on the floor
of the House the situation in Micronesia,
that huge area of the Southwest Pacific
with less than 100,000 inhabitants which
the United States administers as a “stra-
tegic trust territory” under the U.N.
Charter. I pointed out the growing dis-
satisfaction with the U.S. administra-
tion on the part of many Micronesians,
and I urged that the United States take
steps promptly to start moving toward
allowing the islanders to determine their
own political future as we are obligated
to do under the terms of the trusteeship
agreement we entered into.

Yesterday I was privileged to host a
luncheon at which these same problems
were discussed. Present at the luncheon
were representatives of the executive
branch charged with responsibilities con-
cerning the trust territory and our re-
lationship with the United Nations, Mem-
bers of Congress from various committees
concerned with different aspects of the
matter, including the Interior and Insu-
lar Affairs Committee, the Appropria-
tions Committee, the Foreign Affairs
Committee, the Armed Services Com-
mittee, and representatives of the press.
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Also attending the luncheon were Prof.
Thomas Franck and Dr. Edward Weis-
band, director and associate director, re-
spectively, of New York University’s
distinguished center for international
studies, and the author of a “policy pa-
per” released yesterday by the center,
Prof. Stanley A. de Smith, of the London
School of Economics and Political Sci-
ence. The title of Professor de Smith's
paper is “Options for Micronesia: A Po-
tential Crisis for America’s Pacific
Trust Territory.”

I append at this point the text of a
press release concerning Professor de
Smith’s paper issued by the New York
University Center for International
Studies. The preliminary text of his pa-
per will be inserted following my remarks
under this special order.

The press release follows:

MicroNESIA'S RiGHT To CHOOSE
INDEPENDENCE

The people of Micronesia must be allowed
a free cholce between independence and con-
tinuing association with the United States,
according to a British expert in international
law.

Professor Stanley A. de Smith made his
recommendations in a paper published De-
cember 17, 1969, by the Center for Interna-
tional Studies of New York University. The
title of the paper 1s: *“Options for Micro-
nesia: A Potential Crisis for America’s Pacific
Trust Territory.”

In reviewing the alternatives open to the
United States, Professor de Smith concludes
that “Gilven the general climate of opinion in
the United Nations, it is essential that 1)
Micronesia be given a genuine Independence
option and 2) the conduct of a referendum
on the status issue be supervised or observed
by United Nations’ representatives.”

Micronesia’'s future status should not be
determined by its convenience as a substitute
for United States military bases on Okinawa,
according to Professor de Smith, nor should
a choice be accompanied by an American
threat to cut off economic ald if the Micro-
nesians should choose independence.

“If these principles are applied without
procrastination,” Professor de Smith writes,
“there is every possibility that the people of
Micronesia will determine their future by
opting for free association with the United
States.”

The Micronesians at this time seem to pre-
fer to retain an association with the United
States, Professor de Smith reports. Professor
de Smith visited the Pacific Trust Territories
recently while he was a Senior Fellow of the
Center for International Studies of New York
University, which sponsored his study.

Professor de Smith writes that a Commis-
sion appointed by the Congress of Micro-
nesia recommended internal self-government
in free association with the United States.
If negotiations for such future political
status should fail, the Commission recom-
mended that Micronesia should seek full
independence as a unified state.

Professor de Smith observes also that
“America’'s self-image (as) that of a non-
colonial, indeed anticolonial power . . . iIsno
longer credible in much of the inaptly named
‘third world' . . . In such a context, the
United States must surely handle the prob-
lem of Micronesia with delicacy and finesse,
unless, of course, it is prepared to thumb
its nose at United Nations' opinion in defense
of an issue Inessential to national survival."

De Smith, who is Professor of Public Law
at London School of Economics and Political
Science, has had extensive experience as con-
stitutional advisor to the British Govern-
ment during its decolonization program. His
paper was adapted from a larger work en-
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titled “Microstates and Micronesia: Problems
of America's Pacific Islands and Other Mi-
nute Territories.” This work will be pub-
lished in January, 1970 for the Center for
International Studies by the New York Uni-
versity Press.

While I do not agree with all of Dr.
de Smith’s points, I believe his paper
represents a serious study done by a rec-
ognized expert in the relatively new field
of “decolonization” and deserves atten-
tion and study. Some might object and
say: “This is an American problem; why
should we have to have a Britisher tell
us what to do?”

My own view is that in any case we
should listen to advice from whatever
quarter. In this particular case there is
the added fact that the problem is not
just an American one; it concerns the
United Nations and, especially, the Gov-
ernment of the United Kingdom, which
is a member of the Trusteeship Council
and a permanent member of the Security
Council and as such will be one of the
governments that will pass judgment on
whatever final arrangements the United
States may propose for Micronesia under
the terms of our Trusteeship Agreement.
In addition, of course, the British—and
Professor de Smith in particular—have
had a lot of experience with the process
of decolonization, both with respect to
colonies and protectorates and with re-
spect to trust territories.

I might add that I arranged for Pro-
fessor de Smith to present his conclu-
sions to a group on Capitol Hill at the
request of the director of New York Uni-
versity’s Center for International Stud-
ies, which I serve as a member of the
center's President’s Council. I felt that,
by doing so, I would be helping to air a
most difficult, and potentially dangerous
problem, of which most Americans are
not even aware,

I fully recognize that, for a number of
years now, representatives of the exec-
utive branch, especially in the Interior
and State Departments, and Members
of Congress, especially in the Committees
on Interior and Insular Affairs, and in
the Appropriations Committees, have de-
voted a great deal of study and attention
to the problem. Last year, for example,
the Subcommittee on Territorial and
Insular Affairs, headed by my able col-
league, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. CAREY), made a lengthy and ardu-
ous on-the-ground study of conditions
in the trust territory. As a result of
these activities, and also in response
to the recommendations of the U.N.
Trusteeship Council over the years, there
have been extensive political develop-
ments in the islands, including the
creation of an elected Congress of Micro-
nesia, and much progress has been made
in providing more adequate funds for
the economie, educational, and social
development of the trust territory.

However, I do not believe we have
been moving fast enough, especially in
the political arena. We have not, for
example, responded to the request of the
Micronesians, endorsed by the Johnson
administration, that a Presidential com-
mission should be established to explore
the ways and means for ascertaining the
wishes of the Micronesian people as to
their political future.
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I am very much afraid that, if we
continue on our present deliberate course,
concentrating mainly on improving the
material conditions of the islanders, we
will before long have a political crisis on
our hands that may very well jeopardize
our future in the whole area. That is why
I believe we should pay serious attention
to the views of a disinterested outsider
such as Professor de Smith.

The text of the policy paper referred
to follows:

OpTiONS FOR MICRONESIA: A POTENTIAL CRSIS

IN AMERICA'S PaciFic TruUST TERRITORY

(By Stanley A. de Smith)
I

For Micronesia, 1968 was a year of lopsided
achievement. The number of Peace Corps vol-
unteers rose to seven-hundred, a high pro-
portion of them involved in teaching English
and promoting community development. On
the whole the Micronesians were very pleased
to have them. Jet airline services, linking
Saipan and Guam with Truk and Majuro,
swept into the Territory. Before long air-
craft would carry parties of Japanese and
American tourists from district to district.
High school enrollments were bounding for-
ward, and more than three-hundred Micro-
nesian students were going on to further
education outside the Territory. But the
base of the economy remained weak and the
splendid development plans for district cen-
ters have yet to get off the ground. This
was hardly surprising, inasmuch as the
United States Congress had not in fact ap-
propriated more than twenty million dollars
for annual grants to the Territory till fiscal
year 1968, and the cost of making good the
years of neglect in these remote and scat-
tered islands would be enormous. However,
a higher annual ceiling of fifty million dol-
lars was promised for fiscal years 1970 and
1971; if these sums were indeed to be ap-
propriated and spent on worthwhile projects,
this would mark a great leap forward.

1968 was also a year of ostensibly modest
constitutional changes. One of these changes,
the exclusion of government employees from
membership of the Congress of Micronesia,
made little difference in practice; but the
fact that so many Congressmen were willing
to surrender well-pald government jobs in
order to remain in politics on a low salary
showed clearly enough that Congress had
come to stay. More significant, perhaps, was
another feature of the Fourth Amendment
to Secretarial Order No. 2882, The salaries
of Micronesian Congressmen were in the
future to be paid out of funds appropriated
by the United States Congress Itself.®? Ob-
viously this gesture was not intended merely
to make more funds available for the appro-
priation by the Congress of Micronesia, It in-
dicated the direction in which thoughts were
turning in Washington. Micronesian Con-
gressmen accepted this change without en-
thusiasm. But then, many of them had drawn
salaries as employees of the Territorial Gov-
ernment before this without being reduced
to docility.

Ix

1968 saw the first frults of serious local
thinking about the ultimsate political status
of Micronesia. The story goes back to August
1966, when the Congress of Micronesia peti-
tioned the President of the United States "to
establish a commission to consult the people
of Micronesia to ascertain their wishes and
views, and fo study and critically assess the
political alternatives open to Micronesia.”
In 1967 the Congress of Micronesia provided
for the establishment of its own Future Po-
litical Status Commission. About the same
time, the President submitted to the United
States Congress a proposal to set up a com-

Footnotes at end of article.
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mission to examine the issues with a view
to enabling ‘“the people of the Trust Territory
freely to express their wishes as soon as
possible, and not later than June 30, 1972, on
the future status of the Trust Territory.”

The President’s Status Commission would
consist of a chairman and eight members
appointed by the President, four members
chosen by the President of the Senate, and
four chosen by the Speaker of the House of
Representatives; it would be required to sub-
mit its report and recommendations within
elght months of the provision of appropria-
tions.®? Minor disagreements aroce in Con-
gress over the Commission's composition and
the target date. A joint resolution to estab-
lish a Commission failed to pass in 1967,
again in the election year of 1968 and yet
again in 1969. But in January 1968 members
of the Subcommittees on Territorial and In-
sular Affairs of both the House of Repre-
sentatives and the Senate visited Micronesia
and held disessions with the Micronesian
Future Political Status Commmission.

These discussions were not published. It is
understood, however, that the Micronesians
found the American senators more flexible
than the members of the House Subcommit-
tee. The prevailing view on the House Sub-
committee is sald to have been that inde-
pendence and statehood were equally un-
realistic goals for Micronesia, that its best
course would be to elect to become an unin-
corporated territory of the United States
like Gaum. In the meantime Micronesia
could not expect to be allowed either to ap-
propriate federal grants in ald or to obtain
free entry for its products into the United
States.

Meanwhile the Future Political Status
Commission had not been idle, At its first
meeting, in November 1867, it elected as
Chairman Representative (now Senator)
Lazarus Salli of Palau, the prime mover in
this local initiative. It met again in Jan-
uary and April 1968, the meetings lasting
some six days each. In May 1968 Representa-
tive Salil and Senator Balley Olter visited
the United Nations, Puerto Rico and the
United States Virgin Islands in company
with a State Department official. At the end
of June 1968 the Commission produced its
first Interim Report, a document of one-
hundred-twenty-five pages.

The Commission, under the terms of the
joint resolution authorizing its appoint-
ment, consisted of a Congressman from each
administrative district. Its terms of refer-
ence were (a) to develop and recommend
methods of political education, (b) to pre-
sent the alternative options open to Micro-
nesians, (¢) to recommend procedures to
determine the wishes of the people, (d) “to
undertake a comparative analysis and to
select areas of study of the manners and
procedures whereby the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico, Western Samoa, and Cook
Islands, and other territories and develop-
ing nations have achieved their self-govern-
ment, independence, or other status”, and
(e) to perform any necessary ancillary func-
tions. The mention of “independence” in the
terms of reference and also in the preambu-
lar recitals to the joint resolution, and the
omission of any express reference to Ameri-
can unincorporated territories, were no doubt
carefully calculated.

The Interim Report was inconclusive but
unusually interesting. The Commission had
not yet held public hearings; nor examined
all the issues. It asked the regular session
of Congress for renewal of its mandate. This
was gqulckly granted without dissent; Con-
gress appropriated the relatively large sum
of seventy thousand dollars for the purpose,
to enable the Commission to travel farther
afield. Clearly the Interim Report had made
a favorable impression.

The Report concentrated on identifying

Footnotes at end of article.
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alternative constitutional destinations open
to Micronesia. In an appendix it summarized
the recent political history of the Common-
wealth of Puerto Rico, Western Samoa, the
Cook Islands, the Philippines, and Guam, in
that order. Analyzing these particular cases,
the report pointed out that the territories,
upon determination of their present status,
had not been economically self-sufficient and
that determination of status had not sig-
nificantly encouraged investment or eco-
nomic growth. Each of them, neglected by
the metropolitan government, had looked to
local agitation for a change of status and for
constitutional reform. In some of them ex-
ternal factors such as United Nations atti-
tudes, or indirect pressures exerted within
the metropolitan power structure by the de-
pendent territory throughout the cultiva-
tion of influential friends, had been impor-
tant. This analysis was cautiously objective,
but its gist was not understood to appraise
independence as a panacea for Micronesia's
ills. However, there was no detalled examina-
tion of the circumstances in which an option
for independence might be to Micronesia’s
advantage.

In other appendices, the Commission set
out its recommendations for a review of Sec-
retarial Order No. 2882, and its comments on
a bill for an Organic Act for the Trust Ter-
ritory, which Representative Patsy Mink of
Hawail had introduced into the United
States Congress (the bill was not passed into
law). These recommendations and com-
ments probably influenced to some degree
the Fourth Amendment to the Secretarial
Order, issued three months later. The Com-
mission also concluded that although it
should cooperate with the Presidential Status
Commission were it formed, Micronesians
should not sit as members of the Presidential
Commission.

The Commission recognized the impor-
tance of the question of political education,
for Micronesians generally lacked adequate
understanding of the present institutions of
government and were not in a position to
make an informed cholce of their future
status. But is was pointless to put forward
detalled recommendations on the matter at
that time, if only because the Commission
itself was still in the process of evaluating
the merits of varlous alternative types of
status. One notes that In January 1969 a
special committee on Government Organiza-
tion was constituted by the Congress of Mi-
cronesia to examine ways of improving the
efficiency of the Trust Territory Government.
The committee heard testimony from officlals
and others, and decided to travel to all dis-
tricts in March. It would be in a position to
promote the diffusion of information and
perhaps to indicate how best to prepare the
people for subsequent self-determination.

The Interim Report gave preliminary con-
sideration to nine possibilities. Three were
concerned with the Territory’'s future geo-
graphical limits, six with the ultimate politi-
cal status of the Territory, assuming reten-
tion of existing boundaries; there was some
overlap between the several options.

On the question of geographical limits,
the courses considered were the expansion of
Micronesia to include island areas not yet
within its boundaries; the division of Micro-
nesia (perhaps uniting part of the Territory
with another political entity); and the main-
tenance of present Micronesian boundaries.

The expansion of Micronesia to include
other areas (e.g. Guam, Nauru, American
Samoa, the Cook Islands, the Gilbert and El-
lice Islands) presupposed a willingness to
unite on the part of the others. Nothing in
any of these territories except Guam evi-
denced any wish to create such a union, or
that union would bring with it economic
advantages. The question of union with
Guam would, however, require further in-
vestigation.

My own impression was that no body of
opinion in Micronesia except that represented
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by the Popular Party in the Marianas—now,
for the time being, a minority party in its
own district—wanted union with Guam. The
Popular Party wanted the Marianas detached
from the rest of Micronesia for this purpose;
in Guam itself, opinion seemed more favor-
able to merger with the Marianas than with
the Trust Territory as a whole.! It is of some
interest that neither in this context nor else-
where in the Interim Report was any express
reference made to the possibility of union
with Hawall, despite the fact that Governor
Burns of Hawail® and other influential fig-
ures in that state ® were known to favor the
incorporation of Micronesia within Hawail.
The emphasis in this section of the Interim
Report was on the expansion rather than the
absorption of Micronesia. By implication, the
Commission was unwilling to see Micronesia
lose its identity by subordination to another
entity.

The Commission felt that, on the whole,
a division of the Territory offered little;
moreover, fragmentation was opposed both
by the United States and by the United Na-
tlons. But the decision to proceed on the as-
sumption that the Territory would be pre-
served as an entity was “a begrudging and
tentative conclusion.” 7

The wording reveals differences of opinion
within the Commission. This is not sur-
prising. Not only did the Commission in-
clude a separationist from the Marlanas,
but nationalist sentiment in other parts of
Micronesia is weak and, as the Commission
put it, “embryonic™. Were a plebiscite con-
ducted there and then, offering each district
the option of separate independence, this
option would probably have attracted a very
large vote. Local particularism is a potent
force in Micronesia. People are more aware
of what divides them from their neighbors
in other districts than of what unltes them.
These sentiments are not confined to the
apolitical majority; they are shared in some
degree by the more sophisticated. Among
resolutions passed by the Congress of Micro-
nesia in 1968 was one congratulating the
diminutive but wealthy Republic of Nauru
on the attainment of independence. A num-
ber of prominent Micronesians hanker after
the same goal for their own districts. But
they are practical enough to be pessimistic,
especially as such minisecule and impov-
erished entities could hardly maintain a vi-
able independence without offering strate-
gic facilities to a foreign country hostile to
the United States. One has only to state
the problem to see that it would be almost
impossible to resolve. Moreover, if each dis-
trict decided to go its own way, and the
United States and the United Nations were to
concur, it is quite certaln that some of the
new microstates would be left to moulder
in stagnation. And if strategic potential is
to be used as a bargaining counter in nego-
tiations about ultimate status, there is at
present (quite apart from the attitude of the
Administering Authority) a sufficient num-
ber of Micronesians with an interest in
maintaining the Territory’s geographical in-
tegrity to quash any serious separatist agi-
tation. If a district has a valuable asset, pres-
sure will be for an auction on behalf of the
people of the whole Territory.

On the provisional assumption that the
Territory would remain one, the Commis-
sion set out four main alternative destina-
tions: independence; the status of a freely
assoclated state or protectorate; integra-
tion with a sovereign state; and (perhaps
surprisingly) continuance as a trust terri-
fory. The Commission made commentis on
these several possibilities but offered no
recommendations,

The Commission briefly stated the impli.
cations of independence, but in so delicate
a manner as to give no direct offense to the
Administering Authority. It went on to ob-
serve that lack of money and manpower, and
general economic underdevelopment, pre-
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sented serious obstacles to independence in
the near future, unless one form of economic
and political dependence were exchanged
for another, The Commission concluded with
the cryptic observation that “in consider-
ing an independent Micronesia . . . some
thought must be given to the continuing
strategic interest of the United States In
Micronesia.” * One could assume that these
words were not composed in a spirit of al-
truism, Micronesians would not voluntarily
eschew independence merely in order to safe-
guard the interests of the United States. The
passage implied that American presence in
Micronesia might well be worth a great
deal of money to the United States, especially
if the Ryuku Islands (including Okinawa)
were to be evacuated soon; that an option
for independence would not inevitably prove
an economic catastrophe, despite serious
risks (of which the present unpopularity of
foreign aid in the United States Congress,
and the unpredictability of future strategic
appreciations are the most obvious); and
that nobody could be sure of American re-
actions to a vote in favor of independence.
One can at least be sure—and the Micro-
nesians are aware of this—that the United
States Government would prefer Micronesia
not to opt for independence; and that it can
be persuaded to invest a good deal of money
in developing Micronesian resources in the
hope of influencing the outcome.

The Commission dwelt even less expan-
sively on the status of what it called a “free
associated state”, which it equated with a
protectorate. It had not studied, at that time,
arrangements for the British assoclated
states in the Caribbean. One of the appen-
dices described rather sketchily the constitu-
tional and economic position of the Cook
Islands.

The next group of possible destinations
were forms of integration with a major power.
“The logical choice for integration”, in the
words of the Report, “is with the United
States.” Such a choice would practically
guarantee continued support for develop-
ment programs and for the supply of skilled
personnel not available in Micronesia. Three
forms of ‘“integration” were mentioned:
Commonwealth status after the style of
Puerto Rico; integration as an unincor-
porated territory; and integration as an in-
corporated territory. The Report did not deal
with the possibility of separate statehood for
Micronesia (except in passing, when it re-
ferred to the status of an incorporated ter-
ritory as the “highest next to statehood"
within the American system) nor, as we have
pointed out, did it mention the question of
union with Hawali,

The present writer's own impression is that
most of the members of the Commission
were attracted to the idea of Commonwealth
status but not to territorial status. They did
not wish to be latter-day Guamanians or
appendages of Hawali; nor, for that matter,
did they appear to be enamored of the con-
cept of American citizenship or lability to
the draft, which the Puerto Ricans enjoy.
But Puerto Rico's wide measure of internal
autonomy coupled with a de facto right of
self-determination, viewed against a back-
ground of impressive economic development
and participation in a range of American
social welfare programs, had much to com-
mend it. Why the Commission distinguished
Commonwealth status so sharply from free
association according to the Cook Islands
model was not clear. The Cook Islanders have
retained New Zealand citizenship and free
access to New Zealand; the economy is heav-
ily subsidized by New Zealand; and the Is-
lands have an explicit constitutional right to
opt for independence. It is true that the
Cook Islands do not enjoy high living stand-
ards, and they do not share fully in the
social benefits of New Zealand, but then the
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islands are very remote and poor in re-
sources, and New Zealand is a fairly small
and not particularly rich country. Moreover,
it is open to the Cook Islands Legislature to
enact measures for reasonable protective dis-
erimination in favor of the indigenous in-
habitants.

Finally, there was the possibility of re-
maining a trust territory indefinitely. Such
a decision might expedite economic devel-
opment by leaving United States exposed to
pressure; if the status issue were resolved,
there is a danger that Micronesia would be
allowed to fall back into oblivion.

This last suggestion would be unattractive
to the United States Government, to interna-
tional opinion and to a growing number of
educated Micronesians? If such a state of
affairs were to come to pass, it would be a
by-product either of disagreement with the
United States or within Micronesia on the
status issue, or of failure to persuade the
United Nations that the trusteeship agree-
ment should be terminated—for example,
because the Micronesians had opted for &
status less than sovereign independence.

pad

In July 1969 the Micronesian Future Po-
litical Status Commission issued its final Re-
port. It came down in favor of an internally
self_governing state in free assoclation with
the United States. If negotiations for free
association were to fail, the Commission rec-
ommended that Micronesia ultimately opt
for independence as a unified state.?

During the preceding few months there
had been several developments., First, the
Commission had engaged Professor James
W. Davidson of the Australian National Uni-
versity, Canberra, as its constitutional con-
sultant. Davidson, a New Zealander, was
entirely independent of the Territorial Ad-
ministration. He had been one of the archi-
tects of the Cook Islands free association
scheme and Western Samoa’s independence
constitution. In 1967 he had advised Ham-
mer de Roburt in Nauru during the difficult
but successful negotiations for independence.
His appointment to advise the Micronesian
Commission was an astute and significant
move.

Second, the Fourth Amendment to the Sec-
retariat Order which had originally consti-
tuted the Micronesian Congress provided for
a number of significant changes in the leg-
islature. Government officers and employees
and members of district legislatures were
now disqualified from membership in Con-
gress (they had previously been permitted to
serve because of a dearth of suitably quali-
fied candidates); a salary of three thousand
five hundred dollars per annum Was pro-
vided for each member of Congress (com-
pensation of members had previously been
fixed at sixteen dollars per day plus travel-
ling allowances); and the length of regular
legislative sessions was Increased from
thirty to forty-five days per year, with pro-
vision for an additional regular session of up
to fifteen days in alternate years. The fact
that, in the future, salaries would be paid
out of American congressional appropria-
tions underlined the difficulties implicit in
an option for independence. However, with
the Congress of Micronesia now a body of
salaried members and with the length of its
usual sessions for 1969 now doubled, the
status of Micronesian Congressmen had been
enhanced rather than diminished in their
own eyes and the eyes of the electorate. As
professional legislators, they became more,
not less, self-assertive.

Third, the Status Commission had broad-
ened its horizons by talking to the political
leaders of Nauru and the Cook Islands, and
visiting American Samoa, Western Samoa,
Fiji, and Australian New Guinea.

Fourth, it conducted public hearings in
each of the six districts in order to sound
local opinion and further political education.

Fifth, the election results in the Marianas
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(the Popular Party's candidate had been
narrowly, but surprisingly, defeated) had
probably reduced the future dimensions of
the problem created by the separatist move-
ment in that district. (However, see footnote
4 for evidence that In November 1969 this
problem still remalned).

Sixth, in April 1969 the Commission issued
a Statement of Intent, virtually a synopsis
of the conclusions contained in its Report
three months later.

Seventh, in May 1969 the new Secretary of
the Interior, the new Director of the Office
of Territories,* and high-ranking defense
officials visited Micronesia. The ball was al-
ready in their court, and they were in a posi-
tion to assess the nature of America’s prob-
lems.

Eighth, it was becoming increasingly likely
that the United States would (i) relinquish
its political status in Okinawa, where it had
massive bases, and (i1) phase out its commit-
ment in Viet Nam, during the next few years.
The net result would probably be an increase
in the strategic “denial” value of Micronesia
to the United States. But it was impossible to
predict how the change of government in
Washington and the introduction of new
faces among those responsible for the Terri-
tory's affairs*® would affect the Administra-
tion’s policles.

w

The 1960 Report of the Future Status
Commission was far more decisive and ex-
plicit than the Interim Report. It summarily
dismissed integration with Japan as being
neither advantageous nor practicable. It re-
jected the idea of integration with the
United States* while recognizing the eco-
nomic benefits that incorporation with the
American constitutional system would bring.
The disadvantages, paramount in the eyes
of the Commission, were five: other United
States citizens would have equal rights to
acquire land ** and conduct business in Mi-
cronesia: Micronesia would lack control of
its own affairs; Micronesians would be sub-
ject to United States taxes; they would have
fewer opportunities to hold key positions in
the government; there would be intensified
Americanization, which would diminish the
prospect of preserving Micronesian cultures.
The Report falled to make clear, however,
that some of these consequences would flow
only from complete integration—e.g. as part
of the State of Hawall. Guam, an unincor-
porated territory of the United States, has a
large measure of internal self-government;
Guamanians hold most of the key positions
in the Administration; the tax system is not
the same as on the mainland. But to the Mi-
cronesians (except in the Marianas) Amer-
ica is no more than a generous and helpful
friend. Most Micronesians, unlike Guaman-
ians, do not want to be incorporated into
the great American family; they do not feel
that they are or ought to be Americans. Nor
do they wish to have their hands tied by the
Pentagon, Their aversion to territorial status
rests to a large extent on a distaste for the
situation in Guam, which they see as inim-
ical to self-respect. To the members of the
Status Commission, a merger with Guam
imposed by the United States while Mi-
cronesia was still a trust territory would
be unacceptable.

Nevertheless, the Commission took note of
sentiment in the Marianas District in favor
of an immediate merger with Guam, and of
interest shown at its public hearings in all
districts in relationships with Guam. It dealt
judiciously with the separatist movement on
the Marianas, and went so far as to declare
that it “would not oppose a political union
which reflects the freely-expressed desire of
a majority of the residents of the district.” **
But it also commented that it was ultimately
for the United States and the United Nations
to resolve this question, and expressed the
hope that separation would not be embarked
upon till all possibilities for partnership had
been explored.
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The Commission foresaw a growth in co-
operation between Guam and the Trust Ter-
ritory, and thought it “not impossible” that
Guam and Micronesia might one day com-
prise a single political unit’® But first the
Trust Territory had to become a self-govern-
ing state in free association with the United
States. If the people of Guam were to join
the people of the Trust Territory in a move-
ment towards full internal self-government,
the question of a future union could be care-
fully discussed.”® This part of the Commis-
sion’s Report was cautiously and somewhat
vaguely worded, perhaps for the purpose of
securing unanimity on a contentious issue.
Union between a self-governing Micronesia
and Guam may indeed not be “impossible,”
but there would have to be big changes of
attitude in both territories before it could be
seriously contemplated.

On the central issues, the Commission
shed the reticence it had shown In 1968.
Micronesia had to become fully self-govern-
ing “because the continuation of a quasi-
colonial status would prove degrading to
Micronesia and unworthy of America.” * But
America had strategic interests in the area.
For this purpose it needed to use the Micro-
nesians’ most precious asset, their land; and
it should be prepared to pay an appropri-
ate price, freely negotiated with Micronesians,
for such facilities. The price would entail
the provision of material and human ald to
the Micronesian Government, and the repre-
sentation and protection of Micronesia in
international affairs. In return, Micronesia
would accept some relinquishment of land
for American military purposes, the soclal
consequences of the presence of American
military personnel, and the prospect of be-
ing a target in a future war.

The Commission envisaged the following
procedure. First, a formal request by the
Congress of Micronesia to the United States
Congress for the passage of an enabling Act
slmilar to the Aet under which Puerto Rico's
Commonwealth (or free association) consti-
tution was adopted by the people; second,
negotiations by Micronesian representatives
with the Federal Government in Washing-
ton; # third, the adoption of an extensive
program of political education in Micronesia,
inspired by the initiative of Individual mem-
bers of the Congress of Micronesia; fourth,
the election of a Constitutional Convention
in Micronesia to determine the future con-
stitution; fifth, submission of both the con-
stitution prepared by the Convention and
the question of political status accompany-
ing it to a referendum of the people. If the
proposals were rejected by the people, trus-
teeship would have to be prolonged till a
satisfactory solution was reached. If the
proposals were rejected by the voters of a
single district, the Congress of Micronesia
“should take this into careful consideration
and attempt to resolve it.”* The Commis-
sion was clear that the constitution could
not be one handed down by the Adminis-
tering Authority, and that close consultation
with the United Nations should be main-
tained.

The Commission did not offer detailed sug-
gestions for the future structure of internal
self-government, but noted a consensus that
the Interests of each district ought to be
taken into account; that no district or group
of districts be allowed a dominating position
by reason of numerical superiority; and that
unity must be compatible with decentraliza-
tion and the recognition of diversity. It
might be desirable to vest executive power
in a council representing all districts instead
of concentrating that power in one individ-
ual.

Perhaps the best section of the Report was
the succinct appraisal of the advantages and
and disadvantages of independence.® An in-
dependent Micronesia would need to have
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close ties with a major power, presumably
the United States, and would depend on that
power for grants in aid and rental for leased
strategic bases. An attempt by that power to
exert undue pressure on an independent
Micronesia would be more difficult than if
Micronesia were its assoclated state. Its au-
thority in an independent Micronesia would
be defined by treaty. As an independent state
Micronesia could, if it wished, take part di-
rectly In the affairs of international orga-
nizations; it would have more freedom of
manoeuvre. The Commission also thought
that a declsion to opt for independence would
assist the growth of national pride and a
sense of Micronesian identity. Independence,
moreover, would be an outcome acceptable
to the United Nations.

On the other hand, the absence of a for-
mal constitutional link with the TUnited
States would leave Micronesia in a perilous
economic position as one among many
claimants for foreign aid.

Even if the American Government felt a
sense of obligation, their sympathy might not
be shared by Congress. As an independent
state, Micronesia could not expect duty-free
entry for its exports to the United States or
so ready a supply of American expert ad-
visers, though it would be free to seek assist-
ance elsewhere. However, independence would
probably mean a fall in Micronesia’s already
low living standards. Given the “grim re-
alities” of Micronesian conditions, the Com-
mission recommended independence “only as
a second alternative to be considered if self-
government in free association with the
United States should not be possible.” Earlier
in the Report the Commission had stressed
that faillure in the negotiations with the
United States should not lead to “an abrupt
and immediate plunge into the hardships
and uncertainties of independence”, but to
a lengthy prolongation of the Trusteeship
Agreement while the the baslis for viable
Micronesian independence was being estab-
lished =

In two respects the Commission seems to
have been unrealistic. First, independence
would be more likely to lead to insular frag-
mentation than to national unity, except pos~
gibly In the very short term. One clear ad-
vantage of assoclation with the United States
would be that America could be expected to
apply coercion to a secessionist island group.
It might be more reluctant to do so at the
invitation of an independent Micronesian
Government. Second, 1t is hard to believe that
the United Nations would recognize the valid-
ity of an act of self-determination which did
not offer the Micronesians the option of vot-
ing for independence,

The Report is markedly vague on the type
of association arrangement the Commission
had in mind. From its omissions one may
perhaps infer that the Commission favored
& relationship with the United States less
close than that of Puerto Rico but not quite
as loose as that between New Zealand and
the Cook Islands. Nothing in the Report
suggests that the assoclation arrangements
should include a provision (which exists In
the Cook Islands and the British associated
states) for termination at the instance of
either party. Presumably this omission re-
filects the fear that Micronesia might one
day be cast adrift to fend for itself. But the
independence option cannot be dismissed so
easily. Agsain, the Report seems to assume
that Micronesians (unlike Puerto Ricans)
would not be American citizens, but should
enjoy free access to the United States and
the American market, whereas American
cltizens would not enjoy corresponding rights
of access to Micronesia; and that the United
Btates Government and Congress would lack
paramount authority in Micronesia (as New
Zealand lacks paramount authority in the
Cook Islands) except in relation to external
defense and international relations. However,
it is understandable that the Micronesians
should seek the best of all avallable worlds.
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It is also understandable that, whatever the
Report may say, continued association with
the United States would be, for many Mi-
cronesians, a second best, a sacrifice of theilr
emotional preference for independence.

¥

America’s self-image has been and still is
that of a noncolonial, indeed anticolonial,
power. For a number of reasons this image
is no longer credible in much of the inaptly
named “third world.”* American interests
have demanded support for a western al-
liance with colonial powers; military inter-
vention in small countries menaced or
thought to be menaced by Communist sub-
version or take-overs; the maintenance of
foreign bases; and the adoption of positions
in the Middle East and Southern Africa too
moderate to satisfy inflamed passions. In
addition, the United States remains subject
to the hostile scrutiny of the Committee of
Twenty-Four because of its “‘colonial’” stance
in Guam, the Virgin Islands, American
Samoa and Micronesia. It has the disad-
vantage of being wealthy in a world of poor
nations; it is accused of neo-colonialism. It
houses the United Nations in New York,
where delegates can observe for themselves
a wide gulf between riches and squalor,
surges of black revolutionary sentiment, and
violent manifestations of social disorder,

The international image of the United
Btates may improve; it may deteriorate. In
any event, the influence wielded by the
United States at the United Nations and in
the world at large is more impressive than
America’s popularity. Its success (for what
it is worth) in securing the exclusion of
Communist China from the Chinese seat at
the United Nations for so many years bears
testimony to this fact. But in such a con-
text the United States must surely handle
the problem of Micronesia with delicacy and
finesse, unless, of course, it is prepared to
thumb its nose at United Nations opinion in
defense of an interest inessential to national
survival,

Relations between the United States and
the Trusteeship Council have been amicable.
The comments of the 1967 Visiting Mission to
Micronesia were far from being uniformly
uncomplimentary. At the conclusion of the
debate on Micronesia in the Trusteeship
Council in June 1968 the Senior American
representative, a newcomer to these proceed-
ings, was moved to observe that he had
“never met a group of members of any
[United Nations] body who could surpass, or
even match in courtesy, cooperation and
diligence, the members of this Council.” =
The Trusteeship Council is now a waning
force.

Its proceedings attract little attention. At
the Council’s second meeting on Micronesia
in May 1968 none of the sixty-six seats in the
press gallery was occupied. Attendance in the
public gallery—admittedly on a wet morn-
ing—varled from one to four. One spectator
fell asleep. However, the Trusteeship Coun-
cil, provided that it survives, may play an
important role in the process of self-deter-
mination for Micronesia, if only because
among the organs of the United Nations it is
the least unsympathetic to American view-
points and by far the best informed about
the problems of the area. A Visiting Mission
from the Trusteeship Council is going to
Micronesia early in 1970. It may well be the
last, America’s Interests dictate that the
Visiting Mission's Report be generally favor-
able. That Report is unlikely to be favorable
to the Administering Authority unless there
are clear signs that (1) preparations for an
act of self-determination are on their way
and (il) Micronesians will be left to choose
their own ultimate status and not have that
status thrust upon them.

It does mnot follow that America must
totally endorse the recommendations of the
Microneslan Future Political Status Commis-
slon or offer a blank cheque to Micronesia.
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Giiven the general climate of opinion in the
United Natlons, it is essential that (1) Mi-
cronesia be offered a genuine independence
option and (2) the conduct of a referendum
on the status issue be supervised or ob-
served by United Nations representatives.
There is no precedent for a trust territory
opting for a status other than independence
in its own right or as part of a contiguous
independent state.

If Micronesia is not going to opt for in-
dependence, moderate anti-colonial opinion
at the United Nations must at least be satis-
fied that the Micronesians really do not want
independence, This cannot be demonstrated
unlezs the Micronesians are offered the op-
tion, even if they would prefer not to be
offered it. And the offer (which could be
post-dated) should not be accompanied by
threats of cessation of all economic aid if the
Micronesians were to vote for independence;
otherwise the people’s choice of an associa-
tion arrangement might be justly criticized
as having been made under duress. It must
be borne in mind too that, since the Angull-
lan episode, free association is widely re-
garded as colonialism masquerading under a
thin disguise.

Termination of the Trusteeship Agreement
must be approved not only by the United
States Government (see Agreement, Art. 15)
and Congress, but also by the Security Coun-
cil. The General Assembly has no loous
standi, since Micronesia 1s a strategic trust
territory. If the Administering Authority pur-
ported to terminate the Agreement unilat-
erally, this would be ineffective in interna-
tional law.® The United Nations Charter is
strangely sllent on the procedure to be
adopted; but we can assume that (1) any
resolution to terminate the Agreement must
be passed by the Securlty Council and (2)
each permanent member of the Security
Council would have a right of veto. In addi-
tion, the matter would probably be con-
strued as sufficiently important to require an
affirmative vote of nine of the fifteen mem-
bers of the Security Counecil, including the
concurring votes of the permanent member.=
The onus of satisfylng an anti-colonial ma-
jority of the Security Council will not easily
be discharged.

Perhaps the United States will be able tc
come to an understanding with the Soviet
Union. If, however, Peking has occupled the
Chinese seat by the time the issue comes
before the Security Councll, the prospects of
a veto will be very real. For this reason alone
the United States will be well advised to
treat the question of ultimate status as
urgent. If, moreover, things go wrong at the
United Natlons, if a referendum cannot be
conducted with the blessing of the United
Nations, or if its outcome is unacceptable to
the Security Council, the United States will
remain saddled with a trust territory for
which it is no longer prepared to be inter-
nationally accountable. This state of affairs,
leaving the United States barraged by inter-
national critlclsm and harried by ungrateful
wards, ought to be avolided if possible.

The United States should therefore be ac-
commodating to the Micronesians. It should,
however, make clear that any assoclation ar-
rangement submitted to the people for ap-
proval must include provision for unilateral
termination of the arrangement, enabling the
Micronesians subsequently to proceed to in-
dependence if they so wished. Preferably that
option for unilateral termination should ex-
tend to the Micronesians alone, But it would
be asking a good deal of the United States
not to insist on a reciprocal right to ter-
minate the assoclation.

The Micronesians ought not to be offered
the choice of fragmentation. There is no
dearth of particularist sentiment, and to
legitimize 1t would be to encourage it, to the
detriment of the Territory as a whole. To
afford the Marianas the option of seceding to
Joln Guam would be very badly received at
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the United Nations. Possibly the least un-
satisfactory solution to this problem would
be for the Constitution of Micronesia to pro-
vide that within a prescribed period after
Micronesia had attained associated status (or
independence) a referendum be held on the
issue in the Marlanas District.

From all this it follows that the United
States should be prepared to risk its own
interests in Micronesia in order not to thwart
Miecronesia’s desire for autonomy and thereby
antagonize the great bulk of international
opinion. Temptation to palm Micronesia off
with territorial status, either as a new unin-
corporated territory or as part of Guam, must
be firmly resisted. Micronesians outside the
Marianas do not want such a status. The
annexation of a trust territory by a West-
ern Administering Authority is without
precedent and the status of an unincorpo-
rated territory is regarded by the United Na-
tions as more “colonial” than that of a trust
territory. True, America’s defense interests
could be better protected by the annexation
of Micronesia than by any other constitu-
tional arrangement. The embarrassment of
seeing “immature” Micronesia leapfrog the
Virgin Islands, Guam and American Samoa
by achieving full internal self-government
in a sudden bound would also be avolded.
Again, there Is a lot of ocean within the
boundaries of Micronesia, which might yield
wealth to be exploited one day, and the eco-
nomic future of the Micronesians would be-
come less uncertain. But the international
image of the United States would be gravely
damaged by such an imposition.

The general guide-lines for the United
States to follow have been indicated by the
Report of the Future Political Status Com-
mission. An outsider would be presumptuous
to prescribe the manner in which a scheme
for association should be negotiated. Clear-
ly, United States congressional leaders must
be brought Into the picture at an early stage;
enabling legislation will be required, and it
must not be allowed to suffer the fate of
the joint resolutions on the Presidential
Status Commission ® or the dismal delays
in implementing proposals for constitutional
change in the Virgin Islands.

Meanwhile, development aid to Micronesia
must somehow produce tangible results. This
will at least help to dispel the pervasive sense
of pessimism in Micronesia. Rome cannot,
and yet it must, be built in a day and a
half; and it must be built in the hearts
and minds of Microneslans. Above all, Mi-
cronesians who are in politics must feel that
they have a meaningful voice in shaping
their country's destiny. Leading members
of the Congress of Micronesia must be
brought into closer association with the Ter-
ritorial Government, participating directly
in the formation and implementation of
local policy decisions.

Their views on the gquestion of Micronesia’s
future status—views which, by modern in-
ternational standards, are distinctly mod-
erate—must be listened to with the greatest
respect in Washington. And within an agreed
framework, the elected representatives of
the Micronesians must then be allowed to
evolve, in a Constitutional Convention, their
own form of government, free from external
constraint. If these principles are applied
without procrastination, there is every pos-
sibility that the people of Micronesia will
determine their future by opting for Iree
assoclation with the Unlted States.

FOOTNOTES

1 Secretarial Order No. 2882 is the instru-
ment whereby the Congress of Micronesia
had originally been constituted in 1964.

2Travel and subsistence allowances were
to be met out of local funds appropriated by
the Congress of Micronesia. At the same time,
the salary of the Legislative Counsel to the
Congress became payable out of the funds
appropriated by the Congress of Micronesia
instead of the High Commissioner's budget.
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? See CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, vol. 113, pt. 18,
pp. 23809-23810.

4+ An unofficial plebiscite taken in Guam in
November 1969 has shown, however, that
there is substantial opposition in that island
to merger with the Marlanas. Nonetheless
another wunofficial plebiscite taken in the
Marianas a few days after the poll in Guam
indicated that merger with Guam was still
the preferred course for the district, despite
the opposition of Guam.

% The Governor's views are reported in the
Guam Daily News, July 5, 1068, p. 4.

% See Reports on Pacific Affairs 1965: Hear-
ings before the Subcommittee on Territorial
and Insular Affairs of the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs, House of Repre-
sentatives, B9th Congress, 1st Session (Au-
gust 5-11, and September 7, 1965) (Serial No.
16-54-164, Washington, D.C.).

? Interim Report, p. 17.

8 Interim Report, p. 21.

? Though many persons to waom the mem-
bers of the Trusteeship Council's Visiting
Mission of 1967 spoke had asked them: “Why
is the United Nations rushing us? What is
the hurry?” (Report, T/1658, 8. 317).

¥®In July 1968 I had intimated to certain
members of the Commission that if I had
been asked to advise them, my own provi-
sional inclination would have been to ad-
vise them broadly along such lines. I have no
reason to suppose, however, that this in-
formal and tentative expression of opinion
carrled any real weight.

i The Speaker of the House and Presi-
dent of the Senate were to receive an extra
five hundred dollars per year.

12 After the inauguration of the Nixon Ad-
ministration, Mrs. Elizabeth P, Farrington
replaced Mrs. Ruth G. Van Cleve.

2 High Commissioner Willlam R. Norwood,
& conscientious and respected public servant,
was replaced in 1969 by Edward E. Johnson,
a businessman and chairman of the Hawail
State Republican Party, Initial reactions in
Micronesia were cool. Peter Coleman, the
well-liked district administrator for the Mari-
anas, and former Governor of American Sa-
moa—he is a part-Samoan—was appointed
to the new post of Deputy High Commissioner
for the Territory.

i Report, 4849,

* The possibility of an American Samoan
solution was not considered in the Report,
perhaps because the constitutionality of pro=-
tective discrimination in favor of the Samo-
ans was questionable.

In the Marianas Islands District (and
particularly in Saipan, the most populous
island in the District), desire for union with
Guam is based partly on ethnie, linguistic,
cultural and religious affinity; partly on the
hope of sharing the economic benefits (in
particular, the high minimum wage rates)
accruing to Guam as an unincorporated ter-
ritory and defense bastion of the United
States; and partly on dissatisfaction with the
relative anonymity of the Marlanas in the
new constitutional order. There Is resent-
ment at the material diminution of the
status and resources of the Salpan munici-
pality and the Marianas’ contribution to the
Territory’s revenue exceeds the funds granted
them by the Congress of Micronesia (a situ-
atlon which may be aggravated when a terri-
torial income tax is imposed). On Salpanese
separatism see generally Reports of the
United Nations Vislting Missions for 1961
(T/1582, 55-69), 1964 (T/1628, 245-248, 284
201) and 1967 (T/1658, 321-324).

17 Report, 37.

18 I'bid., 38.

i I'bid., 3940,

= Ibid. 8 (Statement of Intent.)

@ Preliminary discussions were taking place
in the fall of 1969.

2 Report, 43.

= Ibid., 45-48.

% Ibid., 25.

% See, on these matters, two penetrating
articles by Eenneth Twitchett, “The Ameri-
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can National Interest and the Anti-Colonial
Crusade,” 3 International Relations (David
Davies Memorial Institute of International
Studies, London) (1967), 273-295, “T_he
United States and le Tiers Monde,” ibid.
(1968), 328-354.

= United Natlons Document

(June 19, 1968), 62.

7 See Advisory Opinion on the Interna-
tional Status of Southwest Africa (1950)
1.C.J. Reports 128.

= See Charter, Article 27 (3) as amended,;
Geoffrey Marston, “Termination of Trustee-
ship” 18 International and Comparative Law
Quarterly 1-40 (1969), 18.

= Three days after the presentation of the
Future Political Status Commission's Report,
the Congress of Micronesia adopted a joint
resolution “urgently” requesting the Presi-
dent and Congress of the United States “. . .
to give serious consideration to the future
political status of Micronesia and the ways
in which this status should be finally re-
solved . . .” This Joint Resolution was laid
before the United States Congress as a peti-
tion. See Congressional Record—Senate,
p. 20963 (July 28, 1969).

Mr. Speaker, on several occasions I
have discussed on this floor the situation
in Micronesia, the Trust Territory of the
Pacific Islands. I have taken this time
primarily to call the attention of the
Members and others who read the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD to a report prepared
under the auspices of the Center for In-
ternational Studies of New York Uni-
versity.

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. BINGHAM. I am glad to yield at
this time to my colleague from New York
(Mr. CAREY).

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Speaker, I under-
stand the gentleman’s purpose today to
be to call the attention of the Members to
a report to which he refers which was
prepared by a scholar, evidently, Prof.
Stanley de Smith, of Cambridge Univer-
sity, who I understand is the constitu-
tional adviser to the British Government.
I appreciate the gentleman’s effort to as-
sist us in gathering information which
will assist the committee of which I am
chairman, the Territories Subcommittee,
in our deliberations with regard to the
Trust Territory of Micronesia and other
areas under the U.S. flag. I also appreci-
ate as a former member of the subcom-
mittee of the Committee on Interior that
the gentleman maintained an active in-
terest in this area and the wide periphery
of his interest in the Congress so as to in-
clude the affairs of our Government in
the trust territories as well as the other
foreign relations of our Government. We
are fortunate to have his valuable experi-
ence as our former representative to the
trusteeship Council of the United Nations
where he served with great distinection in
that body. I merely state that I do not
question Dr. de Smith's competence in
this field. I might add as a citizen of the
United States that we can always look to
a citizen of a constitutional monarchy
like Great Britain, our ally in the world,
for advice on many of our foreign de-
liberations. I might say, while not trying
to be facetious but observing pertinently,
that I would observe Dr. de Smith would
know a great deal about colonization and
decolonization, since the country of his
origin practiced so much of it over the
centuries, and we owe our existence to

T/PV.1341
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the fact that we were able to decolonize
ourselves through a revolution.

Mr. Speaker, I will not take any more
of the gentleman’s time now because I
will be following his special order with a
special order during which I will take an
hour to give my own comments on Dr.
de Smith's report and also say that as
we go on we will be leaning on many
more authorities to help us steer what
we hope will be a true course. Since we
have heard from Dr. de Smith on the
matter of colonization as a British sub-
ject, I might invoke my prerogatives as
chairman to invite to testify before the
subcommittee another constituted au-
thority who is a Member of the British
Parliament by the name of Bernadette
Devlin, who may be able to advise us as
to what Great Britain might do in terms
of decolonization of the six counties of
Northern Ireland.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. BINGHAM. I thank the gentleman
for his contribution and for his com-
ments.

I would just like to say that I certainly
agree with him in his remarks about the
sad record that we have witnessed as far
as the Government of the United King-
dom is concerned toward the six coun-
ties of Northern Ireland.

On the other hand, I think in many
areas of the world the Government of
the United Kingdom has established in
recent years since World War II partic-
ularly a quite remarkable record of
granting independence and granting help
to many of the territories previously un-
der its administration, territories that
included colonies, protectorates, and sev-
eral trust territories under the United
Nations trusteeship system.

As I pointed out in my prepared com-
ments, I think it is appropriate that a
representative of the British Government
comment upon this subject.

We have in Micronesia an interna-
tional obligation as the gentleman very
well knows and any arrangements that
we may ultimately submit for approval
to the United Nations with regard to the
disposition of our trusteeship in Mi-
cronesia will have to be approved by the
Government of the United Kingdom,
both as a member of the trusteeship
council and as a member of the Security
Council.

So, I think it is appropriate that we
pay attention to comments from out-
siders. As the gentleman from New York
knows at the present time the primary
obligation of administering the trust ter-
ritories is in the hands of the United
States. As I have also pointed out in my
remarks, I think it is pertinent to say
at this time that the great Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, and
particularly the gentleman’s subcom-
mittee of which he is the distinguished
chairman, has the responsibility for leg-
islation affecting the trust territory, as
it does with reference to other territories.

There are implications to the total
problem of Micronesia that I think are of
great interest to other committees, in-
cluding the Committee on Foreign Affairs
of which I am a member, especially inso-
far as its relationship with the United
Nations is concerned, and also the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, since the
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islands in question occupy certainly a
very strategic part of the Pacific Ocean.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, most Ameri-
cans would be surprised to know that the
United States has held in trust since
1947 scores of widely scattered Pacific
islands making up the little-known na-
tion of Micronesia. These islands were
originally placed under Japanese man-
date in 1919, with the exception of Guam,
Wake, Nauru, and the Gilbert Islands,
which Japan later invaded and held dur-
ing the early part of World War II. They
were retaken by American forces in 1942—
43, and we have stayed there ever since,

Micronesia has prospered and matured
politically for 23 years under our care.
Now, many believe, is the time to offer
the citizens of this quickly emerging
nation the chance to be self-governing.
This call for independence leads me to
believe that the United States has car-
ried out its trustee duties well, that we
have succeeded, in line with the United
Nations Charter, to encourage politi-
cal economie, social, and educational
advancement leading to independent
government,

As a member of the Interior Commit-
tee, and as one who has taken an inter-
est in our territories, I urge the ad-
ministration and the Congress to con-
sider seriously the recommendations of
the Micronesian Future Political Status
Commission. In its recent report, the
commission suggests that the time for
self-government of this once piecemeal
colony is rapidly approaching and that
a Micronesian national referendum be
held to determine its future political
ties with the United States.

There are many urgent reasons for
following this general plan of action. But
perhaps the most important is to dem-
onstrate to the world community once
again that even in this crucial period in
Asian history, we desire no colonial pos-
sessions for economie, political or mili-
tary advantage.

Once again, I urge my colleagues to
give serious consideration to the Micro-
nesia question.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days during which
to extend their remarks on the subject
of my special order,

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Price of Illinois). Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

U.S. ADMINISTRATION OF THE
TRUST TERRITORY OF THE PA-
CIFIC ISLANDS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. Carey) is
recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in re-
sponse to the remarks of the gentleman
from New York (Mr. BINGHAM) concern-
ing the U.S. administration of the Trust
Territory of the Pacific Islands.

While I have not had occasion to study
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the “Policy Paper on Options for Micro-
nesia: A Potential Crisis in America’s
Pacific Trust Territory” prepared by
Prof. Stanley de Smith of Cambridge
University and constitutional adviser to
the British Government on its decolon-
ization program, released to the press
vesterday, I am aware of its critical im-
port. Perhaps, upon further study of this
policy paper, I shall, at some future time
express further comment thereon.

At this time, however, it is most im-
portant I believe to allay any fear or
alarm my colleagues may sense by the
remarks of the gentleman from New
York (Mr. Bincaam) and the “Potential
Crisis” as referred to in the paper of Pro-
fessor de Smith. There is no crisis devel-
oping in the U.S. administration of the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands.
The only crisis, whether it be potential
or developing, in the Trust Territory of
the Pacific Islands is in the views and
expressions of those who wish to see it as
8 crisis.

Suffice it to say that in all history the
cause-and-effect relationship between
people and their actions have always con-
stituted a “potential crisis.” This poor
choice of words results in an inaccurate
implication.

The remarks of the gentleman from
New York and the expressions of Pro-
fessor de Smith trouble me to the extent
that they imply an unresponsive or ir-
responsible attitude upon the House
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs and its Subcommittee on Territorial
and Insular Affairs of which I happen to
be the chairman. I am more troubled by
the gentleman’s support of Professor de
Smith’s statements, which I am advised
attempt to characterize the United States
as a colonial power and impugn the in-
ternational relations of this great Nation.

For these reasons, Mr. Speaker, I would
like to first briefly tell this body and all
the world of the record of the United
States, and in particular the Congress of
the United States, in the evolution of our
territorial responsibilities.

In 1787, the fathers of this Nation
ordained in the Constitution of the
United States that the Congress shall
have power to dispose of and make all
needful rules and regulations respecting
the territory or other property of the
United States.

Since that time the sovereignty of the
United States has been extended over
noncontiguous areas not by the exercise
of colonial power, but through negotia-
tion and treaties of purchase or cession.
In 1867 the United States acquired Alas-
ka. Between 1900 and 1904, the islands
of American Samoa were ceded to the
United States. In 1917, the Virgin Islands
were purchased from Denmark, and in
1947 the United States became the ad-
ministering authority of the Trust Ter-
ritory of the Pacific Islands. The trust
territory is not a territory of the United
States, and in that sense is different from
those areas which I have mentioned,
which are, or have at some time been,
territories of the United States.

In 1946 the Republic of the Philippine
Islands achieved its sovereign independ-
ence. In 1952, the territory of Puerto
Rico attained commonwealth status. In
1959, the territories of Hawaii and Alaska
achieved statehood.
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It is worth pausing for the moment to
reflect on the fact that this is an exem-
plary recerd and the United States, and
in particular the Congress, should be
commended for having displayed the
creativity and flexibility so necessary in
dealing with the people, their culture,
and the desired political status of these
areas. There has been no preordained
path for each to follow. The course has
been simply what the majority of the
residents of each of these areas chose
to follow—and that chosen course has
been what the United States has ex-
tended them the privilege of following.

The result has been that this Nation,
the Congress, and more specifically, the
House Committee on Interior and Insu-
lar Affairs, has experienced and success-
fully dealt with the political status of
noncontiguous areas ranging from sov-
ereign independence, in the case of the
Philippines, through commonwealth
status to statehood.

As I have previously mentioned the
situation in the Trust Territory is
uniquely different in that it is not a ter-
ritory of the United States. This area
is administered by the United States un-
der a trusteeship agreement with the
Security Council of the United Nations.
Under this agreement as administering
authority the United States has under-
taken to promote the economic, educa-
tional, social, and political advancement
of the people of the Trust Territory of
the Pacific Islands.

The area of the trust territory approx-
imates the size of the continental United
States, involving 2,141 islands and atolls
in the Western Pacific Ocean of which
97 are inhabited, having a population of
approximately 92,000 people.

Upon execution of the Trusteeship
Agreement the civil administration of
this area was entrusted to the Secretary
of the Navy and remained so until 1962,
when by Executive order, the responsi-
pility for administering the trust terri-
tory was vested in the Secretary of the
Interior. During this period, Congress has
provided for the continuance of the civil
government in the trust territory by in-
creasing the appropriation authorization
from a level of $4,271,000 in 1952 to
$50,000,000 in fiscal year 1970 and 1971.

Since 1965 with the establishment of
the Congress of Micronesia, a bicameral
legislative body of popularly elected
Micronesians and with the substantial
increase in authorized appropriations for
continuance of the civil government in
the trust territory in 1967, there has been
significant progress in the educational,
social, and political advancement of the
people of the trust territory. The prog-
ress in these areas has been remarkable
considering the level of appropriation.
And, with this progress came the age of
enlichtenment to the Micronesian people.
The result has been an awakening and
awareness on behalf of the Micronesian
people to the complex problems of pro-
viding adequate public works, buildings,
and facilities throughout the trust ter-
ritory, of establishing and changing the
economic structure from a barter to a
money economy throughout the trust ter-
ritory. And, in this growing awareness
has come the political desire for more
self-government.
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The primary responsibility for admin-
istering the trust territory has been and
remains today, an executive branch re-
sponsibility. Congress has continually
and since 1962, the Subcommittee on
Territorial and Insular Affairs, has kept
abreast of the economic, educational, so-
cial, and political advancement of the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands. My
subcommittee has constantly sought
greater performance from the executive
branch in its administration of these is-
lands, particularly in the areas of pub-
lic works and economic development. At
the same time, the subcommittee has
been acutely aware of the growing po-
litical expressions in -the trust territory
and has continually sought the executive
branch position on the question of po-
litical status for the trust territory.

Let me make it abundantly clear that
the executive branch has not as yet come
forth with its position on the political
status question. And, it should also be
clearly understood that the executive
branch has been unable to coordinate
such a position among the executive de-
partments involved.

The House Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs has consistently taken
the posture that the executive depart-
ments involved, State, Interior, and De-
fense, should present a unified position
on the question of political status to the
Congress in order that Congress through
the House Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs can take that position or
alternatives to the people of the trust
territory.

Because the executive departments
were not able to agree on such a position
or the alternatives, they fostered an ex-
ecutive communication during the 89th
and 90th Congresses which was intro-
duced by the gentleman from New York
(Mr. BincHAM) to establish a Commis-
sion on the Future Political Status of the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands. To
those of us who have been closely in-
volved with the administration of the
trust territory, it is clear that this execu-
tive ecommunication was and is request-
ing the Congress to take the responsibil-
ity for making a decision which is prop-
erly the function of the executive branch
of Government. In this instance the ex-
ecutive branch chose not to rely on the
axiom of the executive proposes and the
legislature disposes. The Status Commis-
sion proposal is merely a ruse for the
executive departments to avoid their
responsibility.

Since January, the Nixon administra-
tion has constantly been made aware of
our committee’s willingness and desire
to deal with the political status question
concerning the Trust Territory of the
Pacific Islands. We have asked that legis-
lation on this question be sent to the
Congress. We are aware of the work being
done to formulate this legislation both
here in Washington and in the Trust
Territory of the Pacific Islands. We are
not aware from the reports to our com-
mittee or from members of the commit-
tee who have been to the trust territory
this year or from the Department of the
Interior of any “potential crisis.”

On the contrary, the reports to our
committee show that the report of the
Micronesian Future Political Status
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Commission has not been adopted by the
Congress of Micronesia or the people of
the trust territory. Reports to our com-
mittee also indicate that the members
of the Micronesian Future Political Sta-
tus Commission are not unanimous in
their decision regarding the future po-
litical status of Micronesia. Moreover, the
reports to our committee concerning the
most recent discussions with the mem-
bers of the Micronesian Future Political
Status Commission, here in Washington,
D.C., concerning their future political
status, is that the discussions were re-
cessed by the Micronesians in order to re-
turn home and further discuss the ques-
tion before a decision is made.

From these reports, and the constant
surveillance and experience of the mem-
bers of the House Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs in this question, I see
no reason for alarm or fear of a poten-
tial erisis for this Nation in its admin-
istration of the Trust Territory of the
Pacific Islands.

Mr. Speaker, I rise also to respond in
part to the valuable contribution which
has been made by my colleague, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. BINGHAM)
with reference to this problem. However,
I would like to add this addendum to
what I have previously covered. That is,
I would not like my colleagues in reading
the Recorp to be totally convinced that
in our deliberations in regard to the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands
that we will have to in a sense g_et ap-
proval or have at all times and in any
event the understanding and gu.ida.nqe of
other nations with regard to our actions
there. The unique document which gives
us the strategic Trust Territory of Mi-
cronesia permits this wide latitude in
our operations in this area. It was wisely
drawn to have that effect. It is a fact that
if we desire to do so we could hold a ref-
erendum there and suggest various forms
of associations, or the people could sug-
gest various forms of associations with
us. We could work out a form of associa-
tion on the part of Micronesia and, in
fact, cne of our colleagues, the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. MEeeps), has a
bill whieh, if enacted, would do this.

But just to complete the record, and
make it entirely accurate, I would like
to make it perfectly clear at this time
that with regard to the document under
which we hold the strategic trust we can
follow a number of options with regard
to the eventual disposition of this area
in the interest of its inhabitants and in
our national interest, and we should not
have to have the approval or any kind
of understanding with any other nation
to effectuate that possible development.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

QUESTIONING MIDDLE EAST
FOREIGN POLICY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. PRICE
of Illinois). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. FisH) is recognized for 20
minutes.

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, last Sunday,
December 14, I had an opportunity to
speak before the B'nai Brith of the city
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of Poughkeepsie, in my district, to give
in effect a wrap-up of the first session of
the 91st Congress, dealing with changes
in direction both in domestic and foreign
policies. With regard to the foreign pol-
icy portion of my remarks, I said:

In Foreign Affairs too there is a change.
President Nixon in his Inaugural Address
stated that we were moving from a period of
confrontation to one of negotiation. The
start of the long delayed S.AL.T. (Strategic
Arms Limitation Talk) talks is one indica-
tion of this new move. Vietnam is another.
President Nixon has instituted two major
changes in the policy which has dominated
activity in that part of the world for over
10 years. He is conducting a phased troop
withdrawal, not dependent upon what hap-
pens at the Paris Peace Talks, and had de-
escalated from a policy of maximum military
pressure to one of protective reaction to
enemy attack. I have been among the back-
ers of this policy.

One reason I have favored the President’s
position is because of the realization that
our foreign policy is largely of a piece. A
retrenchment and realignment in Vietnam
is essentlal, and even If gradual will cause
major adjustments elsewhere. Precipitous
flight could, I believe, lead to a total deterio-
ration of the credibility of our position in
every area of contention. Even now, in spite
of the Administration’s policy of gradual but
steady withdrawal, I believe signs of change—
deterioration if you will—can already be
observed.

In a speech last Tuesday night before the
19690 Galaxy Conference on Adult Educa-
tion, Secretary of State Willlam Rogers
spelled out this country’s position on the
Middle East—a position which I confess I
find perplexing.

At the start of the four power talks—which
broke down and gave way to the bi-lateral
talks between the Soviet Union and the
United States—there was a clear pledge by
the Administration that Israel's vital In-
terests would be preserved—and that the
four power talks would not lead to a sell-out
of Israel. In May it was the position of our
Administration that withdrawal of Israeli-
occupied Arab lands must occur only with
mutual consent of the parties directly in-
volved, based upon a face-to-face settlement
involving recognized, definable and just
boundarles. These were our stated objectives
in May.

Following the first announcement by the
U.S. of what appeared to be a softening of
the U.S. position on the Middle East, Amer-
ica was strongly denounced by Nasser. The
December 9 speech by Secretary Rogers, pro-
posed as a base for negotiations a pull back
by Israel to its pre-1967 boundaries, plus
joilnt Israeli-Jordan control of Jerusalem.
Following this the Soviet Union stated that
they too wished peace—although there was
no indication of any Arab concession such as
recognizing the right of Israel to exist—but
added they were continuing thelr program
of arming the Arab countries.

The Rogers' policy statement is too new
to be fully clear, but as one who jolned a
Sense of Congress resolution in January of
1969, opposing the one-sided condemnation
of Israel by the United Nations; as one who
jolned with a clear majority of the Con-
gress on the occasion of Israel's 21st birth-
day, in which the Congress reaffirmed its
conviction that peace could come only
through direct Arab-Israel negotiations, I
must view the recent statement by our Sec-
retary of State with a great deal of concern.

Mr, Speaker, I must confess that I do
not know why our Secretary of State
chose in the first place to make a public
statement such as his December 9 speech.
It was obvious that the conditions set
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forth would be shot down not only by
the Arabs and Israelis, but by the Soviet
Union as well. Unfortunately the politi-
cal realities of such a pronouncement
and the reactions to it are to harden
the positions of the respective parties
and make it almost impossible for them
to move in the direction of the concept
proposed.

Aside from this, Mr. Speaker, I think it
would be well for us to recall the lan-
guage of the declaration signed by a
clear majority of both the House and
the Senate, which stated: “The United
States should oppose all pressures upon
Israel to withdraw prematurely and un-
conditionally from any of the territories
which Israel now administers.” Clearly,
this declaration by the Congress is at
odds with the recently stated policy of
our State Department.

Mr. Speaker, the realities of the Middle
East today involve matters that are not
easy for U.S. policy to resolve. They in-
clude Arab intransigence, and adher-
ence to a myth that Israel does not exist.
They include the open support and sanc-
tuary by Arab States of terrorist bands
whose strength and influence has grown
alarmingly. They include the fact that
the Soviet Union stands to gain from
the subjugation of the State of Israel the
century-old dream of the Czarist regimes
of a sphere of influence in North Afrieca,
the Middle East and the gateway to the
Indian Ocean. More important, Mr.
Speaker, is the fact that the vital in-
terests of the United States are at stake
in this region. It is in the interests of
our national security that an independ-
ent, viable, secure Israel exist in the Mid-
dle East.

In the light of these realities, it seems
to me only prudent and consistent that
the United States, while working toward
direct negotiations between Israel and
the Arabs of their disputes, should assist
militarily and with economic assistance
our friends in the Middle East. We have
this opportunity now to respond affirma-
tively to the requests by Israel Prime
Minister Golda Meir. These are: A fur-
ther commitment to sell Phantom jets
and other aireraft to counter the con-
tinuing Soviet buildup of Arab strength
and, secondly, the request for financial
assistance in the form of long-term loans
to finance defense purchases.

MAINTENANCE OF US. SOVER-
EIGNTY AND JURISDICTION
OVER PANAMA CANAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. PrIcE) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, in
recent months certain elements in the
Republic of Panama have renewed their
attack on the jurisdiction of the United
States over the Panama Canal and the
Canal Zone. I believe the Congress has
the clear responsibility to take what-
ever legislative action it deems necessary
to insure that the United States re-
tains its rightful sovereignty over both
the canal and the Canal Zone.

In my view, the interest of the House
of Representatives on this issue should
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be clearly registered and forcefully
stated by the adoption of a resolution
expressing the American people’'s desire
that the United States maintain its
sovereign jurisdiction over the canal and
the Canal Zone. To facilitate matters,
I am today introducing a resolution
which spells out what I think is the con-
tinuing interest, and the position of this
country and the American people on this
issue.

Our involvement in the Panama Canal
has deep historical roots. In 1903, the
United States and the Republic of Pana-
ma entered into a treaty to insure the
construction across the isthmus of a ship
canal of Panama, which would connect
the Atlantic and the Pacific Oceans.
Under the terms of that treaty, the Re-
public of Panama granted for all time
to the United States, the full use, occu-
pation, and control of a zone of land in
the Isthmus of Panama and certain un-
derwater land for the construction,
maintenance, operation, and protection
of the Panama Canal. The Republic of
Panama also granted to the United
States exclusive jurisdiction over the
canal area and the Canal Zone. In re-
turn, the United States gave Panama
what has amounted to almost $12 mil-
lion; plus, we have invested almost $5
billion in the canal and the Canal Zone.

Through the years, the Panama Canal
has grown in importance to the United
States. It provides our shipping industry
a vital commercial link to world markets.
It opens foreign trade doors for our Na-
tion. Approximately 70 percent of all
canal traffie originates or terminates in
U.S. ports. In this connection, canal op-
erations net us more than $40 million
annually, a substantial bonus for U.S.
balance of payments.

The Panama Canal also constitutes a
vital strategic asset for both national
and hemispheric defense. Without free
access to and full use of the canal, the
flexibility and responsiveness of our
water-based military forces would be
dealt a severe blow. In addition, any dis-
ruption in canal operations would reduce
the flow of foreign strategic materials
that are normally supplied to the United
States by way of the isthmus passage.

Mr. Speaker, in spite of the economic
and strategic importance of the Panama
Canal, representatives of the United
States acting under the auspices of pre-
vious Democrat administrations have ne-
gotiated with Panamanian representa-
tives three new treaties concerning U.S.
rights in Panama. If these three treaties
are ratified, certain changes will be made
that will be clearly contrary to our na-
tional interest. Chief among them are:

Pirst. Our original treaty with the Re-
public of Panama would be nullified.
This would invalidate the rights, power,
and authority that the United States has
in Panama.

Second. A weak and perhaps inefficient
form of international administration
would be substituted for present U.S.
control over the Canal Zone.

Third. U.S. ability to defend the canal
in times of crisis, or to otherwise insure
its security would be severely compro-
mised.

Fourth. The United States would be
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forced to abandon both the $5 billion in
capital investment it presently has in
the Canal Zone; plus, we would lose the
$40 million balance-of-payments bonus
we receive each year from canal opera-
tions.

Fifth. The United States would be
forced to renounce its sovereign juris-
diction over the canal and give exclusive
rights to the canal to the Republic on or
before the last day of this century.

Sixth. The United States would be en-
titled to construct, at its own expense, a
second ‘“sea-level” canal across the
isthmus., Within 60 years after the open-
ing of such a canal, all ownership rights
would have to accrue without charge to
the Republic of Panama.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that these
changes would strike a mortal blow to
our national interest in the Panama
Canal and the Canal Zone. I believe fur-
ther that my views are shared by a ma-
jority of my colleagues and the American
people. The resolution I am introducing
today will provide us all with an oppor-
tunity to formally, forcefully, and di-
rectly register our views on this vital
matter.

I request permission to have the reso-
lution printed in the ReEcorp at this point.

The resolution follows:

RESOLUTION

Whereas it is the policy of the House of
Representatives and the desire of the people
of the United States that the United States
maintain its sovereignty and jurisdiction
over the Panama Canal Zone; and

Whereas under the Hay-Pauncefote Treaty
of 1901 between Great Britain and the United
States, the United States adopted the princi-
ples of the Convention of Constantinople of
1888 as the rules for the operation, regula-
tion, and management of sald canal; and

Whereas by the terms of the Ha-Bunau-
Varilla Treaty of 1903, between the Republic
of Panama and the United States, under the
authority of the perpetuity of use, occupa-
tion, control, construction, maintenance,
operation, sanitation and protection for said
canal was granted to the United States; and

Whereas the United States has pald the
Republic of Panama almost £50,000,000 in
the form of a gratuity; and

Whereas the United States has made an
aggregate investment In said canal in an
amount of over $5,000,000,000; and

Whereas sald investment or any part
thereof could never be recovered in the event
of Panamanian selzure- or United States
abandonment; and

Whereas under Article IV, Section 3, Clause
2 of the United States Constitution, the
power to dispose of territory or other prop-
erty of the United States is specifically vested
in the Congress; and

Whereas 70 per centum of the Canal Zone
traffic either originates or terminates In
United States ports; and

Whereas said canal Is of vital strategic im-
portance and imperative to the hemispherie
defense and to the securlty of the United
States; and

Whereas, during the preceding administra-
tion, the United States conducted negotia-
tions with the Republic of Panama which
resulted in a proposed treaty under the terms
of which the United States would shortly
relinquish its control over the Canal; and

Whereas there is reason to believe that the
present dictatorship in control of the Gov-
ernment of Panama seeks to renew negotia-
tions with the United States looking toward

a similar treaty; and
Whereas the present study belng conducted

by the Atlantic-Pacific Interoceanic Canal
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Study Commission may result in a decision
to utilize the present canal as a part of a
new sea level canal; and =

Whereas any action looking toward an
agreement with the Government of Panama
which would affect the interest of the United
States in the Canal would be premature prior
to the submission of the report of the Com-
mission in any event;

Resolved by the House of Representatives,
that it is the sense of the House of Repre-
sentatives that the Government of the United
States maintain and protect its sovereign
rights and jurisdiction over sald canal and
that the United States Government in no way
forfeit, cede, negotiate, or transfer any of
these sovereign rights or jurisdiction to any
other sovereign nation or to any international
organization.

TAKE PRIDE IN AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. MILLER) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, in
1967 ecivil aviation miles flown in the
United States totaled 1,833,598,000—well
over one-half of the world figure of 3,-
287,200,000.

NINETY-FIRST CONGRESS, FIRST
SESSION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. WILLIAMS)
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, the first
session of the 91st Congress moved to-
ward adjournment in a flurry of activity
inspired by the Democratic congressional
leadership’s efforts to take the sting out
of President Nixon's charges that they
had dragged their feet on many of his
more meaningful legislative proposals,
particularly in the domestic area.

My participation in this session was as
active as in the previous sessions in which
I have been privileged to represent the
people of the Seventh District of Penn-
sylania. As this is written, my attendance
record was 95.46 percent. I responded to
315 quorum and record votes out of 330,
My prime effort, at all times, is to serve.
conscientiously and diligently, the peo-
ple of this distriet in an effort to solve all
problems encountered at the Federal
level. To do this effectively, I return to
Delaware County almost every weekend
and see constituents.

Letters are the best way in which to
contact me when you have a problem,
inguiry, request, or criticism. Letters give
me a written record for my files and
help to avoid errors.

VIETNAM DEESCALATION

President Nixon’s determination to
systematically reduce U.S. troop partici-
pation and to turn the military responsi-
bility for the war over to the South Viet-
namese continues despite substantially
increased North Vietnamese infiltration.

Five months after his decision to with-
draw the first 25,000 troops, and 3 months
after his decision to withdraw another
35,000 by December 15, Mr. Nixon, that
day, announced that he would withdraw
another 50,000 by April 15, 1970. That
meant that, by April 15, he shall have
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withdrawn a total of more than 110,000
men.

This meant, further, that during his
first 11 months in office, Mr. Nixon had
dramatically reversed the tide of military
acceleration which he inherited by re-
ducing authorized U.S. troop strength
from 549,000 on his inauguration day to
489,000 by December 15, with the promise
of reducing that to less than 439,000 by
next April 15.

There is no doubt that President Nixon
is accomplishing that which all Ameri-
cans desire; namely, the disengagement
of U.S. troops from the Vietnam war.
Some may disagree with his timetable,
but none can disagree with the fact that
he is successfully achieving his objec-
tive.

As the President put it on December
15:

This reductlon in our forces is another
orderly step in our plan for peace in Viet-
nam . . . I shall not be satisfled until we
achieve the goal we all want—an end to the
war on & just and lasting basis.

SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS

On December 15, the House passed,
with my support, a bill providing a 15-
percent increase in social security bene-
fits.

Earlier, President Nixon, who had pro-
posed a 10-percent increase in social
security benefits, had indicated that he
would not veto a 15-percent increase if
it reached his desk as legislation separate
from tax reform. And Senate leaders had
indicated that they were amenable to
that proposition.

This 15-percent increase means that
the approximate 25 million people bene-
fiting from social security payments can
enjoy a more adequate standard of liv-
ing. These include such people as our
senior citizens, widows with minor chil-
dren and disabled workers.

FOREIGN AID

After World War II, the United States
started a foreign aid program to help
those nations ravished by war. To date,
this program has cost us over $182 bil-
lion. This program has been a major fac-
tor in running our national debt up fo
over $360 billion with an annual interest
payment of $16.7 billion. This means that
our national debt is now over $57 billion
more than the combined debt of all other
nations. These huge expenditures for for-
eign aid have created a deficit in our bal-
ance of payments and have been a major
cause of inflation.

It is long past the time when the
money we are devoting to foreign aid
should be used right here at home. This
is why I voted against the Foreign Aid
bill which, on December 9, squeaked
through the House by the slim margin
of 200 to 195. The new budget requests
in the first 6 months of this calendar
year totaled more than $10 billion for
foreign assistance in the form of loans,
grants and credits. I believe the original
purpose of foreign ald has been more
than fulfilled.

ANTIPOVERTY PROGRAM

There is much evidence that the so-
called antipoverty program is a gigantic
failure. Billions of dollars have been
spent on this program. Much of this
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money has been spent for large sala-
ries in top-heavy administration. The
job training and educational programs
have been inefficient and have not pro-
duced results. Under this program the
impoverished people have received little
actual assistance.

I have voted for many Federal expend-
itures that actually helped people. I
have voted for increased expenditures
for food stamps, low cost housing, job
training under the Department of La-
bor, better education at all levels, im-
proved health services, and other worthy
programs.

Due to the ineffectiveness of the anti-
poverty program, on December 12 I voted
against the bill to extend the life of the
Office of Economic Opportunity which
conducts this program.
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CRIME
BILLS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Maryland (Mr. Hocan) is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr, HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, I doubt if
there is any Member of the House who
is mnot intensely concerned about the
crime situation in the Nation’s Capital.
The overwhelming vote today to aug-
ment the law-enforcement forces in the
Capital City indicates this concern. To
our increasing alarm we have noted a
steadily increased rate of crime here.

The FBI's Uniform Crime Report re-
leased December 12 showing crimes in
the District of Columbia for the first 9
months of 1969 compared with the first
9 months of 1968 highlight the problem:

Murder,
non-negli-
gent man-

slaughter

Forcible
rape

Burglary,
Aggravated breaking or
assault entering

Larceny

50 and
Robbery

Washington, D.C.:
AR e Rl Y 128 183
- SR S S 200 258

5,633

2,316 13,350 5,503
865 z

687 16, 367 8,345

President Nixon, on January 31, 1969,
made the Washington erime problem the
subject of one of his very first messages
to Congress. Later the Attorney General
offered for our consideration various leg-
islative proposals responding to the Dis-
trict of Columbia crime problem. I was
very pleased to cosponsor these bills.
These and other anticrime bills are pend-
ing before subcommittees of the House
District of Columbia Committee under
the chairmanship of the gentleman from
Mississippi (Mr. ABERNETHY) and the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. Dowbpy).

I am highly pleased to have the oppor-
tunity to be serving on these two sub-
committees.

As a freshman member of the District
Committee, it has been deeply gratifying
to me that the distinguished chairman of
the committee, the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. McMILLAN) and the
distinguished minority leader of the com-
mittee, the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. NeLsen), have allowed me to par-
ticipate actively in the crime bills before
the committee.

On October 3, I summarized some of
these bills and I will not repeat the argu-
ments made at that time in support of
these bills. I will, however, briefly de-
scribe them.

These bills deal with court reorganiza-
tion, bail reform, strengthening the bail
agency, a public defender system, and
creation of a new code of juvenile pro-
cedure for the District of Columbia.

I was pleased to cosponsor with the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. GUDE)
and the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
BroyHILL) a bill to create an interstate
compact on juveniles. This bill has been
approved by the House and is pending
in the other body.

Today, I have introduced six additional
crime bills and I have asked for this op-
portunity to explain these proposals and
why I feel their enactment is important.

H.R. 15339 would amend the law to
cover imitations of guns as well as actual
guns for premium punishment when
committing a crime when armed.

On December 27, 1967, Congress
amended the District of Columbia Code,
section 22-3202, to provide that a per-
son who commits a “crime of violence
when armed with or having readily avail-
able, any pistol or other firearm, or other
dangerous or deadly weapon” may, in
the discretion of the sentencing judge,
receive an additional term of imprison-
ment “up to life.” The statute as
amended reads as follows:

If any person shall commit a crime of vio-
lence in the District of Columbia when
armed with or having readily available any
pistol or other firearm, or other dangerous
or deadly weapon, including but not lim-
ited to, sawed-off shotgun, shotgun, ma-
chinegun, rifie, dirk, bowie knife, butcher
knife, switchblade knife, razor, blackjack,
billy, metallic or other false knuckles, he
may in addition to the punishment provided
for the crime be punished by imprisonment
for an indeterminate number of years up
to life as determined by the court. If a per-
son is convicted more than once of having
committed a crime of violence in the Dis-
trict of Columbia when armed with or hav-
ing readily available any pistol or other
firearms, or other dangerous or deadly weap-
on, Including but not limited to, sawed-off
shotgun, shotgun, machinegun, rifie, dirk,
bowie knife, butcher knife, switchblade knife,
razor, blackjack, billy, metallic or other false
knuckles, then, notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the court shall not sus-

pend his sentence or give him a probationary
sentence,

The statute was designed to deter the
increasing number of armed crimes in
the District of Columbia by providing
the sentencing judge with discretion to
impose life sentences for those who
frightened their victims with a weapon.
In applying this statute, however, one
significant problem has arisen in eases
where the gun used in a crime of vio-
lence is not recovered. A majority of the
robbery cases in the District of Columbia
involve defendants who are arrested at
least several days subsequent to the crime
on an arrest warrant obtained after a
photographic identification is made.
Generally, in these cases, the gun used
in the robbery is not recovered. The prob-
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lem then arises whether the defendant
can be charged and convicted of armed
robbery under the District of Columbia
Code, section 22-3202. In most of these
cases, the Government can produce the
viectim who will testify that the robber
had a weapon that looked like a pistol;
however, the Government will be unable
to show that the pistol was real, opera-
ble, and loaded—not an imitation or
blank pistol. The statute is silent on
these types of cases.

There is a substantial question
whether the District of Columbia Code,
section 23-3202 covers cases where the
Government cannot show that the un-
recovered gun was real, operable and
loaded. Of course, the Government can
argue first, that if the unrecovered gun
looked like a pistol to the vietim and was
used as an aid to the robber in perpetrat-
ing the robbery, then a prima facie case
is made out and the issue of whether
the unrecovered pistol is a “pistol” un-
der the statute should be submitted to
the jury, and second, that the unrecov-
ered pistol is an “other dangerous or
deadly weapon” because it could be used
to “pistol whip” a victim much like a
blackjack, a billy or metal knuckles
which are specifically enumerated in the
statute. However, the problem still re-
mains in interpreting the statute with
respect to unrecovered guns.

Since the majority of robbery cases
in the District involve unrecovered guns,
the significance of the problem is maxi-
mum. If the District of Columbia is to
get the full benefits of the District of
Columbia Code, section 22-3202, it is
necessary for Congress to clarify the
statute to alleviate the problem discussed
herein.

It makes little difference to the victim
of a rape or robbery that subsequent to
the crime it is determined that the
weapon used was an imitation or blank
pistol. At the time of the rape or robbery,
the vietim feared being shot or beaten
with the weapon. That fear is not di-
minished by what is subsequently
learned. In order to give the citizens of
the District the protection they deserve,
the proposed amendment to the District
of Columbia Code, section 22-3202 is
necessary.

The existing District of Columbia
Code, section 22-3213 provides:

This chapter shall not apply to toy or
antique plstols unsuitable for use as firearms.

The proposed amendment to District
of Columbia Code, section 22-3202, in my
bill H.R. 15339 would modify section 22-
3213 in its application to seection 22-3202.

One of these bills, HR. 15340, would
allow evidence of prior convictions to be
introduced to impeach the credibility of
a witness.

The Luck doctrine of the U.S. Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia cir-
cuit provides that trial judges have dis-
cretion to limit or ban impeachment of
a witness’s credibility through introduc-
tion of prior convictions where, as the
court said:

The cause of truth would be helped more
by letting the Jury hear the defendant's
story than by the defendant’s forgoing that
opportunity because of the fear of prejudice
founded upon a prior conviction.
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My bill would allow the prosecution
to introduce prior convictions to impeach
a witness’ credibility. In other words,
it would undo the obstacle which the
Luck doctrine places in the way of the
prosecution.

Convictions which carry a penalty of
1 year or more would be admissible as
would any conviction relating to dis-
honesty or false statement, regardless of
the term of imprisonment.

To give an advantage to rehabilitated
individuals, however, evidence of a con-
viction would be inadmissible if a period
of more than 10 years has elapsed since
the expiration of the term of punish-
ment.

Another of these bills, HR. 15341,
would amend certain provisions of the
criminal law in the District of Columbia
relating to rape. It would allow a judge
to sentence a person convicted of rape
to any term of years or for life. For so-
called statutory rape, the sentence would
be up to 30 years.

Presently, the District of Columbia
Code provides that—

Whoever has carnal knowledge of a female
foreibly and against her will, or carnally
knows and abuses a female child under six-
teen years of age, shall be imprisoned for
not more than thirty years: Provided, That
in any case of rape the jury may add to their
verdict, if it be guilty, the words “with the
death penalty,” in which case the punish-
ment shall be death by electrocution: Pro-
vided further, That if the jury fail to agree
as to the punishment the verdict of guilty
shall be recelved and the punishment shall
be imprisonment as provided in this section.

On April 8, 1968, the U.S. Supreme
Court in United States v. Jackson, 390
U.S. 570, ruled that a substantially iden-
tical death penalty provision in the Fed-
eral Kidnaping Act, 18 United States
Code, section 1201(a), was unconstitu-
tional since it placea an impermissible
burden—the threat of the death pen-
alty—on the exercise of a defendant's
right to a jury trial and tended to coerce
a defendant to either plead guilty or be
tried without a jury. The United States
has conceded that under Jackson the
death penalty proviso of the District of
Columbia Code, section 22-2801, is in-
valid—see Government’s opposition to
petition for extraordinary writ to re-
strain prosecution under the District of
Columbia Code, section 22-2801, at 2,
Hill v. United States, No. 21, 747, D.C.
Cir., May 3, 1968. Thus, the maximum
penalty that now can be imposed in the
District of Columbia for rape is 30 years.
In light of the fact that prior to Jackson
the maximum sentence that could be im-
posed under the District of Columbia
Code, section 22-2801, was death, I feel
that the statute should be amended to
allow the imposition of a life sentence in
forcible rape cases.

H.R. 15342 would make it unlawful for
a person to use force to resist an arrest
by an individual he has reason to believe
is a police officer whether or not such ar-
rest is lawful.

Although there is no decision in the
District of Columbia that squarely holds
that a person may use force to resist an
unlawful arrest, it is commonly thought
that the early English rule which per-
mitted a person to use force to resist an
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unlawful arrest prevails in the District of
Columbia.

The modern rule has been recently
succinetly articulated by the Superior
Court of New Jersey:

(A) private citizen may not use force to re-
slst arrest by one he knows or has good rea-
son to believe is an authorized police officer
engaged In the performance of his duties,
whether or not the arrest is illegal under the
circumstances obtaining. State v. Koonce, 89
N.J. Super. 169, 184, 214 A. 2d 428, 436 (1965).

Both the Uniform Arrest Act and the
Model Penal Code have also recognized
the modern view of the law. Section 5 of
the Uniform Arrest Act provides:

If a person has reasonable ground to be-
lieve that he is belng arrested by a peace of-
ficer, it is his duty to refrain from using force
or any weapon in resisting arrest regardless
of whether or not there is a legal basis for
the arrest.

Section 3.04 of the Model Penal Code
(official draft 1962) provides in pertinent
part:

(a) The use of force is not justifiable
under this Section:

(1) To resist an arrest which the actor
knows 1s being made by a peace officer, al=-
though the arrest is unlawful; .

The modern rule that a person may not
use force to resist an unlawful arrest is
required by sound public policy:

(A)n appropriate accommodation of so-
clety's interests in securing the right of in-
dividual liberty, maintenance of law enforce-
ment, and prevention of death or serious in-
jury not only of the participants in an arrest
fracas but of innocent third persons, pre-
cludes tolerance of any formulation which
validates an arrestee’s resistance of a police
officer with force merely because the arrest is
ultimately adjudged to have been lllegal.
Force begets force, and escalation into blood-
shed is a frequent probability. The right or
wrong of an arrest is often a matter of close
debate as to which even lawyers and judges
may differ. In this era of constantly expand-
ing legal protections of the rights of the ac-
cused in criminal proceedings, one deeming
himself illegally arrested can reasonably be
asked to submit peaceably to arrest by a
police officer, and to take recourse in his legal
remedies for regaining his liberty and de-
fending the ensuing prosecution against him.
At the same time, police officers attempting
in good falth, although mistakenly, to per-
form their dutles in effecting an arrest
should be relieved of the threat of physical
harm at the hands of the arrestee.

- - - - -

The concept of self-help is in decline. It
is anti-social in an urbanized society. It is
potentially dangerous to all involved. It Is no
longer necessary because of the legal rem-
edies avallable. State v, Koonce, 89 N.J.
Super. 169, 183-84, 214 A.2d 428, 435-436
(1965).

In today’s urbanized society, there is
no valid reason for a rule allowing the
use of force to resist an unlawful arrest:

First. Today, one arrested and accused
of a crime is taken immediately, after
being processed by the police, before a
commissioner or judge. Fed. R. Crim. P.
5(a). The person arrested is assured of
a hearing with the advice of counsel. Fed.
R. Crim. P. 5 (b) and (¢). And the per-
son arrested is entitled under the Bail
Reform Act of 1966 to be released either
on his own personal recognizance or sub-
ject to certain conditions to assure his
court appearance—18 United States
Code, section 3146.
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Today, a person arrested need not fear
the hardships that one might have en-
dured during early English times when
most arrests were made by private citi-
zens. Then, long imprisonment could
follow an illegal arrest because “bail for
felonies was usually unattainable, and
years might pass before the royal judges
arrived for a jail delivery. Purther, con-
ditions in the English jails were then
such that a prisoner had an excellent
chance of dying of disease, or physical
torture before trial”—Warner, the Uni-
form Arrest Act, 28 Va. L.. Rev. 315, 330
(1942). Self-help was essential for the
individual in days of yore because the
processes of law were inadequate to pro-
tect him. Today, of course, this is no
longer true.

Second. Today, because of modern
firearms and other dangerous weapons,
the possibility of serious injury to both
the arresting police officer and the re-
sister is great. “Today, every peace officer
is armed with a pistol and has orders not
to desist from making an arrest though
there is forceful resistance"—Warner,
supra, 28 Va. L. Rev. at 330. Accordingly,
the resister will most likely not succeed
in his attempt to escape and may suffer
serious injury as a result. Successful
resistance is usually only possible by
shooting the officer or inflicting serious
bodily harm on him. Usually, the result
of an individual foreibly resisting arrest
will be his failure to escape arrest and
injuries to both him and the police officer.

Third. To permit the individual to
forcibly resist an arrest on the basis of
his judgment as to its legality is to per-
mit him to act in folly. The individual
is in no position to make an intelligent
decision as to the legality of the arrest
for “he cannot know what information,
correct or incorrect, the officers may be
acting upon.” United States v. Di Re,
332 U.S. 581, 594 (1947). In those rare
instances where resistance is actually
being offered in the belief that the ar-
rest is illegal, the resister is invariably
only acting on the belief that he is
innocent of the erime. But it is the diffi-
cult question of probable cause, not in-
nocence or guilt, which determines the
legality of an arrest. As District Judge
Hart remarked in a recent case:

(T) he idea that every time a person is ar-
rested, he can determine in his own mind
whether there was probable cause for his ar-
rest, a matter that the courts in this country,
including the Supreme Court, spend months
and months and months arguing about In
given cases . . . and use all force arguing
to resist the arrest 1s . . . perfectly absurd,
and I don't belleve it is the law. United
States v. Montgomery, Cr. No. 1191-68, Tr. 50.

Fourth. Society’s interest in protecting
the entire community from the threat of
physical harm also demands that an in-
dividual peacefully submits to an arrest,
regardless of its legality. It is the street
altercation between the police officer who
is attempting to perform his duties and
the individual who forcibly resists that,
in our urban society, has increasingly be-
come the springboard to general rioting.
The report of the National Advisory
Commission on Civil Disorders is sprin-
kled with examples of riots being ignited
by individuals forcibly resisting arrest
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and assaulting police officers. See report
of the National Advisory Commission on
Civil Disorders, Chapter 1, “Profiles of
Disorder,” 1968:

The former rule [of allowing foreible resist-
ance to illegal arrests] . . . [has] led to riots
and violence by fostering a bellef on the
part of many people that they were the sole
judges as to whether their arrest was or was
not proper. (People v. Burns, 18 Cal. Rptr.
921, 922 (Super. Ct. App. Dept. 1862) ).

We know of no valid reason for the
antiquated doctrine allowing the use of
force to resist an illegal arrest. As the
late Judge Learned Hand stated:

The idea that you may resist peaceful ar-
rest . . . because you are in debate about
whether it is lawful or not, instead of going
to the authorities which can determine, . . .
[ie] not a blow for liberty, but, on the con-
trary, a blow for attempted anarchy. 1958
Proceedings, American Law Institute, p. 254.
Cited in United States v. Heliczer, 373 F. 2d
241, 246 n. 3 (2d Clr.), cert. denied, 388 U.S.
917 (1967).

Another of the bills I have introduced
today, H.R. 15343, would amend the Dis-
trict of Columbia Code’s burglary provi-
sions to include parking meters, coin tele-
phones, vending machine, money changer
or other device which is designed to re-
ceive currency.

The loss from professionals who pilfer
all types of coin-operated machines is
enormous. National figures steadily rising
amount to one-half percent of the gross
sales from such machines.

Being professionals, they take just
enough so that if they are caught, they
will come under a petty larceny charge.
These thieves are well-organized and
some work this racket nationally with
even keymaking machines in their ve-
hicles.

My bills would make these offenses
felonies.

One of these bills, H.R. 15350, would
provide a presumption that sentences
would run consecutively unless the judge
specifies that they should run concur-
rently.

Under present law, in the absence of a
specification of consecutiveness, multiple
sentences operate concurrently, even if
they are imposed at different times, at
different places, for entirely unrelated
criminal offenses. Borum v. United States,
409 F. 2d 433 (D.C. Cir. 1967), certiorari
denied, 395 U.S. 916 (1969). Thus, if a
judge imposing sentence for rape upon
a defendant who has previously been sen-
tenced for an unrelated housebreaking
fails to state explicitly that the sentences
are to run consecutively, either because
of inadvertence or because he simply
was unaware at the time of the prior
conviction, the sentence for rape runs
concurrently with the sentence previous-
ly imposed, the intention of the sentenc-
ing judge to the contrary notwithstand-
ing. This has happened.

In Borum against United States, supra,
the defendant, who had been recently
convicted of two separate housebreakings
and a robbery, was convicted of pistol
whipping an 80-year-old cccupant of a
house and raping a visiting female neigh-
bor. In imposing sentence, however, the
judge by oversight failed to specify that
it was to run consecutively to the sen-
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tences previously imposed, nor did he
state that the sentence was to run con-
currently. To clarify the record, he re-
called the defendant only 5 days later,
and explained that he had intended that
the sentence he imposed should run con-
secutively to those the defendant was
already serving and filed a commitment
order to that effect. This order was re-
versed on appeal because the judge had
failed to use the magic word “consecu-
tively” when sentence was pronounced,
and his silence on the issue required the
sentences to run concurrently.

My bill is designed to prevent the re-
occurrence of such an undesirable result
by providing that a sentence for one
offense is deemed to run consecutively to
a sentence previously imposed for an un-
related offense unless the judge provides
to the contrary. This proposal, moreover,
is consistent with what should be the
general rule. Concurrent sentences for
unrelated criminal offenses have no
deterrent effect whatsoever. This is par-
ticularly true for defendants who are ar-
rested on strong evidence and released
prior to trial under the Bail Reform Act
of 1966. Aware that they will be convicted
and imprisoned, but also aware of the
current practice against imposing con-
secutive sentences should they again be
arrested and convicted, there is absolute-
Iy no deterrent to their going on a spree
of criminal activity, so as to be able to
“eat, drink, and be merry” before
imprisonment.

There may, of course, be instances in
which a judge concludes that concurrent
sentences would be in the best interest of
society and the individual. My proposal
would permit such a sentence. It
only requires the judge to specify
that the sentence run concurrently.
Should he fail to do so, by oversight,
this can be corrected because under
present law a defendant can seek a re-
duction of sentence. It is only the pros-
ecution which cannot seek an increase.

For offenses arising out of the same act
or transaction, whether or not consecu-
tive sentences may be imposed depends
on the intent of Congress. Since Con-
gress in enacting legislation rarely speci-
fies its intent on this matter, the courts
have long adhered to the rule that Con-
gress did intend to permit consecutive
sentences for offenses arising out of the
same transaction when each offense
“requires proof of a fact which the other
does not"—Blockburger v. United States,
284 U.S. 299, 304 (1932) ; Gore v. United
States, 357 U.S. 386 (1958); Morgan v.
Devine, 237 U.S. 632 (1915).

Recent decisions by the U.S. Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia
have retreated from this settled principle
of law, however, by prohibiting consecu-
tive sentences for offenses arising out of
the same transaction in the absence of
some plain indication of congressional
intent. Since, as already explained, Con-
gress rarely manifests its intent, the
result is that the power of trial judges to
impose consecutive sentences has been
seriously circumscribed, even in cases
involving brutal, serious offenses—see,
for example, Smith against United
States, decided on May 7, 1969 (D.C.
Cir.), in which, though the defendants
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assaulted their female victim with a curl-
ing iron and hammer and then threw her
down a flight of stairs, the court refused
to allow consecutive sentences to be im-
posed for convictions, under separate,
independent provisions of law for assault
with a dangerous weapon and assault
with intent to kill. In other cases in
which congressional intent was found not
clear despite the offenses being defined in
separate provisions, the court applied a
so-called rule of lenity to resolve all
ambiguities in favor of defendants and
thereby prohibit consecutive sentences.
Ingram v. United States, 353 F. 2d 872
(D.C. Cir. 1965); Davenport v. United
States, 353 F. 2d 882 (D.C. Cir. 1965).

To obviate the need for the courts to
flounder around searching for a legis-
lative intent which is hardly ever
expressed, my bill would clarify the
legislative intent by codifying the long-
established Supreme Court case law
principle and permit a court, for offenses
arising out of the same transaction, to
impose consecutive sentences in its dis-
cretion when each offense requires proof
of a fact which the other does not.

I hope these bills will receive expedi-
tious attention and will be enacted into
law.

This week, the House and Senate, in
approving appropriations for the Dis-
trict of Columbia, included $150,000 to
finance the Commission To Revise the
Distriet of Columbia Criminal Code. I am
honored to have been appointed to this
Commission, along with the distin-
guished gentleman from Texas (Mr.

Dowp¥), by the Speaker (Mr. McCor-

MACK) . I look forward to participating
in the important work of this Commis-
sion now that it has at last been funded.

It is imperative that the Congress
move with all deliberate speed in all areas
of anticrime legislation.

I am optimistic that the House District
of Columbia Committee, which has been
laboring diligently for many months on
anticrime legislation will bring to the
floor early in the next session a broad
spectrum omnibus crime bill to give
added impetus to the war on crime in the
Nation’s Capital.

I hope that my colleagues in the House
will give this legislation prompt and en-
thusiastic support.

ACCURATE PRESS COVERAGE ON
THE NECESSITY FOR INVESTIGA-
TION OF MYLAI

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Florida (Mr. SIKes) is recog-
nized for 30 minutes.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, some Ameri-
can newspapers, and particularly some of
the local press, have reached a new level
of irresponsibility in their reporting of
the Mylai tragedy and in their reporting
of the actions of the Armed Services
Committee of the House in trying to find
the truth of that tragedy. Previously I
have not spoken out on this issue. I have
not taken and probably will not take any
part in the investigation. But I must

speak out when I see the press slandering
a great committee and its chairman by
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alleging that the Armed Services Com-
mittee is going to cover up the Mylai case
and that Chairman Rivers has been
pressured into burying the investigation.

The Washington Star on Saturday, De-
cember 13, in a front page story said that
the Army had prevailed upon the House
Armed Services Committee to call off its
investigation of the Mylai massacre. The
appointment of a special subcommittee
under Representative F. Epwarp HEBERT
was desceribed in another paper as “a
graceful burial of the whole Mylai in-
vestigation.”

The very unfair implication has been
repeated that the Armed Services Com-
mittee is interested only in protecting the
military and is attempting to cover up or
whitewash the facts.

This is a grossly unjust attack on the
reputation of this great committee.

The idea that the committee will cover
up the Mylai story is a curious editorial
conclusion, indeed, since it was only
earlier this month the press disclosed
that the Mylai matter was first brought
to light by the actions of Chairman
Rivers of the Armed Services Commit-
tee. At that time, the papers quoted Rep-
resentative UnaLL, of Arizona, as saying
that the Rivers intercession helped bring
the case into public view.

Mr. HEBeRT has assured me that he will
conduct a complete and thorough investi-
gation of the Mylai incident and its im-
plications as to the Army’s command
strueture, and anyone who knows his
great record as an investigator in the
House can hardly doubt that he will suc-
ceed. There is not enough firepower in
the whole U.S. Army to pressure F.
Epwarp HEseRT into burying a hearing or
covering up the truth, and Chairman
Rivers knew that when he appointed Mr.
HeserT to head this subcommittee.

It also requires a special pair of blind-
ers to recent history to say that the
Armed Services Committee under Chair-
man Rivers is interested only in protect-
ing the military leadership or covering up
the facts.

Was it a coverup when the Armed
Services Committee brilliantly exposed
the shabby Army performance in the
procurement of the M-16 rifle?

Was it a whitewash when the Armed
Services Investigating Subcommittee
conducted a searching probe and issued
a searing report on the Army’s “snafu”
with the Sheridan tank?

Was it burying the facts when the
committee exposed the Navy's errors in
the sinking of the submarine Guitarro?

I could name many other cases where
the Armed Services Committee through
vigorous and forthright investigation has
brought the services and the Depart-
ment of Defense to task, bringing the
truth to light and saving the taxpayers
millions of dollars in the process. From
its investigation of the Pueblo through
its exposure of the fallacies in the De-
fense Department’s cost reduction pro-
gram and irregularities in the LLOH heli-
copter program, the committee has es-
tablished an unexcelled reputation for
investigative excellence, and I cannot
stand by and see that record besmirched
or remain silent when grossly unfair
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charges are made against Chairman
Rivers, under whose leadership the rec-
ord was made.

That distinguished record will be en-
hanced by the present investigation if
the press will strive equally for accuracy
and fairness. The confusion in some of
the papers and the conflicting stories
about this situation have been almost be-
yond belief.

I would point out to the Members of
the House that the investigation by the
Armed Services Committee is to date the
only investigation of the Mylai situation
not being conducted by an agency of the
U.S. Army. There are many things that
have been evaluated—including the
Army’s own capacity to investigate itself.
It is right and proper for the Armed
Services Committee of this House to con-
duct an inquiry. That investigation is
only beginning. It will be a full and thor-
ough investigation. It will be a long and
detailed and arduous piece of work. And
I think the American press owes it to
the people and to those whose constitu-
tional rights may be involved to avoid
trying to make a three-ring circus of this
investigation and to allow it to proceed
with the dignity that so serious a prob- .
lem deserves.

I think I can properly point to the
fact that new information is beginning
to reach the news columns which indi-
cate the charges of a massacre at My-
lai by American forces may have been
grossly overexaggerated. The maftter is
now under detailed investigation and
eventually the facts will be brought out.
The case was first presented piecemeal
and through random charges by individu-
als who are no longer in the service and
it appears that some of them may have
been prejudiced.

The essential facts are that Mylai has
been a Communist center for years and
that Vietcong living in and around the
village have been a thorn in the side of
American forces. It was decided to elim-
inate the village in order to get rid of
the problem. There is no evidence that
orders were ever issued to kill noncom-
batants. However, during the ensuing
battle it appears that many noncombat-
ants, including women and children,
were killed. This, unfortunately, is a
frequent occurrence in warfare in heav-
ily populated areas, and it is not confined
to Vietnam. Some of the Vietnamese
probably were killed by ground forces as
the village was overrun, but they were
not necessarily killed intentionally. The
majority may have been killed by bombs
and artillery fire before the assault was
begun by ground forces, although the at-
tacks were timed to avoid such deaths.
The incident is an extremely unfortu-
nate one, and whatever part of it is true
reflects no credit on American forces.
However, it now appears there are two
sides to the story. It is significant that
such charges against U.S. forces are ex-
tremely rare. On the contrary, massa-
cres are a usual procedure in Com-
munist tactics but this unhappy situation
does not seem to capture U.S. headlines.
It is encouraging to note that friends of
the U.S. armed services are fighting back
and are attempting to insure that all of
the facts are made known.
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DEATH OF JOHN T. REARDON, OF
WATERTOWN, CONN.

(Mr. MONAGAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the ReEcorp and to include ex-
traneous material.)

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
sorry to note the death of one of the
outstanding citizens of the Waterbury
metropolitan area and a warm personal
friend of mine for many years, John T.
Reardon of Watertown, Conn.

John Reardon lived a life of service.
He gave himself completely and en-
thusiastically to his job as a teacher and
to his voluntary work on behalf of the
community of Watertown, the Water-
bury area, and the State of Connecticut.

As head of the Taft School history de-
partment for 37 years, he was an inspir-
ing and brilliant teacher through the
years when the school had a preeminent
place in secondary education in the Na-
tion. As an active member of the Demo-
cratic Party, he was always willing to
serve the community in important posts
and his life of public service was eloquent
proof of his belief that our democratic
system requires active participation for
its successful operation.

An active athlete when young, he
played baseball with the late Joseph P.
Kennedy, and it is interesting to note
that the death of these two teammates
at Boston Latin School came so close to-
gether.

In these days when our problems re-
quire the best efforts of our best men,
Jack Reardon will be sorely missed. I
grieve the loss of a true and constant
friend.

The summary of Mr. Reardon’s career,
which appeared in the Hartford Courant
of December 16, 1969, follows:

JoaN T. REARDON DiIEs; SERVED TAFT SCHOOL
LoNG

WATERTOWN.—John T. Reardon, 79, of
99 Nova Scotia Hill, retired head of the his-
tory department at Taft School from 1917 un-
til 1954, died Sunday at Waterbury Hospital.

Mr. Reardon had long service on the
Democratic Town Committee and for 15
years was a member of the Board of Educa-
tion. He was president of the Watertown
Golf Club and until Friday had been super-
vising plans for the club’s expansion,

Three times Democratic candidate for
the State Senate from the 32nd District,
Mr. Reardon had been active in educational
matters since his retirement from Taft.

He formed the Secondary School Soclety
for International Cooperation and the So-
clety for Educational Public Service.

He was a founder of the Connecticut His-
torical Association and was chairman of the
Watertown Foundation scholarship commit-
tee and the Connecticut State Golf Asso-
ciation scholnrship committee which has as-
sisted 44 young men to attend college since
1954.

Born in Dorchester, Mass,, Mr. Reardon
lived 52 years in Watertown. He was grad-
uated from Boston Latin School where he
played baseball with the late Joseph P.
Kennedy, and Dartmouth College, where he
won the Tuck F‘ellowsmp for rorelgn study.
After a year of graduate study at Yale, he
took his masters at American Academy,
Rome, Italy, where he won the Grand Prix
de Rome,

He leaves his wife, Louise Brower Rear-
don of Watertown and a sister, Mrs. John
Keniley of Quincy, Mass.

The funeral will be today at St John's
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Church at 11 a.m, The Hickox Funeral Home,
1956 Main St., is in charge of arrangements.

There will be no calling hours. Memorial
contributions may be made to the Litchfield
County University Club Scholarship fund.

e —
GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may be permitted to extend their re-
marks after my own on the subject on
which I have spoken, and to include
extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Con-
necticut?

There was no objection,

ADMINISTRATION MAKES SERIOUS
ERROR IN ATTEMPTING TO DIS-
MISS MORGENTHAU

(Mr. PATMAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
the White House announced that it
planned to dismiss Robert Morgenthau
as U.S. attorney for the southern district
of New York.

Mr. Speaker, I am greatly distressed by
this announcement. It is ill-timed and
there is simply no reason for this action
against such a great American and such
an outstanding public official.

Mr. Speaker, today I issued a release
criticizing the administration’s action,
particularly as it relates to our hearings
on the secret foreign bank accounts.

Mr. Speaker, I place in the RECORD a
copy of this release:

WasHiNGTON, D.C., December 18.—Chalr-
man Wright Patman today charged that Pres-
ident Nixon's attempted dismissal of United
States Attorney Robert Morgenthau is a
serious blow to the House Banking and Cur-
rency Committee's efforts to control the use
of secret foreign bank accounts by eriminal
elements in this country.

“At the time of the White House's an-
nouncement, the Administration was surely
aware that the Banking and Currency Com-
mittee 1s working closely with Mr, Morgen-
thau on hearings on legislation involving
the secret accounts in forelgn financial in-
stitutions,” Mr. Patman said. It 1is in-
credible that the Administration would
seek to dismiss Mr. Morgenthau under
these circumstances.”

Mr. Patman said that the move against
Mr. Morgenthau “casts great doubt on the
Administration's determination to fight or-
ganized crime.”

“Mr. Morgenthaus record as a prosecutor
and an investigator is unparalleled in the
history of law enforcement and it is indeed
sad that the Administration Is seeking to
remove such an outstanding public servant,”
the Texas Democrat sald. “His work has been
invaluable to the Banking and Currency
Committee in its investigation of the secret
numbered accounts.”

Mr. Patman sald that the Administration,
after initially cooperating with the Banking
and Currency Committee, has apparently
turned its back on the problems of the secret
foreign accounts. He said the Committee staff
had consulted with Administration officials
at all levels in an attempt to reach agree-
ment on a legislative package which would
control the use of secret forelgn bank ac-
counts by United States cltizens for illegal
purposes.
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“Now the Administration has gone so far
as to attempt to silence the U.B. Attorney
most responsible for uncovering these il-
legal activities,” Mr. Patman said.

Mr. Patman noted that the Treasury De-
partment has reversed its previous assur-
ances of support for the legislation and
that the comments of other agencies of the
Executive Branch have been suppressed and
censored,

VIOLENCE, EXTORTION, AND BRIB-
ERY—LIBERALS CANNOT WHITE-
WASH THEIR MISTAKES

(Mr. RARICK asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. RARICK. Mr, Speaker, the apolo-
gists for the incompetents in our society
continue to blame all of the ills of pov-
erty on the citizens who are supporting
their families, all of the evils of crime
and violence on the law-abiding and de-
cent people of the country, and while
loudly proclaiming their doctrine of ab-
solute equality, just as loudly insist that
a Negro child cannot learn if his school-
mate is another Negro, but only if he is
seated next to a white child.

The Americans who are paying the
bills for all of this kind of foolishness are
awakening to the facts of life, and recog-
nize that a number of the pitiful poverty-
stricken are poverty-stricken simply be-
cause they feel they are too good to work,
and would far rather spend the money
given to them for wine than for food and
clothing.

Americans are tired of the same sorry
excuse that there is crime because of
“conditions”"—and that to relieve the
crime waves, we should amend the erimi-
nal laws to make them more “relevant”
to the times. For example, it is actually
urged that the increase in the crime—
I repeat, crime—of possession and use of
marihuana, can be solved simply by re-
pealing the criminal laws on the subject.
This is tantamount to solving the terrible
problem of crimes of violence in the Dis-
trict of Columbia by a quick repeal of the
laws against armed robbery, kidnaping,
and rape, or to solve the population ex-
plosion by just quit counting.

Taxpayers are sick and tired of con-
tributing their own hard-earned money
to feather the nests of the unproduc-
tive—let alone the destructive—portion
of our population. The grant of more
than $28 million of the taxes paid by
honest Americans for the repair and re-
construction of the areas of the Nation's
Capital burnt out in 1968 by the criminal
element, the welfare hangers-on, and the
looters and rioters, who go totally un-
punished, is something that the people of
my district are thoroughly disgusted
about.

The necessity to triple the White House
Police force for the protection of foreign
embassies here in our Nation’s Capital is
a national disgrace in itself and points
out that the present approach to crime
has but encouraged more of the same.

The serious consideration of winter
daylight saving time for Washington, be-
cause it is unsafe for female employees to
return to their homes once the sun has
set, would be unbelievable only a few
years ago.
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But the truth of the matter is that en-
forced equality always levels down, not
up. And a further truth is that when
blackmail and extortion are found to be
profitable, criminals will continue to pur-
sue that path rather than work.

Finally, in a related vein, the leftists
and so-called liberals who have destroyed
the Nation’s Capital in less than 20 years,
by making it a subsidized sanctuary for
the unfit and the criminals—driving de-
cent citizens to the suburbs—are now
promoting the same thing for all of our
cities, and to the balance of the coun-
tryside as well.

All the violence commissions and Ker-
ner reports in the world—prepared by the
liberals to confuse most Americans—will
not prevent parents from doing what they
know is necessary to safeguard the health
and welfare of their children.

A case in point, and one for which the
people of this country will no longer
stand, is the murder of a 1l4-year-old
Chicago schoolgirl, resisting an assault
by Negroes on a moving bus.

The liberal-left are finding that ver-
bose reports can no longer explain away
their failures. When are they going to
admit to their responsibility for the vio-
lence and lawlessness rampant in our
country?

I include the following pertinent news-
clippings in my remarks:

[From the Washington (D.C. Post, Dec. 14,
1969
$28.1 MriLLION GRANTED FOR AREAS IN RiIor
(By Anne Hebald)

Washington will receive an additional $28.1
million from the federal government to re-
build three of the city's corridors damaged
in the April, 1968, riots.

Secretary of the Department of Housing
and Urban Development George W. Romney
announced the grant yesterday at ground-
breaking ceremonies for the city’s first apart-
ment project that relies on a federal subsidy
of mortgage interest rates to reduce rents.

The 108-unit building, on Tth Street NW
between R and S Streets, will be the first
low and moderate income housing to be built
in any of the capital’s riot-damaged cor-
ridors.

The $28.1 million grant, which Romney
sald was approved Friday, brings to a total
of 857.8 milllon the amount allocated to
Washington for urban redevelopment this
year.

Earlier this year, HUD approved $29.7 mil-
lion for the rebuilding of downtown Wash-
ington and the Shaw area.

The announcement took the crowd by sur-
prise. After a moment of stunned shock,
smiles broke out throughout the gathering.

Mayor Walter E. Washington was asked,
after the ceremony, how he felt about the
news of the additional $28.1 million, He
beamed and said, “It's great, it's just great.”

The estimated damages to real property in
April 1968 were $4,257,216 in Shaw, $1,799,326
in the H Street NE. corridor and $6,647,119
on 14th Street NW.

Romney told an enthusiastie crowd of
about 200 communlity residents that the new
grant would be divided between the Shaw,
H Street and 14th Street NE. corridors:

$4.2 million in Shaw.

$9.8 million in H Street.

$14.1 In 14th Street.

In Shaw, the approved plans for renewal
cover 650 acres on which 15 sites have been
chosen for new bulldings. About 800 resi-
dential units are planned, as well as a new
junior high school and public library.

Eight city blocks, which had been damaged
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but not demolished, are marked for rehabili-
tation. These blocks contain an estimated
B850 dwelling units.

On H Street, about 280 acres will be in-
cluded in the redevelopment area. Five new
sites will be used for slightly more than 500
residential units.

The new construction is planned on lots
now vacant and to replace buildings damaged
in 1968. Two blocks containing about 200
exlsting but rundown residential units will
be improved.

In the l4th Street N.W. corridor, the area
most seriously damaged by the rlots, which
followed the assassination of Dr. Martin Lu-
ther Eing Jr., about 340 acres will be affected
by renewal projects.

Bounded by Florida Avenue on the south,
Spring Road on the north, 11th Street on
the east and 15th and 16th Streets on the
west, the first proposals call for building on
16 sites that would create between 800 and
1,000 new dwelling units.

COMMERCIAL SITES

In the 14th Street corridor, five commer-
cial sites are envisioned: three near the in-
tersection of 14th Street and Park Road,
where & major community center has been
proposed, and two at 14th and Belmont Road.

Four blocks in this corridor are marked
for rehabilitation of existing buildings, These
include about 850 residential units.

The three corridor rehabilitation plans are
currently at three different stages of plan-
ning. The Shaw plan, which includes the
site of yesterday's groundbreaking, has been
formally approved by HUD.

The H Street plan will receive final HUD
approval within the next week to ten days,
Romney announced yesterday.

The 14th Street plan, however, has not yet
been approved by the city. But it is assured
of federal support once the District gov-
ernment submits a formal application, Rom-
ney sald. A special meeting of the City Coun-
cll is scheduled for Wednesday and adoption
of the 14th Street plan is on the agenda.

As he stood bare-headed in the cold noon-
time sun, Romney said in his address, “Ordi-
narily it takes two years to go from RLA (the
Redevelopment Land Agency) to ground-
breaking. In this (Shaw) project,” he said,
“it's taken nine months and that's pretty
good bureaucratic speed.”

Romney recalled the day, last Jan, 31,
when President Nixon, Mayor Washington
and he visited damaged parts of Tth Street
N.W. Following his tour of the riot-torn
Shaw neighborhood, the Presldent ordered,
on April 8, a “new priority on rebuilding
the riot-scarred neighborhood of America’s
major cities.”

Two hundred milllon dollars was then
promised for rebullding the nation's cities.

[From the Evening Star, Dec. 13, 1969]

PRESIDENT AsSKS FUNDS FOR EMBASSY POLICE
UnNIT

President Nixon has asked Congress to pro-
vide a $4.75 million supplemental appropri-
ation for the 1970 fiscal year to finance an
adequate federal police force for protection
of foreign diplomatic missions.

The appropriation would be contingent
upon the passage of a bill authorizing the
Executive Protective Service, which would
be essentially an expansion of the White
House police force.

The augmented force would protect for-
elgn diplomatic missions as well as the White
House.

The protection of foreign diplomatic mis-
sions will be under the direction of former
Metropolitan Police Department Chief John
B. Layton. The 33-year veteran of the police
force resigned in May to accept a job as
speclal assistant to the U.S. chief of protocol.

In a letter yesterday to the Senate, Nixon
sald such legislation is necessary because of
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“the inordinate number of complaints relat-
ing to crimes and disturbances directed
against foreign missions and their person-
nel.”

He said the responsibility for protecting
foreign diplomatic missions—"a recognized
obligation of a host government“—rightly
belongs to the federal government.

In an accompanying letter, Budget Direc-
tor Robert P. Mayo saild the Metropolitan
Police Department now provides protection
for foreign diplomatic missions in Washing-
ton on an “actual need” basis. But he added
that the local police department, “because
of the many other demands being placed
upon it, is finding itself unable to provide
fully the protection required.”

The new executive protective service would
have as 1ts nucleus the 274 members of the
White House police. The proposed supple-
mental appropriation would finance the ad-
dition of 300 police officers during the re-
mainder of this fiscal year and 95 Secret
Service personnel.

For the 1971 fiscal year starting next July
1, the administration plan calls for an addi-
tlonal 214 police officers—making a total of
514 more than the present White House
police force.

Statistics released yesterday by the Federal
Bureau of Investigation point up the crime
problem in the District. They show that
crime in the District during the first nine
months of this year increased more than 25
percent over the corresponding period last
year.

Homicides in the District jumped 56 per-
cent, according to the FBI figures, which also
show an increase in forcible rapes, robberies,
aggravated assaults, burglaries, and larcenies
involving $50 or more.

[From the Evening Star, Dec. 17, 1969]

IMPACT ON CRIME DEBATED—DAYLIGHT SAVING
IN WINTER?
(By William Delaney)

On a darkened downtown sidewalk at 5:20
p.m., Mary Green anxlously scans the 12th
Street traffic, hoping to see her husband’s
car,
“I just don’t like going home in the dark,”
she says, shaking her head. “I think it's quite
dangerous for most females.”

Mrs. Green, a collector for Central Charge
Service, is glad she had a direct ride home
from work. If she took the bus, she'd have to
walk three blocks from a 14th Street stop to
her home on Missourl Avenue NW—past an
area where she says a rape occurred in the
early evening darkness last winter.

But, like most office workers in America’s
crime plagued cities, Mrs. Green has no
choice but to go home in the dark during
these midwinter evenings, when the sun sets
before 5 p.m.

She hopes America will adopt daylight
saving time in the winter, too.

She would “feel better,” she says, if to-
night's sunset came an hour later, at 5:48,
with twilight lingering 156 or 20 minutes
longer.

Mary Green's hope seems to be shared by a
big majority of downtown Washington pedes-
trians,both women and men, according to a
random survey conducted during a recent
evening rush hour,

DISCUSSED AT WORK

“They all talk about it,” said Dorothy Page,
referring to her colleagues at the Food and
Drug Administration,

Miss Page, an FDA science alde whose
home on Luzon Street NW is two blocks from
her bus stop, is a firm advocate of winter day-
light time. “As long as I have to walk those
two blocks in the darkness,” she sald, “I'd
rather do it in the morning."

The reason such a proposal hasn't surfaced
as a major public toplc is understandable
to Distriet Police Chief Jerry V. Wilson.
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Outside the nation's urban areas Wilson
notes, “daylight time is politically unpopu-
lar” with many Americans, even on the April-
to-October basis prescribed by the Uniform
Time Act of 1966.

Farmers and other outdoor workers gen-
erally don't like it, because it keeps them at
their jobs until late in the summer evenings.

WOULD “FEEL SAFER"

Most of the Washington area residents
questioned by The Star based their support
of winter daylight time on the reason cited
by Mrs. Green. People would “feel safer,”
they sald, if they didn‘'t have to be on the
streets after dark.

But some offered other reasons for favor-
ing the change.

C. C. Segors of Hyattsville, a Post Office De-
partment worker, argued that “it would
speed up traffic” in the evenings, when the
rush-hour flow seems less staggered than in
the mornings.

A few of those polled, like Chesapeake &
Potomac Telephone employee Nancy Stacy
of Arlington, simply want to see an end to
the confusion about which way to turn the
clocks each spring and fall.

For these reasons, and to smooth the time
difference with Continental Europe, Great
Britain is now in the second winter of a
three-year experiment with year-round day-
light time.

A LITTLE MORE SUN

Interestingly, this gives Londoners a few
more minutes of evening sun than Washing-
tonians now have, though London is 782 miles
closer to the arctic and thus has an hour
and a half less of winter daylight.

In Congress, the House Interstate and
Foreign Commerce Committee has a handful
of time-change bills, most of them from
Midwestern congressmen who want to whit-
tle down the present half year of daylight
time to only the midsummer months.

One bill—H.R. 7587—proposes year-round
daylight time. Introduced in February by
Republican Cralg Hosmer in behalf of his
sun-loving California constituents, it is a
poor bet to make it out of committee.

POLICE SKEPTICAL

Beveral top District police officials say they
doubt whether pushing daylight an hour
later would have any significant effect on
either crime or traffic problems. Some, how-
ever, wouldn't mind seeing the idea tried,
if only to make citizens feel a little more
secure.

Chief Wilson, who says he can't recall hear-
ing any discussion of the proposal, points
out that winter daylight time might simply
transfer the problems of darkness to the
morning rush hour,

Capt. Ralph Stines, head of the Robbery
Bquad, thinks it's worth a try.

“The thieves just wait for the dark,” he
says, and police statistics tend to bear him
out.

Last December, for example, robberies rose
from a level of 90 an hour at 5 p.m. to a daily
peak of 166 by 6 p.m.

In July, the evening surge started at 8
o'clock and peaked by 10, while in October
the graph goes up between 7 and 8.

“DOUBLE DAYLIGHT"

William Eatzensteln, who heads the police
department's Operational Planning Division,
thinks one benefit of pushing back the dark-
ness might be to make police saturation pa-
trols easier, by concentrating robberies in a
shorter period.

“Personally,” he says, "My ideal would be
daylight saving time in the summer and an
additional hour—double daylight—in the
winter.”

OBJECTIONS DISCOUNTED
The British experiment with year-round

daylight time has been blamed for some loss
of productivity In the construction industry,
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according to a spokesman for the British Em-
bassy here. But over-all, he says, the objec-
tions to the changeover “weren't as great
as had been anticipated.”

The questions of it and when America will
ever make such a changeover were perhaps
best answered by Sandra Hagen of the D.C.
Congress of Parents and Teachers, who said
her organization would probably favor year-
round daylight time if the idea ever came
up for formal discussion.

“I think the reason people don't discuss it,”
she said, "is that they feel uneasy tampering
with time."”

[From the Washington Dally News,
Dec. 18, 1969]
THE NIGHTMARE OoF D.C. ScHOOLS
(By Richard Starnes)

Enter the dirty, tombstone-colored build-
ing and you walk into a nightmare world
where an aura of diffuse terror falls into
step beside you.

There is a sound in the air that bespeaks
Kafka's madhouse, & subdued keening, a
wordless language that murmurs violence,
despair, savagery and dread. The sound is an
overture to hysteria, an obbligato written
for the destruction of a society.

There are warders wherever you look, but
it isn't a prison. There is the unmistakable
stink of lunacy on the place, but it is not
an asylum. Where you are is a public school.
It might be any one of a hundred in Wash-
ington (or, perhaps, in any other American
ghetto, circa 1969).

It may be unfair to single out one school,
for its most awful crime is that it is fairly
typical. This one happens to be Shaw Junior
High, and it is a monument to an unpre-
cedented epoch of murder, rape, extortion
and fear that has all but destroyed the pub-
lic school system in the nation's capital.

IN EIOT AREA

Bhaw sits In the middle of Washington’s
“charcoal alley"—the central ghetto that was
burned and pillaged in the riots of April,
1968. Because it is so typical of the disaster
that has overtaken the public schools here
it is worth a closer look. But it is a look that
should be taken within this perspective:

The District of Columbia school system,
in the words of its acting superintendent,
has been “seriously crippled” by vandalism
and thefts, security of children has reached
“a horrible point,” classroom intruders have
posed a “severe” threat to education,

At Cardozo High School, 13th and Clifton
streets nw, two to three purse snatchings
occur in the school cafeteria every day,
despite the fact that a policeman is on duty
during school hours. Last winter at Cardozo
an assistant principal was shot and killed
by youths who robbed the school bank.

At Hart Junior High, 601 Mississippl-av
se, the score slnce school opened in Septem-
ber is two burglaries, one safe cracking, 20
assaults, an equal number of cases of extor-
tion, more than a score of lockers looted,
and an undetermined amount of teaching
equipment stolen or vandalized,

An epidemic of robbery, beating and ex-
tortion has created a reign of terror for chil-
dren attending public schools in the area of
Bolling Air Force Base and the U.S. Naval
Station in southeast Washington. Mrs. Gladys
Ford, président of the Military Parents Asso-
clation, told authorities that career service
men were quitting the military rather than
expose their children to the jungle atmos-
phere. “Our children are being robbed and
beaten every day,” she said.

On the first day of school a Paul Junior
High teacher was knocked unconscious. It
was the third such episode in less than a
year, and teachers threatened a march on the
Capitol to demand protection.

In the Anacostia (far southeast) area of
the city one girl was put on tranguilizers
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after young thugs tore off her shirtwaist and
bra during a robbery.

Early this week at Anacostia High School
(scene of a shootout with .45s last year) a
pupil was shot and critically wounded in a
washroom,

A class at Monroe Elementary School (725
Columbia road nw) was held at gunpoint
just after the start of the current school year
and a teacher's purse was looted of the $2 it
contained.

A teacher at McFarland Junior High School
(Iowa-av and Webster-st nw) told a Con-
gressional ingquiry two months ago that he
spent most of his time as a jaller, cop and
disciplinarian. Three weeks after school
started this fall he was beaten up by five
drunken youths who invaded his classroom
and began over-turning desks. A policeman
advised him to “. ., . get yourself a club” if
it happened again.

Since much of the violence comes from
dropouts and truants most school officials
try to restrict access to the school to pupils
who are actually attending classes. This has
led to the chaining and padlocking of all
but one or two exits in a number of schools,
a clear violation of the law that has alarmed
Fire Department officials. Altho fire marshals
have made representations to principals of
the schools involved the practice has not
stopped.

BLACKBOARD JUNGLE

A durable—almost heroic—first witness
to this nightmare is Percy Ellis, prinecipal of
Shaw Junior High, a Negro who goes every-
where in his seedy old school at a dead
run, who takes cheerless pride in telling it
like it 1s, and who might make a fruitful
source for some latter-day Gibbon recording
the decline and fall of the American civiliza-
tion. Mr. Ellis has a round, smooth face
that mirrors tragedy, elation, moody re-
flection and ominous forboding with the
quick fluency of a performer schooled in
Chinese drama.

With the guick hands of a welterwelght,
Mr. Ellis Intercepts a skinny black child
who is sidling along a corridor.

“What are you dolng with those rubber
bands on your wrist?” he demands. “Take
them off. Throw them In the waste basket."

With the expertise of an old cop he frisks
the child, and then tells him to return to
his home room. When the child is gone Mr,
Ellis answers a question posed by a visitor
naive in the ways of the blackboard jungle.

HALLWALKER

“Why did I take the rubber bands? Be-
cause I have two good eyes and I want to
keep them. These hallwalkers use rubber
bands as slingshots, and thelr ammunition is
staples. We haven't had any eyes put out
yet, and I'd like to keep it that way.”

Another question elicits the information
that a “hallwalker” is a youth—truant or
dropout—who Invades the school but does
not attend classes.

In Mr. Ellis' office a tray of untouched
lunch, a wilted sandwich and a sagging piece
of cherry ple, bears additional witness that
the principal of a District of Columbia public
school has no more time for lunch than the
master of a burning passenger vessel would.

But all this is prologue. The real message
of archetypal Shaw is the ominous shadow
of the future that it casts.

“Something happened six months ago,” Mr,
Ellis tells his visitor. “It became different,
much more difficult, almost unmanagable.”
Three veteran women teachers have come to
the principal's office now—women like those
for whom the word “dedicated” first was
coined—and in deference to them Mr. Ellis
takes rare recourse to euphemism. “Since
school started I've been called s.0.b. and
m.f. more times than in all my 21 years in
the schools before. They stop you in the halls
and want to fight you. And it is golng to get
worse. Something is happening.”
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VOLATILE

One of the teachers, bright, articulate and
(curiously, like so many others in the front
line of Washington's school system) a chain
smoker, takes up the dreadful hard kernel of
the story.

“There is something unusually volatile
about Shaw,” she muses. “So often we have
been the first wave of whatever is going to
happen. Ten years ago it was gangs, and
every boy wore the uniform jacket of his
gang or club. Then, long before it began to
happen elsewhere, the gangs disappeared at
Shaw. After that, say two years ago, we
began having fires . . .” The sentence hangs
unfinished in the air, while everyone in the
room is reminded that 20-odd months ago
the riot fires consumed a great deal of the
ghetto area around Shaw. “And now .. .”
Again she lets her listeners complete the
sentence themselves.

* * * be more than 25 per cent. Almost
everyone agrees that one cause is a creaking,
time-encrusted bureaucracy that is unable to
deal with the exploslve problems that con-
front it. While Congress, the city’'s perennial
scapegoat, s not wholly blameless, a good
case can be made that the bulk of the blame
lies elsewhere.

Sen. William Proxmire, D-Wis., a member
of the Appropriations Committee considering
the school system’s $185 million annual
budget, recently offered figures to show that
Washington was “right on top” in per capita
expenditure per pupil. At §682 per year, ac-
cording to Sen. Proxmire, the nation's capital
compares favorably with Cleveland's $800,
Boston's $885 and Atlanta’s $772.

""HISTORY OF NEGLECT"

Benjamin J. Henley, the city's acting

superintendent of schools (another worn-out
chain smoker) is quick to admit the mani-
fest allments that afflict the schools, and
cities “a long history of neglect” to explain
them.

“We have urgent needs in employment,

housing, education and health,” he told a
recent visitor to his top floor office in one of
Washington'’s newest high rise buildings. “In
the far southeast overcrowding is almost
unbelievable. We need stafl development—all
of us need re-training.”

Why the terribly physical toll on school
buildings? Why more than $200,000 worth of
broken windows in the schools every year?

“The schools represent the power struc-
ture,” Mr, Henley replies slowly. “The schools
are an agency to which people turned with
hope, and it has not done what was hoped for.
If we could handle the materials that are
needed guickly enough, if we had a mecha-
nism that really made teachers think that
their feelings were being taken into account,
if we could respond quickly to critical situa-
tions, morale could be helped measurably.”

Now Shaw is a place of almless violence,
where hallwalkers sow terror, where burly as-
sistany principals stand guard at doors and
stairways, where little children are drilled in
the safest method of reacting to extortion.

EXHAUSTION

Like chain smoking, exhaustion is another
hallmark of the people who are trylng to keep
Washington’s public schools from slipping
the last inch into the inferno. At 5 p.m. it is
dark outside, and the lurking shadows in the
hallways contain a malignant promise that is
enough to raise the hair on a veteran of Viet-
nam, Watts and other way-statlons in our
hard hat society. But Percy Ellis is still at it,
explaining, preaching, like some despairing
ancient mariner unwilling to miss an op-
portunity to tell a man from the other side
what is happening here, where it is at.

“The (Teachers’) union is responsible for
a lot of this,” he says. “This isn't a 9 to 5§
job here. It takes dedication. Like those three
great ladies who were here earller. But we
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aren't getting that kind any more, we're
getting a new breed. They won't take hall
duty, which is the only thing that keeps us
alive here. They won't offer that extra effort
that is a minimum requirement here.

“We are trying to hold back disaster, and
with them everything is a grievance. Two
or three a week. Children in Shaw need self-
respect, for example, and we know that a
child’s opinion of himself, his morale, is con-
ditioned by his appearance. Until two or three
months ago we had a necktie rule here; it was
difficult to enforce, yes, but it was a valuable
thing. But they made a grievance out of it,
and we got orders from the superintendent’s
office to stop it. Things have gotten worse
sinece.”

RACTAL IMBALANCE

Not everyone who was interviewed during
a week-long survey of the beleaguered Wash-
ington schools agreed that the Washington
Teachers Union (WTU) was a major factor
in the coming collapse of the system. But
most agreed with Mr. Ellis about a number
of other elements in the gathering disaster.

From a number of different vantage points,
everyone alludes to the fact that integration
has been a failure in Washington. The schools
here are between 93 and 94 per cent black.
Even busing, which is done to a limited ex-
tent, cannot redress the imbalance. Some
experts (among them the voluble Percy Ellis)
vow that no improvement can be expected
until whites are somehow encouraged to
return to the city. Others insist the problem
is not one of race, but of poverty, and point
to an unemployment rate among ghetto
youths,

IMPROVE READING

Mr. Henley sighs ponderously and lights
another cigaret. “If I could have one wish I
would have every teacher given the skills
needed to improve reading in our schools. We
would reduce dropouts. We would convince
the community that we are doing what we
are supposed to be doing.”

In spite of the bubbling of the volcano be-
neath him, Henley says he is convinced
things are getting a little better. “Student
unrest is lessening,” he insists, “We've been
thru two moratoriums this fall with no prob-
lems, We have had a championship football
game without incldent.”

Not unexpectedly the Washington Teach-
ers Union takes a somewhat different atti-
tude toward the convulsion that has beset
the school system, WTU President Willlam
Simons cautiously concedes “Yes, there is a
problem. But nevertheless a learning program
is going on for many children. The problem
that does exist s a shortage of classroom fa-
cllitles, too-large classes. The average is 35,
it should be 25, and 20 for the very early
grades.”

(But again Shaw’s tough-minded Percy El-
lis: “Teacher-student ratios are meaningless,
We have 1,300 enrolled in Shaw, and on an
average day 20 per cent will be absent. Some
classes might show as many as 45 on the
books, but you visit the room and you'll find
eight or 10 actually attending.")

DISCIPLINE

WTU defends its interventlon In the great
necktie dispute, calling a dress code “abso-
lutely unnecessary.” But it turns out that
during contract negotiations for Washing-
ton's 8,000 teachers (of whom about half
belong to WTU) the union opposed a dress
code for teachers. “We could hardly oppose
it for teachers and accept it for the chil-
dren,” a union spokesman said,

The next witness, is the Proxmire commit-
tee. “Whatever the problems of the District
school system,” a recent committee paper
sald, “the committee suggests that they are
perhaps not wholly related to the present
level of resources being committed to it.

“The children of the District of Columbia
are entitled to better educational advantages
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than they are recelving. The schools have
both the personnel and financial means to
mold a system of public education second
to none."

And at the locked and guarded door of
Shaw, a final word from Principal Ellis:

“Discipline has vanished from the homes
and from the schools. It is in fact now im-
possible to fire or transfer a teacher. And
nothing can be accomplished without dis-
cipline. Above all else, we need discipline,
discipline, discipline.”

[From the Chicago Tribune, Dec. 6, 1969]

GIeL. PusHED To DEATH FROM A
MovIiNG BuUs

Linda Cicero, 14, a sophomore at Siena
High school, was pushed to her death from
a moving bus at 3737 Chicago av. yesterday,
apparently when two girls tried to rob her.

Witnesses said Linda, who lived at 3811 Di-
vision st., was shoved out of the exit door
toward the rear of the Chicago transit au-
thority bus. They sald she was struggling
with two Negro girls who had demanded
that she give them money.

Maxwell street homicide detectives were
questioning witnesses.

The driver of the bus, Alvin E, Johnsey,
28, of 737 N. Central av., sald he saw in his
rear view mirror as Linda fell out and the
rear wheels of the bus ran over her. He pulled
the bus to the curb Immediately. The two
Negro girls fled when the bus stopped.

The exit door had been opened by some-
one who pulled the emergency knob.

[From the Washington Daily News,
Dec. 17, 1969]

VioLENCE COMMISSION RAPPED
(By Samuel J. Taranto)

So who elected the ultra-liberals who make
up the so called “Violence Commission.” They
have recently made the ridiculous request
that Americans spend billilons and billions
of dollars to solve domestic problems after
the Vietnam War because, for some reason,
that is supposed to solve our problems and
“allegedly” keep people from committing vi-
olent acts.

This reminds me of another ultra-liberal
Commission known as the “Kerner Commis-
sion” which claimed the reason for urban
riots was white racism.

It is an established fact that poor people
are not committing the violent crimes in
America, or anywhere for that matter. This
old cliche is worn out and won't work any-
more because we're not going to be fooled by
this leftist propaganda.

You couldn’t consider the assassins of the
Kennedy brothers In a state of poverty. You
couldn’t consider the alircraft hijackers a
bunch of “poverty stricken” people. Those
hard-core militants who started urban riots
are not from poor black families.

And observe the chaotic conditions on uni-
versity campuses. Those are "white” revolu-
tlonaries from upper class families, In fact,
most of the radical revolutionaries from the
far left are from the high class and wealthy
families. Many are sons and daughters of
millionalres.

While President Nixon rode in the Inaug-
ural parade last January, “violent” type rev-
olutionaries threw things at the President's
car, obviously aiming to injure the President.
Certainly they were not from poor familles.
They were, in fact, mostly students.

We accept the fact that the Mafia and the
Cosa Nostra are violent organizations. Does
the “Violence Commission” feel we should
spend billions on the Mafia, so that they will
allegedly “mellow?"

You can't expect to solve crime and vio-
lence by “bribing" and paying off criminals
and crackpots. That is what the Violence
Commission practically advocates. As a man
from a “poor" background, I totally disagree
with much of the philosophical thinking of
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the Violence Commission. Let them come out
here among the average people and see ex-
actly what causes violence. They won't find
the answer in their cozy offices. Besides all
that, they are elected.

[From the Sunday Star, Dec. 14, 1969]
THE VIOLENCE REPORT: A DARK CONCLUSION
(By William Delaney)

“Tonight, our nation faces, once again,
the consequences of lawlessness, hatred and
unreason in its midst . . .

Lyndon Johnson looked into the tele-
vision cameras at the White House and
spoke as & man who had seen too much.

At that moment, Robert Kennedy lay
dying in Los Angeles, dying the same viclent
death that had thrust Johnson into the
presidency five years earlier in Dallas.

Johnson had seen that first KEennedy as-
sassination, seen the pictures of the later
Oswald and King assassinations, seen his
own capital engulfed like scores of other
American cities in defiant, race-proud flames
of hate, consumed daily by a smoldering,
colorless fear of armed bandits in the night.
This was the civilization that he presided
over, that sent him more than 1,000 death-
threat letters a month, that dared him to
set foot in the citadels of academic freedom,
that kept him from announcing his visits
to other than military bases,

And so that night before the cameras,
sickened, angered and deeply perplexed, the
beseiged President did the only thing he
could do: he appealed for calm and reason.

Then he went one step further. He told
the people he was forming yet another pres-
idential study commission—this time, “to
learn why we inflict such suffering on our-
selves and, I hope and pray, how to stop it.”

Thus was born the National Commission
on the Causes and Prevention of Violence.

. - L] - L]

Last Wednesday evening, as sheets of rain
washed the streets of Richard Nixon's capi-
tal, Lyndon Johnson's 13 sages officially
ceased their $1.6-million probe into the
darker side of American life,

And what they found, this generally mod-
erate-to-conservative group of legislators
and leading professionals, is very dark
indeed.

80 dark that the commission, in its 338-
page final report to Nixon, proclaimed the
current lack of domestic peace and justice
8 “graver” threat to the nation's survival
than any external threats, serious as those
may be.

In a conclusion reminiscent of those of
the 1965 presidential Crime Commission and
the 1967 Kerner Commission on raclal dis-
orders, the Violence Commission called for
a reordering of national priorities to com-
bat the internal threat, with a $20-billion-a-
year increase in ‘‘general welfare” spending
when the Vietnam war is over.

Drawing on some 10,000 pages of published
research by its seven task forces and five
investigatory study teams, the commission
specifically said:

America has always been a relatively vio-
lent nation. “Considering the tumultous his-
torical forces that have shaped the United
States, it would be astonishing were it other-
wise.”

Today America clearly leads the world’s ad-
vanced nations in both violent crimes and
group violence, ranks among the highest in
actual and attempted assassinations.

The nation is more vulnerable to violence
today than ever before, largely because of
haphazard urbanization, racial discrimina-
tion and a “dislocation of human identity
created by an affluent soclety.”

To combat violence, a twin approach is
needed: redress of legitimate soclal ills and
grievances, and vast reforms in America's
underfinanced, uncoordinated police courts-
corrections system.
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One commission member summed It up
succinctly: “It's comforting to reach the
moon, but it's more comforting to be able
to shop around the corner without a police
escort.”

And with that, the Violence Commission
rested its case with the people.

L

What the commission said, and how it said
it, was largely the doing of two men,

The first, of course, was Johnson, who
assembled what he felt was a cross-section
of thoughtful Americans to serve on the
panel, and charged them with a task that
“may be beyond the frontlers of human
knowledge."

The second was the man Johnson picked as
chairman, Dr. Milton S. Eisenhower, presi-
dent emeritus of Johns Hopkins University.

Blessed with his brother's famous, guile-
less smile, a political centrist of unquestion-
able personal and intellectual character, he
proved to be the key arbiter and tone-setter
during the commission’'s 50 meetings, accord-
ing to knowledgeable sources.

The choice of Eisenhower also was for-
tuitous in an ironic way.

With Nixon's election, the Eisenhower com-
mission was assured of respectful attention
from Johnson's successor, at the very least.

As for the commission membership, it ap-
peared to be on the moderate-to-conservative
side, hardly the sort of group an outsider
would expect to recommend, as it did unani-
mously, a post-war reversal of the defense-
domestic spending ration and reduced penal-
ties for marijuana possession,

“When we were appointed,” a key com-
misslon figure recalls, “the liberal reaction
was at best unfriendly. It was expected that
we would serve as a whitewash.”

As the commission began probing the
many-facets of violence, five members gen-
erally emerged as a conservative bloc: long-
shoreman-philosopher Eric Hoffer, Sen. Ro-
man Hruska, R-Neb., Rep. Hale Boggs, D-La.,
Chief Judge Ernest W. McFarland of the
Arizona Supreme Court, and Houston lawyer
Leon Jaworski,

The liberal core consisted of Sen. (blank);
Dr. W. Walter Menninger of Kansas, a psy-
chiatrist at the famous Menninger clinic;
U.8. District Judge A. Leon Higginbotham of
Philadelphia, vice chairman of the commis-
slon, and lawyer Patricla Roberts Harris,
Johnson's former ambassador to Luxem-
bourg. Higginbotham and Mrs. Harrils were
the panel’s two Negro members,

The others, according to insiders, were less
predictable: Terrence Cardinal Cooke, Cath-
olle archbishop of New York; Chicago lawyer
Albert F. Jenner Jr. and Rep. (blank), the
latter a Kerner Commission veteran.

The whole labor initially was given a legal
lifespan of one year, but Johnson, naturally.
preferred to see the final commission report
on his desk before he left the White House
last Jan. 20.

Under this pressure to dissect a topic of
almost boundless limits, the commission an
its executive director, Washington attorney
Lloyd Cutler, began whittling “viclence” int
seven task force topics—its history in Ar
ica, its role in protests, its relationship to
firearms, etc. A scholarly expert was as-
slgned to direct each.

The same plan was followed with later
special investigative reports into specific
turbulent events, the most celebrated being
the Walker Report on the 1968 Democratic
National Convention disorders in Chicago.

“It was decided,” sald a commission
spokesman, ‘“‘that whatever they wrote, we
would publish, making only consentual
changes. This way, the scholars’ work
wouldn't end up on a shelf the way a lot of
the Eerner Commission material did.”

It also was decided that all these research
studies, as well as the commission’s own
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conclusions on various aspects of violence,
would be made public as soon as they were
completed.

“If we presented it all at once,” the
spokesman explained, “it would be a one-
day sensation, like the EKerner report. Too
much for the press and the public to digest.”

By fall of last year, the commission was in
high gear in its starkly modern Federal Of-
fice Building No. 7 headquarters behind
Blair House,

As the 50 staff members and task force
leaders pressed more than 500 consultants
for reports, commission members themselves
staged public hearings two days a week for
nine weeks, taking testimony from FBI di-
rector J. Edgar Hoover, SDS founder Tom
Hayden, Yale president Kingman Brewster
Jr., Black Panther founder Huey Newton
{via tape recorder) and some 150 others
ranging from network presidents to crim-
inologists,

It was the eye-opening impact of those
hearings, in addition to Eisenhower's lead-
ership, that contributed most to the com-
mission’s judiciously open approach to later
policy statements, according to an Informed
source.

On only two statements were the commis-
sioners less than unanimous.

A bare 7-6 majority opposed non-violent
civil disobedience as a tactic of dissent, fear-
ing that it may lead to anarchy.

And four of the conservatives dissented
mildly, backing state controls only, when
the panel urged a federal system of hand-
gun licensing designed to remove more than
980 percent of the privately held handguns in
the nation.

Along with the Walker Report and its
“police riot” key phrase, the gun recom-
mendation generated by far the commission's
heaviest feedback from citizens. Eisenhower
called the gun letters “the most vitrioclic"
he'd ever received.

Two of the staff reports—Walker's and the
Skolnick report on “The Politics of Pro-
test"—also tested the commission's aim not
to tamper with the scholars’ research prod-
ucts. But both reports, including Skolnick’s
“myth of peaceful progress” theory, were re-
leased without comment.

Still, mused one source half-jokingly,
""After the Walker Report, I think Johnson
may have come to regret the commission.”

Hard as the commission pushed the re-
ports, Johnson left office with only a pre-
liminary sketch of the commission's work.

Even with a six-month extension granted
by Nixon last spring, after Eisenhower's ill-
ness during his brother’'s funeral here, the
panel's full-steam drive to complete its work
went down to the wire last week.

And there are still three reports to be pub-
lished in the next two months.

- - - L] -

What, then, of the commission's legacy?
What will result from its work?

In a gloomy statement last week, vice chair-
man Higginbotham called for a “national
moratorium” on presidential study commis-
slons in such fields as race, crime, poverty
and the urban crisis. The landscape, he said
is “littered with the unimplemented recom-
mendations of so many previous commis-
sions.”

Regardless of whether its recommenda-
tions are followed, a commission staff leader
is confident that it has already had an im-
pact on American life.

First, it is providing massive new resource
data in such fields as firearms use, world-
wide assassinations, and violence in Amer-
ican history.

Second, “We've literally launched hun-
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dreds of people doing papers and books” In
a previously barren academic field. “That
may be the most important thing we do.”

Finally, he credits commission recommen-
dations with blocking a bill last summer to
punish students in campus disorders, with
contributing to more subdued police han-
dling of radical crowds this year (in reac-
tion to the Walker Report), and with ton-
ing down the level of violence in this fall's
network television programming.

“] don't think you can judge for another
five years the value of what we've done,”
he added. “The value of the Crime Commis-
slon report is still rising, and that's been
several years.

“We have provided a
change.”

As for whether the commission’s 81 rec-
ommendations will actually result In
change, Eisenhower notes Nixon’'s promise
“to study with concern every part of this
report.”

‘“It does take strong action from the
President to get results on a study of this
sort,” Eisenhower added.

His view, in contrast to Higginbotham'’s,
is doggedly optimistic, as one would expect.

But Eisenhower added tht if the bulk of
recommendations haven’t begun to put into
effect five years from now, “I will be one
of the most disappointed men in America.”

consensus for

[From the Washington Post, Dec. 14, 1969]
It’s TIME To ATTACE RoOTS OF VIOLENCE
(By James J. Kilpatrick)

The week of the Black Panther shootouts
happened also to be the week in which the
National Commission On the Causes and
Prevention of Violence wound up its work. In
the midst of a season of peace on earth, good
will towards men, we are asked to ponder
once again the why of viclence in American
life.

The problem is real; and the problem Is
growing. Last year 588,000 violent crimes were
reported to police across the country. Au-
thorities bellieve at least that many more
were never reported at all, The commission's
“fair guess" is that perhaps 2.4 million of-
fenders were involved In these crimes. It is
a guess that numbs the mind.

No such conditions obtain elsewhere. Our
homicide rate, as the commission noted, is
more than twice that of second-ranking
Pinland, and from four to 12 times higher
than the rates in a dozen other advanced
countries, including Japan, Canada, Eng-
land, and Norway. We lead the civilized world
in rape, robbery, and assault. The past dec-
ade has seen a 200 percent increase in ar-
rest rates of boys, 10 to 14, on robbery
charges.

What has produced this appalling picture
of America today? The commission’s prin-
cipal answer lies in its study of race and
poverty in the central cities. Violent crime
is largely an urban phenomenon; and within
the major cities it is largely the work of
young black males. What drives them to rob-
bery, assault, murder, rape? What virus In-
fects the Panther group?

If I read the commission correctly, a com-
bination of environmental factors is respon-
sible. In the span of a couple of generations,
at least five stabillzing influences have dis-
integrated: Home, family, neighborhood,
school and employment. The typical child
of the black slums is reared with little loving
attention from his parents. The father is
“sometimes or frequently absent, intoxicated,
or replaced by another man."” He Is often un-
employed, unfair in his discipline, or treated
without respect by others. No wonder, the
commission remarks, that a slum child
grows up with resentment of such authority
figures as police officers and teachers.

The chaos of a slum household might be
relleved by tranquility in the schools or by
stable employment opportunities. It seldom
happens. Good teachers rarely remain long in
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the ghettoes; fearful for their personal safety,
or discouraged by the intellectual poverty
around them they tend to depart. The swift
efficiencies of automation eliminate jobs for
unskilled labor. Some slum children escape
by luck, industry, and exceptional character.
Others find themselves on an escalator down.
And they turn to crime.

In times past, as the commission acknowl-
edges, other racial and ethnic groups have
encountered inner-city poverty and risen
above thelir environment—the Irish, Chinese,
Jews, Europeans. But their upward move-
ment came in a simpler day, when cities were
smaller and religion loomed larger. They were
victims of discrimination, true, but not the
enduring, pervasive discrimination that has
affected the American Negro.

Other causes play a part. The U.S. has “the
highest gun-to-population ratio in the
world.” Television, motion pictures, the mass
media, tend to glorify violent themes. Our
prison system, starting with juvenile deten-
tion homes, fails to exert a rehabilitative in-
fluence; in any glven year, half of all of-
fenders are repeaters. Clogged courts grind
out their verdicts slowly. Overburdened po-
lice cannot keep pace with demands upon
them.

Add to all this the erosion of law that re-
sults from massive clvil disobedience. Con-
sider the influence of pornography, eating
away at the social and moral fabric. Give ac-
count to the temptations that stem from
afluence. Perhaps we should marvel, the com-
mission remarks that the situation is not
worse.

The situation is intolerable. “Order is in-
dispensable to soclety,” the commission ob-
serves, and “law 1is indispensable to order.”
No greater responsibility lies upon govern-
ment at every level, and upon the people in
every community, than the responsibility of
attacking the causes of violence and reversing
the dark tides that swirl across our cities.

REMARKS BY ASSISTANT SECRE-
TARY OF AGRICULTURE PALMBY
BEFORE THE ANNUAL CORN AND
SORGHUM RESEARCH CONFER-
ENCE OF THE AMERICAN SEED
TRADE ASSOCIATION

(Mr. MIZE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. MIZE. Mr. Speaker, I think all of
us see the strong temptations for this
and other nations to place protective
barriers in the way of a freer trade
among nations. World trade policy and
domestic agricultural policies of various
countries, including the United States,
are at a critical point.

The increasing involvement by govern-
ments in pricing of exports encourages
a tendency to set export prices on the
basis of destination. The relationship of
the export price to the domestic price and
the cost of production is obscured when
this happens.

World trade could go either toward
more protectionism or toward greater
liberalism. The Nixon administration is
committed to a freer trade concept, but
to achieve this as a nation we will need
help from all who can help.

I commend the recent remarks of As-
sistant Secretary of Agriculture Clarence
D. Palmby before the Annual Corn and
Sorghum Research Conference of the
American Seed Trade Association. He
speaks to this topic frankly and with
knowledge. I include Mr. Palmby's re-
marks at this point in the Recorp:
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It is easy to forget that as recently as
1940 the U.S. average yield of corn was still
below 30 bushels per acre. This year, farmers
are harvesting an acre yield of 81 bushels.

It is easy to forget that as recently as a
decade ago the U.S. average yield of grain
sorghum was around 35 bushels, In 10 years,
sorghum ylelds have gone up some 20
bushels.

Many elements have contributed to the
spectacular efficiency of America's corn and
sorghum industries. But first the seed.

I congratulate the American seed trade
for its outstanding contributions to agri-
culture. Without the rise in grain yields that
you have done so much to generate, we
would have a vastly different agriculture to-
day—a vastly poorer America in terms of the
we eat—the quality of diet available even
to people of modest means,

Once again, I am pleased to have a place
on the program of your annual Corn
Sorghum Research Conference, I have looked
forward to being here. I want to talk with
you about something that has been on my
mind for some time.

Bince returning to Government service a
little less than a year ago, I have found my-
self more and more impressed by the fact
that the world agricultural community is
standing at a point of decision in terms of
its future development. The decision is this:

We have the opportunity—our Nation and
others—to move rather rapidly now to a
commercial world agriculture. Parts of the
world are now emerging from a subsistence
economy. Other areas have the opportunity
to move away from an agriculture admin-
istered by Government. Modern industrial
complexes are offering job opportunities to
more people.

The opportunity is present—to develop
& world agricultural economy based on eco-
nomic comparative advantage. This would
imply less Government interference in trade
and in pricing. It would mean a truly inter-
national trading economy that could do a
great deal for the growth of national econo-
mies around the world.

On the other hand, the world may miss
this golden opportunity. It may move fur-
ther into protectionism—and this would be
a disaster.

The Nixon Administration is dedicated
to a freer trade concept—based on eco-
nomic comparative advantage. We are pur-
suing this objective in a number of ways—
and it is certainly true that a varlety of
approaches is needed, by the U.S. and by
other countries.

For example, the United States suppcrts
the Organlzation for Economic Cooperation
and Development (OECD), headquartered in
Paris, and The General Agreement on Tar-
iffls and Trade (GATT), officed in Geneva,
This is good, but supporting or belonging
to international forums does not in itself
contribute to a lessening of trade problems
and impediments. New initiatives are needed
We need a constructive examination of in-
ternal agriculture policies within industrial-
ly developed countries, with a goal of im-
proving and increasing the international cli-
mate for trade. We need a full appreciation
of the fact that trade is trade regardless of
whether we are talking about agricultural
commeodities or industrial products. They go
hand in hand,

We are eager, therefore, to discuss trade
problems in international forums—or, in
instances, on a bilateral basis.

The fact is that there is increasing gov-
ernment Interference in agriculture and
trade, around the world. There 15 more in-
volvement by governments in the pricing
of exports. There is a growing tendency to
set prices on the basls of destination—which
means that there may be little relationship
between the export price, the domestic price,
and the cost of production.
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In the short run at least, this will con-
tinue. At the same time, we are not rec-
onciled to it. We will continue to do every-
thing we can to persuade other trading. na-
tions to liberalize and rationalize their trade
policies. Meanwhile, we hope to administer
our own domestic policles in such a way
as to permit our farm products to compete
in the world.

Because of our historic Involvement in the
European market, we have been watching
with acute interest the possibility that the
United Eingdom and other natlons may be
admitted to the Common Market. The U.8.
and other members of the so-called “outer
seven'—the European Free Trade Area—are
possibllities for future membership; and the
outcome of these negotiations could be crit-
ieal to our trade with those nations.

If those countries do enter the commu-
nity, the terms of their admission will of
course be crucial as far as we are concerned.
If the Community is expanded to a dozen
or more members, will this mean that pres-
ent restrictive agricultural policies will be
extended to these additlonal areas? Or would
it mean that the broadening of membership
might cause the Community’s trading pol-
icles to be tempered or even recast?

These are timely questions. They are crit-
ical questions as far as we are concerned.
They are the reasons why we are watching
with such intense interest the negotiations
between EEC and its possible new members,

Our European friends have often said that
we should not be concerned about our corn
and sorghum exports. They point out that
their imports of U.8B. corn and soybeans have
trended upward quite rapidly during the
1960's. Even since the “harmonization” of
EEC grain policles iIn the middle 60's, im-
ports of these commodities from the U.S.
have increased. Therefore, they say, we in
the U.S. have nothing to worry about.

The rightful answer ls that our grain and
soybean exports to Europe should expand
and any time they do not expand we should
be concerned. We have a true economic com-
parative advantage In producing soybeans,
corn, and milo. In order for the U.S. to con-
tinue to increase our over-all trade with
Europe, Japan, and other countries, we
must continue to expand our sales of those
commodities in which we do enjoy a com-
parative advantage. Otherwise they in turn
cannot expect to expand or even to main-
tain their sales of Industrial items to the
United States.

The European Community has made
heavy sales of feed wheat to central Euro-
pean countries at prices that have no rela-
tlonship to world corn prices. Also, the EEC
has been feeding wheat at record levels
internally. Couple these facts, and they add
up to a matter of considerable concern to
farm and trade interests in this counftry.

As T look at it, there 1s a growing body of
thought among U.S. opinion-makers—in-
cluding many in Congress—that we should
definitely expect a growth in our exports of
corn and soybeans. This means that Euro-
pean actions to produce and use more of
their grain for feed, with the announced
goal of lessening the need for U.S. corn,
would be looked upon unfavorably by many
Americans. Such actions, without downward
price adjustments in Europe, would likely
lead to a demand for import restrictions on
many items imported into the U.S,

The mood here, as I read it, is that growth
in the market for imported industrial items
into this country simply cannot continue
unless normal growth is allowed for our ex-
port products to Europe, Japan, and other
industrially developed countries. This feel-
ing, it seems to me, is growing. I find it sad
that trends abroad should encourage this
type of protectionist reaction in a Nation
that has traditionally supported a liberal
trade policy.
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To summarize the export situation very
briefly, our exports of corn and sorghums
in the past marketing year, which ended
September 30, were disappointing. But ex-
ports in the current marketing year are
brighter—particularly for corn.

A major problem for corn and sorghum
exports has been, of course, the large in-
crease in world stocks of wheat available for
export. The demand for milling wheat from
the world market declined. There has been,
as a result of these pressures, a deterloration
in world wheat prices. There has been in-
creased feeding of wheat—not only In the
EEC, as I mentioned, but also in Spaln and
the United Kingdom.

Even in the United States, use of wheat
for feed is growing. In 1968 and 1967, we were
feeding less than 100 million bushels of
wheat a year. In the current marketing
year, we will feed an estimated 225 million
bushels.

To summarize: U.8. corn exports were off
about 15 percent last year, and sorghum ex-
ports were off 36 percent.

Looking ahead: Export prospects in the
new marketing year seem considerably
brighter for corn. We are not llkely to in-
crease exports of sorghum, but the opportu-
nity for future growth in sorghum exports
is certainly great. This depends primarily on
our product being avallable the year-round
at prices that are acceptable in relation to
corn or grain from other countries.

In the current marketing year, world trade
in feed grains should run somewhat above
last year. Meanwhile, the present corn loan
level in the U.S. is allowing corn to move
into use at unprecedented levels. And—sup-
plies are shorter than usual in the other
principal exporting countries, Argentina and
South Africa.

The upshot is that corn exports in 1969-70
will be an estimated 600 million bushels or
more.

Japan continues to be a major factor in the
U.8. outlook. Import demand for feed grains
in that country will expand this market-
ing year, as it has in recent years. Japanese
imports of grain for feed from all sources are
expected to increase at the rate of 25 to 30
million bushels per year.

Now, if I may introduce a change of sub-
Ject—I would like to talk with you about
something we have discussed several times
before. It is not unrelated to export policy;
in fact, there is a great deal of relationship
between our market development efforts and
the condition of the commodity that we
export.

Much has been said in recent years about
the condition of U.S. corn arrivals in Great
Britain and other importing countries. Con-
sistent with this problem, let me quote a few
lines to you from a U.S. Department of Agri-
culture report:

“Por several years an Increasingly large
number of more or less forcible and persist-
ent representations were made to the Secre-
tary of Agriculture and other officers of the
Federal Government, to the effect that much
of the grain, and especially the corn, that
was being exported from the United States
was not being delivered abroad in a satis-
factory condition, that it was not of the
quality represented by the inspection certifi-
cates accompanying the shipments, and that
material Injury was in consequence being
done to the export graln trade of the United
States.”

When do you think that report was sub-
mitted? In 19697 In 19687 The paragraph I
Just read is from a USDA circular entitled
“American Export Corn (Maize) in Europe”
and dated February 8, 1910!

The report also included the following
paragraph:

“Several shipments or parcels, amounting
in all to 79,847 bushels of badly discolored
heat-damaged corn, sometimes known as
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‘mahogany,” which had been artificially dried
before shipping, were also examined In
Europe. These shipments bore certificates as
‘rejected corn’ ‘dried’. . . . The moisture con-
tent of this corn varied from 132 to 174
percent. Such corn is used almost entirely for
distilling purposes on the continent of
Europe.”

Finally, under “Observations and Recom-
mendations”, the Report said:

“There are two means by which the mois-
ture content in any part or the whole of a
ship’s corn cargo may be increased during
transit: (1) the transfer of moisture by air
currehts caused by changes in temperature;
and (2) by chemical changes within the corn
kernel.”

What all this proves is that, although
things change, they sometimes remain the
same. It is apparent that, despite all our
progress in shipping and handling, we still
have problems in corn quallty—after 60
years!

I think it Is fair to say that these problems,
if and as they exist, are caused more often
than not by our rapidly changing technology.
I am thinking particularly of the grea* in-
crease in the amount of field shelling and
kiln drying.

It is quite evident that we cannot ship to
other countries corn that has higher quality
than it possessed at the time it was sold by
the farmer to the first receiver. Of necessity,
following receipt of corn after the first ex-
change of hands, the needs for blending may
result in the incorporation of wider ranges
of moisture levels than may be desirable.
This may add to our problem.

I have discussed this problem with you
many times, along with other aspects of pro-
duction and handling of grains. The problem
is large enough that each segment can par-
ticipate in trying to improve the condition
of our corn so it can be handled and shipped
without undue depreciation. All of us can
help.

I know that you are concerned about one
situation that has been present the past few
years. This 1s the fact that the competition
for maximum yields sometimes leads to high
levels of moisture in corn in normal harvest-
ing periods. To the extent that varieties may
lead to poor quality under farm conditions,
the seed trade shares a responsibility,

There does seem to be some progress in
developing corn for good handling qualities
as well as for good yields and feeding quality.
There msay be promise in some of this work.

The problem for the United States in sup-
plying corn of almost any quality and condi-
tion is a most difficult one. It is difficult be-
cause the price for corn traded in the entire
world market Is established at Chicago. Other
suppliers price their corn in relation to U.S.
prices. Need I say more?

In closing, let me reiterate that world trade
policy and the domestic agricultural policies
of various countries are at a critical point
in their history. The world's nations could
go either way—toward more protectionism or
to more liberalism in their trade policies.
This is a key question, not only in terms of
world trade, but also in relation to future
economiec development of countries that need
to trade in order to develop.

S0 we need all the help we can muster to
move the world toward more liberal trade
policies. Also, we need to gear our own agri-
culture—In production, marketing, pricing,
and merchandising—to meet the require-
ments of the world market in the 1970's.

The U.S. is maturing as an export nation.
But we will never be really mature as an
exporter until we are able to look at over-
seas outlets as being as important to us as
are the commercial poultry producer and
the commercial corn processor in this
country.

We have not yet attained that degree of
sophistication.
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THE U.S. GOVERNMENT'S HIS-
TORICAL PROGRAMS

(Mr. SCHWENGEL asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, re-
cently it was my privilege to attend the
national meeting of the Southern His-
torical Association and convention, in
Washington, D.C. During that time, Dr.
Walter Rundell, Jr., of the Department
of History at Iowa State University, pre-
sented a paper entitled “The U.S. Gov-
ernment’s Historical Programs " Because
this paper is obviously the result of some
very thorough research, evaluations and
is abundant with historical activities
that are little known and has special rec-
ommendations for Members of Congress,
I include it in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
for perusal, study, and consideration by
my colleagues and others who may
chance to read this very important and
worthwhile dissertation:

TaE U.S, GOVERNMENT'S HISTORICAL PROGRAMS
(By Walter Rundell, Jr., Department of
History, Iowa State University) *

The involvement of the United States gov-
ernment in historical publication dates back
almost to the beginning of the republic.
While this paper focuses mainly on the gov-
ernment’s ¢urrent programs for writing his-
tory, it is important to understand some-
thing of the initial efforts in publishing his-
torical sources. As early as 1799 the govern-
ment printed the journals of the Continental
Congress, and then in 1818 came the journal
of the Constitutional Convention. Two years
later the secret journals of the Continental
Congress followed. The State Department
published Diplomatic Correspondence in 1832,
and supplemental volumes appeared in 1888.
In 1833 the government contracted with Mat-
thew 8t. Clair Clarke and Peter Force to
publish The Documentary History of The
American Revolution, which became popu-
larly known as Peter Force's American
Archives, This nine-volume set appeared be-
tween 1837 and 1853.

Almost concurrent with Peter Force's
American Archives was the issuance of Amer-
ican State Papers by Gales and Seaton, pub-
lisher of the Annals of Congress. Between
1832 and 1861, under government contract
Gales and Seaton put out thirty-eight vol-
umes of American State Papers, covering
some toples from 1789 to 1823 and others to
1838. The documents are classified under
these rubrics: Foreign Relations, Indian Af-
fairs, Finance, Commerce and Navigation,
Military Affairs, Naval Affairs, Post Office De-
partment, Public Lands, Claims, and Miscel-
laneous.

Shortly after the American State Papers
were Inaugurated, the government realized
its obligation to print the papers of some
distinguished statesmen. The first of these
projects was the Madison papers in 1840. In
the next decade came the Adams, Jefferson,
and Hamilton papers. Then in 1865, a second
series of Madison's wrl appeared.?
Judged by modern standards of documenfary
editing, the aforementiomed publications
were crudely edited.

The Department of State undertook the
publication of its major documentary series,
Foreign Relations, in 1861. From the first vol-
ume through those for 1913, the series was
uneven and unsystematic In the coverage of
diplomatic affairs, for there were no scholarly
standards for editing. Yet the inauguration
of such an annual series was unique, for it
indicated a desire for open diplomacy and
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quick publication of the diplomatic record.
Scholarly standards were imposed in 1921,
which meant that the volumes for 1914 on
were appreciably better.? In 1888 Secretary
of State F. Bayard proposed the publication
of his department's historical manuscript
collection. President Cleveland’s approval and
support of the project notwithstanding, Con-
gress refused to appropriate the mnecessary
funds. Unable to fulfill this first objective,
the Department of State undertook a help-
ful expedient. In 1883 the Department’s
Bureau of Rolls and Library began publish-
ing a serles of calendars, indexes, catalogs,
and other finding aids for its holdings.*

During the last third of the nineteenth
century the government was involved in
planning and publishing this country's
greatest documentary monument, The Of-
ficial Records of the War of the Rebellion.
As early as 1879 radical defects in the plan
of compilation were detected.

Nonetheless, publication of the original
editlon continued a decade, with a total of
seventy-nine volumes. Soon after the defi-
clencles in the original became apparent, a
revised edition was planned, and its first vol-
ume appeared in 1881. For elght years, then,
there was concurrent publication of the re-
vised and discredited editlons. No reason
was ever given for the continuation of the
first editlon beyond 1881. An Army officer
later commented: “Why the first editlon,
thus condemned to abandonment for its im-
perfections, was not forsaken at this time
instead of being permitted to contlnue its
superfiluous career for eight years longer, is
one of those Inscrutable mysteries of depart-
mental life which baffle allke the specula-
tions of the philosopher, the investigations
of the historian, and the imprecations of
the soldier.” The 128 volumes, plus atlas,
of the revised edition were completed by 1901,
Cost of the entire project was $2,858,5614.67,
not including salaries of Army officers as-
signed to the project.® After this publication
of the records of the Union and Confederate
Armies was well under way, the government
realized that a companion set for the naval
forces was necessary. The Official Records of
the Union and Confederate Navies in the
War of the Rebellion were printed in thirty
volumes between 1894 and 1927.°

At the end of the nineteenth century
Congress published James D. Richardson’s
compilation of Messages and Papers of the
Presidents in ten volumes. The set covered
the period 1789 to 1897. Unfortunately, it
omitted some important messages as well as
all the working papers, which often were
more important than the formal documents.
Through some hazy arrangements, a com-
mercial publisher also brought out the set
and added supplements through the Coolidge
administration. This 1789 to 1920 edition
consisted of twenty-five volumes.”

Another highly important documentary
series Inauguarated by the Department of
State in 1931 was the Territorial Papers of
the United States. Clarence E. Carter edited
the twenty-slx volumes which appeared be-
tween 1934 and 1062. In 1850 the National
Archives assumed responsibility for the
series, which so far has dealt with territories
east of the Mississippl River, Louisiana, Ar-
kansas, and Missourt. The first of two Wis-
conin Territory volumes, prepared by the
current editor, John Porter Bloom, will ap-
pear shortly.

To commemorate the bicentennial of
George Washington's birth, a federal com-
mission selected John C. Fitzpatrick to com-
pile and edit Washington’s out-going cor-
respondence. While his edition improved
upon the work of Jared Sparks and Worth-
ington C. Ford, it suffered from an inade-
quate budget that obviously limited the
scope of the project. The thirty-nine vol-
umes, published between 1931 and 1944,
omitted incoming letters and thereby left
the work only partially done. We have great
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expectations for an authoritative edition of
the Washington papers from Donald Jack-
son, now on the staff of the University of
Virginia®

Our expectations for this forthcoming edi-
tion of the Washington papers stem from
the editor's proven competence,” and the fact
that he will follow the editorial trail blazed
by the big five—the Jefferson, Adams, Frank-
lin, Madison, and Hamilton papers. The proj-
ects have proceeded with guidance and fi-
nancial assistance from the National His-
torical Publications Commission.!” Since its
revitalization in 1950, the National Historical
Publications Commission has been an im-
portant force in establishing and promul-
gating the modern scholarly canons of docu-
mentary editing." For the last twenty years,
it has been assoclated with virtually all the
important editorial monuments to famous
Americans.’® Since 1965 the National Histor-
ical Publication Commission and geograph-
ically diverse repositories have co-sponsored
the microfilming of research collections of
national significance. Approximately seven-
ty-five are now available. Like the Library
of Congress’ microfilms of presidential pa-
pers, these may be borrowed on inter-library
loan .

The willingness of the federal government
to publish documents related to its own his-
tory is entirely understandable., From the
beginning of our government, and indeed
from the inception of revolutionary thought,
the shapers of our history have been invested
with a sense of their moral rectitude. They
felt that they were acting according to the
highest principles of self-government and
therefore the published records of their ac-
tivities could constitute a noble lesson for
other nations and a wholesome reminder to
American cltizens of their heritage of free-
dom, Hence, there seemed to be little dan-
ger involved In sponsoring documentary
history.

To move from a program of reproducing
records to one of interpreting them required
more courage and entailed somewhat more
risk. It was one thing to print the manu-
script records of the past, even allowing for
subjective editorial decisions, for citizens
then could read the actual documents and
draw their own conclusions. But for the fed-
eral government to sponsor historical pro-
grams that would result in secondary, inter-
pretive works was another matter. Those who
envisioned the latter program must have
realized they faced two potential—and often
very real—types of crities. First would be
Congressmen who would appropriate funds
for the program. They might fear that his-
torical scholars on the federal payroll would
present the past in a partisan light, perhape
discrediting some current political theory or
effort. Or Congressmen with some longevity
might also be uneasy about investigation of
episodes in which they took a hand.* Beyond
the Congressional barrier lay the scholarly
community, with inbred prejudices about of-
ficlal histcries. “How could an investigation
be pure and disinterested,” academic critles
would ask, “when the historian gets paid by
the organization whose history he is writ-
ing?" Not only were such considerations faced
at the outset; they have kept vigil over most,
if not all, the historical activities In the
federal government.

These programs for preducing interpretive
histories of governmental operations emanate
from the executive branch, and most relate
to departmental operations. The only excep-
tion is the Supreme Court history now being
written under the supervision of the Library
of Congress. This project is supported by
funds from the Oliver Wendell Holmes De-
vise. Of the twelve executive departments,
the following have some type of historical
program: Defense, Interior, State, Agricul-
ture, Labor, Transportation, and Health,
Education, and Welfare, Some independent
executive agencles, such as the Atomic




39880

Energy Commission, National Aeronautics
and Space Administration, and USIA, like-
wise have historical offices. By far the most
extensive program is that of the Department
of Defense. Within this vast enterprise, each
service, including the Marines, has its histor-
fcal program, as does the Office of the Sec-
retary of Defense and Joint Chiefs of Stafl.
Unlike most government historians, those
with the Joint Chiefs of Staff expect no pub-
lic recognition for their work, since they
realize from the outset that all thelr research
and writing must be for the files. Their
highly classified products are avallable unly
to those with the requisite security clear-
ances within the military establishment.
Hence these historians must possess what
Leon Blum once termed the requisite for an
ideal civil servant, a passion for anonymity.®
This quality, I hardly need add, is one not
ordinarily assoclated with historians.

Easily the largest and most active histor-
ical program within the Department of De-
fense is that of the Army. The Army’s his-
torical consciousness was amply documented
by the monumental Official Records of the
War of the Rebellion. After this project was
completed, the Army proposed a publication
of Revolutionary War documents. Although
the government had spent around $3,000,000
on the Civil War Army records, in 1913 Con-
gress appropriated only $32,000 for the col-
lection and publication of Revolutionary
documents® The Army’'s historical concern
with World War I was primarily documen-
tary, since Secretary of War Newton D. Baker
opposed official interpretive history!’ Be-
tween the wars, the Historical Sectlon of the
Army War College edited records of the
American Expeditionary Forces, whose sev-
enteen volumes were published in 1948 as the
United States Army in the World War, 1917-
1919.

Impetus for significant historical coverage
of the second World War came from Presi-
dent Roosevelt. On March 4, 1942 he directed
the Bureau of the Budget to name a com-
mittee on records of war administration to
preserve “an accurate and objective account
of our present experience.” * The Army re-
sponded in mid-summer by assigning his-
torical officers for the Services of Supply
(John D. Millett), Army Ground Forces
(Kent Roberts Greenfield), and Army Air
Forces (Clarence B. Lober) ! Then in August
1943 the Army consolidated the program by
establishing the Historical Branch within
G-2, the staff office responsible for intelli-
gence. This consolidation enabled the Army
to extend its historical coverage to overseas
theaters.” A search went out for professional
historians already in uniform to man the
section. With the headquarters unit estab-
lished, the War Department provided histori-
cal units for overseas theaters. These com-
bat historians recorded their own observa-
tions, interviewed key figures, and collected
other important documentary data. The War
Department had also prescribed periodic his-
torical reports prepared by various military
units, From these reports, the observations
and writings of field historians, and the gi-
gantic volume of records produced and pre-
served during the war, the Army produced
the magisterial series entitled United Stafes
Army in World War II. Supervising the series
was the Office of the Chlef of Military His-
tory, an outgrowth of the G-2 historical
branch. Since the beginning of this Office,
the Chief has been a general whose dutles
have been administrative, as have those of
most of the other military personnel in the
Office. The actual historical research and
writing has been under the direction of the
chief historian, a civillan. The three chief
historians have been Walter L. Wright, Jr.,
Kent Roberts Greenfleld, and Stetson Conn.
The professional staff working under them
have been civillan historians, cartographers,
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edtiors, and librarians. Most of the histo-
rians have had military experience, usually
in the theaters they have written about. To
recruit qualified professionals for the World
War II series, the Army considered authorship
credit indispensable.

While the Office of the Chief of Military
History has coordinated and directed the
Army's history of World War II, until 1962 it
did not have sole responsibility for the pro-
gram. Before the reorganization of that year,
the chiefs of the Army's administrative and
technical services maintained their own his-
torical offices and were responsible for the
historles of their components in World War
II. Between 1945 and 1962, the Surgeon Gen-
eral, Chief Signal Officer, Chief of Engineers,
Chief of Transportation, Chief of Ordnance,
Quartermaster General, Chlef of Finance, and
Chief Chemical Officer had historians on their
staffs, and most of these services are repre-
sented in the official series.* Moreover, some
have published histories for periods other
than World War II, notably the Quarter-
master and Surgeon Generals. Offices lacking
a historical program for World War II were
those of the Adjutant General, Chief of
Chaplains, Provost Marshal, and Judge Ad-
vocate General.*

From the scholarly standpoint, what has
been the result of the Army’s tremendous
effort to record its World War II history? The
series includes studies on strategic planning,
logistics, defense of the Western hemisphere,
manpower, tralning, combat in all theaters,
and the technical and administrative serv-
ices. In any undertaking of this scope, there
are obvious differences in approach and qual-
ity. The combat volumes contain more built-
in plot and excitement than do those dealing
with field laundries or spare parts for tanks,
It is manifestly easier to maintain reader in-
terest when dealing with General Patton’s
daring armored tactics than with methods
of loading cargo ships. For all the innate
differences in the seventy-odd volumes, they
represent a high level of historical scholar-
ship. Based as they are on the original
sources, they form the foundation for any
subsequent investigation of this subject. Be-
cause of the books’ workmanlike quality,
future historians will not have to under-
take this level of investigation again. Through
its critlcal evaluations, notably in the Amer-
ican Historical Review, the profession has
generally recognized the solld contributions
these volumes made. One would wish, how-
ever, that the Mississippi Valley Historical
Review had seen fit to assess the books with
standard reviews rather than mere mention
in “"Book Notes."” Whether intentional or not,
the Mississippi Valley Historical Review eval-
uated the serles along with such contribu-
tlons as My Mother Used to Say: A Natchez
Belle of the Sirties® and Great Train Rob-
beries of the West® In 1967 the Journal of
American History reversed this policy with
signed reviews.

With the reorganization of the Army's his-
torical activities in 1962, the Office of the
Chief of Military History was charged with
winding up the World II history, supervising
historical offices in major commands, as well
as with maintaining several other important
activities. It has published two monographs
on the Korean War, four in a miscellaneous
Army Historical Serles, and ls preparing vol-
umes on the Army’s role in the Vietnamese
confliet.® In addition, it has written studies
concerning the Army's involvement in clvil
disturbances, such as the use of federal
troops during the integration of Central High
School In Little Rock and the University of
Mississippl.®

Of current interest is the Office of the
Chief of Military History project on the his-
tory of integration in the armed forces. Its
significance lles In the fact that it is the
first historical study undertaken on a De-
partmental basis and that the Army got the
assignment. Similar studles concerning mat-
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ters common to the entire Department of
Defense should follow.

The Navy’'s historical program originated
in the Navy Department library in 1882 when
the librarian began the collectlon and pub-
lication of the Official Records of the Union
and Confederate Navies. Later known as the
Office of Naval Records and Library, the unit
is now the Naval History Divislon. The Navy
published seven monographs on World War
I, including the History of the Bureau of
Engineering (1922, 176 pp.) and The Ameri=-
can Naval Planning Section, London (1923,
537 pp.). Between the wars the Office pre-
pared two significant documentary publica-
tions, Naval Documents Related to the Quasi-
War Between the United States and France
(1935-38, 7 vols) and Naval Documents Re=-
lated to the United States Wars with the
Barbary Powers (1939-45, T vols.)

When considering the Navy's history in
World War II, we naturally think first of
Samuel Ellot Morison’s monumental fifteen-
volume History of United States Naval Oper-
ations in World War II1.< Although this his-
tory, based on primary sources, was sup-
ported by the Navy Department, it was pub-
lished commercially*® The Naval History Di-
vision, directed since 1956 by retired Rear
Admiral Ernest M. Eller, is responsible for
many specialized volumes on World War II
dealing with such topics as operations, logis-
tics, administration, and chronology. Bu-
reaus, such as those of Ordnance, Personnel,
Medicine and Surgery, Ships, and Yards and
Docks, published multi-volumed histeries of
their World War II activities. Moreover, the
great number of historical studies published
by the U.S. Naval Institute in Annapolls
qualify as quasi-official history.® An example
of the Navy’s recent historical publications is
Willlam B. Clark’s editlon of Naval Docu-
ments of the American Revolution, of which
four volumes have appeared. Perceptive re-
viewers criticized deficiencies in the first two
volumes,™ but the third met more enthuslas-
tic response.®

While the Marine Corps’ historical section
began in 1819, its significant publications
date only from World War II. Prior to and
during the early years of that war, the his-
torical office functioned chiefly as a reference
service and was attached to different parts of
the Corps headquarters.® The first frults of
its World War II historical program were fif-
teen monographs published between 1047
and 19556, dealing with individual campaigns,
such as those of Tarawa, Bougainville and
the Northern Sclomons, Guadalcanal, Salpan,
Tinian, New Britain, Iwo Jima, and Okinawa.
Beginning in 1858, the office began publish-
ing a projected five-volume History of U.S.
Marine Corps Operations in World War II.
These books treated the Pacific war chrono-
logically and profited from being based on
Japanese, as well as Amerlcan sources,® Con-
current with its work on World War II, the
Historical Branch began a series on Marine
involvement in the Korean War, Of a pro-
Jected five-volume U.S. Marine Operations in
Korea, four had been published by 1962.%

The historical consciousness of the newest
of the armed services, the Air Force, was
nurtured by its parent, the Army. In fact,
the Army Air Forces' historical program be-
gun in 1942 remained Intact through the
establishment of the Air Force. Before the
19047 ‘“‘unification” of the services into a
single Department of Defense, which rather
anomalously created the Air Force as a third
and coequal branch along with the Army and
Navy, the Army Alr Force had begun work on
1ts World War II history. Edited by Wesley
Frank Craven and James Lea Cate, The Army
Air Forces in World War II comprised seven
volumes, published between 1948 and 1958.
The first five volumes dealt largely with op-
erations; the sixth was concerned with high-
level organization (no pun intended), pro-
curement of materiel, and personnel. Volume
VII was something of a catch-all, covering
the Alr Transport Command, Weather Serv-
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ice, Airways Communications System, and
demobilization, This series, written from offi-
cial records and reflecting that viewpoint,
was published by The University of Chicago
Press. Futrell's study of the Air Force in the
Korean War used the same approach.®

In 1949 the Air Force Historical Division
moved to the Air University, Maxwell Air
Force Base. Since then, it has published a
long series of USAF Historical Studies deal-
ing with World War II, the post-war period,
the Korean conflict, and subsequent events.
In administering the service's program, the
Historical Division required each major
command and numbered air force to main-
tain a historical office.

This extensive field program, manned by
some 200 full-time civillan and military
personnel, is far larger than that of the other
services. These field offices have prepared
semi-annual histories of their organizations,
Among those involved, there has been some
doubt about the effectlveness of these six-
month reports. The reservations concern the
length of the period under review and the
consequent inability to deal with the major
issues in sufficient perspective. Presently, the
Alr Force's historical program is undergoing
a significant reorganization which may result
in more sophisticated publications. The fact
that a retired major general, R. A. Grussen-
dorf, was recalled to active duty to establish
the Office of Air Force History in Washing-
ton indicates increased emphasis on the
program. Further indication of a change of
direction is that command historlans, once
attached to information offices, now submit
annual histories directly to their chlefs of
staff.®» This reorganization Incorporates the
principal suggestions made by an advisory
committee on the Air Force historical pro-
gram.” Some of the encouragement for the
reorganization apparently has stemmed from
the Department of History at the Air Force
Academy, which 1s keenly conscious of the
need for the Air Force to have a meaning-
ful historical program attested to by seri-
ous publications, informative to the military,
the community of scholars, and the public.

Combining its varlous components, the
Department of Defense clearly maintains the
largest federal historical operation. It is
somewhat ironic that the government of this
“peace loving” nation has devoted far more
resources to its military history than to the
study of its more pacific operations. This
development no doubt reflects our imitation
of the European governments that inaugu-
rated official military history in the nine-
teenth century rather than any dellberate
policy of slighting civil administrative his-
tory. Nonetheless, as the works of Leonard
D. White demonstrated so elogquently, the
latter field is rich for tillage and we are the
poorer because of the traditional imbalance.

The second largest historical activity in
terms of manpower and publications is the
Department of State's’ Its Historical Of-
fice, directed by William M. Franklin, belongs
to the Bureau of Public Affairs. The State
Department began its documentary publica-
tions in 1861 with Foreign Relations of the
United States, but as noted previously, the
series did not bear the stamp of professional
preparation until the 1914 volumes appeared.
As an indication of the nation’s major dip-
lomatic concerns through the years, Foreign
Relations constitutes a valuable asset to stu-
dents of diplomatic history and to the pro-
fession generally. When Dean Dusk was Sec-
retary of State, he agreed in principle to keep
the publications within twenty years of the
present, a goal proposed by the Department’'s
advisory committee. As an Injunction to
those editing the volumes, a sizeable banner
in the Historical Office once proclaimed:
“Hold that 20-Year Line."” The passage of
years and the crumbling line may have re-
sulted in the banner's removal. Concerned
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scholars have repeatedly urged the Depart-
ment of State to support this publication
program sufficiently to hold the twenty-year
line,” but there is no real evidence that the
leadership in the Department feels any ur-
gency about the situation. By real evidence,
I mean sufficient funding for the necessary
staff to accomplish the job. The best inten-
tions of the Historical Office—and I think
they have been amply manifested—cannot
accelerate publication of the annual volumes.
It requires an adequate staff. The problem
concerns not merely the volumes themselves,
but access to State Department records in
the National Archives. Until the annual vol-
umes come out, researchers cannot examine
records for that year. So the further Foreign
Relations lags, the less access scholars have
to needed information. The profession must
keep pressure on the Department of State
and Congress to provide sufficient support
for this important documentary publication
as well as for others that have languished
because funds were withdrawn. Another
challenge the serles faces as it enters the
post-World War II period is the greatly in-
flated volume of pertinent materials, not
only within the State Department files, but
also in those of other departments, agencies,
and private individuals. It will require cop-
ing with greater amounts of complex docu-
mentation, as well as with materials from
increasingly higher levels.#

As the Foreign Relations serles indicates,
the State Department’s historical publica-
tions have been largely documentary. An im-
portant, continuing series of digests of in-
ternational laws affecting the United States
was launched in 1887.¢ Between 1931 and
1948, Hunter Miller's eight-volume edition
of Treaties and Other International Acts of
the United States of America appeared. Fur-
ther work in this series, which comes only to
1863, was suspended for lack of funds The
Department has published numerous other
compilations of treaties and conference pro-
ceedings. Unlike the military historians, the
government's diplomatic historians have
written few analytical, interpretive volumes.
The most notable of these are by Carlton
Bavage,® Harley A. Notter, et al.,® and Wil-
liam M. Franklin.«

In the popular mind, the historical pro-
gram of the Department of the Interior’'s Na-
tional Park Service evokes images of articu-
late, uniformed park guldes who seem to
possess an encyclopedic knowledge of the
events connected with their particular site.
Sometimes this narrative lows forth by rote,
and the professional historlan is struck by
the lack of an analytical or conceptual frame-
work, Nonetheless, such information greatly
benefits the numerous visitors to important
historic sites.

On the scholarly level, the National Park
Service's historical program centers in the
Washington office, where Robert M. Utley is
Chief Historlan, This office has consolidated
the work of the National Survey of Historic
Sites and Buildings and the park historical
research function. This includes the preserva-
tion, development, and interpretation of some
169 areas of national historical significance,
such as famous battlegrounds and frontier
military posts. The Division of History has
designated 800 National Historic Landmarks,
thereby recognizing their importance and en-
couraging their preservation. The Division’s
two types of publications have met with con-
siderable popular approval,

Its Historical Handbook Series contains
several dozen pamphlets on individual sites.
Like all the Park Service's offerings, they
are well-illustrated with photographs and
maps. The National Survey has published vol-
umes dealing with historic places within dif-
ferent regions, such as Soldier and Brave:
Indian and Military Affairs in the Trans-
Mississippi West % and Colonials and Pa-
triots: Historic Places Commemorating Our
Forebears, 1700-1783.* Each contains his-
torical narrative that lends meaning to the
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discussion of sites. Since the National Park
Service's historical program applies only to
its own functions, it provides no coverage for
other important operations of the Depart-
ment of the Interior. With our growing sen-
sitivity to the needs of American Indians
in the areas of conservation and reclamation,
it is regretable that the Department has pro-
vided no historical treatment of these con-
cerns.

For several decades the Department of Ag-
riculture has maintained a historical pro-
gram, but only recently has it been identified
as such. Until the USDA allowed historians
to sail under their own colors, Mrs. Clio of
the cabbage patch—or should we say Clio
of cabbages and cotton—was treated as a
function of agricultural economics. Notwith-
standing whatever limitation this placement
may have been, the USDA historians have
played an important role in the development
of agricultural history as a speclalty within
the discipline. A name early assoclated with
agricultural history was that of Everett E.
Edwards, who was in charge of the USDA
historical program from the 1920s until his
death in 1952,

In 1930 the USDA published his Bibliog-
raphy of the History of Agriculture in the
United States, a definite work for its time.
A decade later the Yearbook of Agriculture
contained his perceptive “American Agricul-
ture—the First 300 Years.” After Edwards'
death, Wayne D, Rasmussen took charge of
the program and was responsible for the
centennial history entitled Century of Serv-
ice: The First 100 Years of the United States
Department of Agriculture® Authors of the
book were Gladys Baker, Rasmussen, Vivian
Wiser, and Jane M. Porter. Some Congress-
men denounced the volume, questioning the
ability of government historians to write ob-
jectively. The critics’ allegation was that
this scholarly account of the USDA's opera-
tions was a partisan tool.* Fortunately, their
attempts to enjoin distribution of the book
were folled by the Department’s leadership.
Besides the publication of books, articles,
and bulletins, the office prepares staff studies
for the Secretary that present historical
background for current policy decisions, Sev-
eral other Departments have studied this
unusual function* In a different dimension,
this office has for many years served as a
secretarlat for the Agricultural Historical
Soclety.

Among the newer departmental historical
programs are those in Health, Education, and
Welfare; Labor; and Transportation. Within
Health, Education, and Welfare, the Depart-
ment has historical offices in the Social Se-
curity Administration, National Library of
Medicine, and National Institutes of Health.
Since its inception In 1963, the Soclal Se-
curity Office has been headed by Abe Bortz.
Like the Labor Department's program, it
has not yet produced any major publication.
Soon, however, it will publish a 100-page
gulde to social security records. Its oral his-
tory project, consisting of more than 150
interviews, also nears completion.® Jonathan
Grossman launched the Labor Department's
historical efforts in 1963. He serves as a con-
sultant to the Secretary and maintains a
bibliography on the history of labor in Amer-
ica. The Department of Transportation's
historical program began in 1967, although
that of its component, the Federal Aviation
Administration, predates it seven years.

Two independent agencies, the Atomic En-
ergy Commission and the National Aeronau-
tics and Space Administration, have devel-
oped substantial historical activities during
their comparatively brief existence. The first,
and highly acclalmed, product of the AEC
historical office was The New World, 1939/
1946, Volume I of the officlal history of the
AEC. The second volume, Atfomic Shield,
1947-1952, has Just appeared.” Richard G.
Hewlett, Chief Historian of the AEC and co-
author of these works, is now preparing a
book on Rickover and the nuclear navy.™
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NASA’s historical program began in 1959
under the leadership of Eugene M. Emme.
Two years later Emme launched the official
publications with his Aeronautics and Astro-
nautics: An American Chronology of Science
and Technology in the Exploration of Space,
1915-1960. This has been followed by simi-
lar annual chronologies and chronologies de-
voted to the Mercury, Gemini, and Apollo
projects.® Since 1966 the office has published
several monographs, some written under con-
tract by private scholars, rather than being
undertaken by the permanent staff. A good
example is This New Ocean: A History of
Project Mercury, by Swenson, Grimwood, and
Alexander.™

The only approach to a formal history of
the legislative branch began In 1962 with the
founding of the United States Capitol His-
torical Society. This organization, whose sole
president has been Representative Fred
Schwengel (R.-Iowa), bears no official rela-
tion to the government and receives no ap-
propriated funds. It has emphasized a his-
torical awareness of the Capitol as a bulld-
ing. To accomplish this end, it has published
the highly successful guldebook, We, the
People. With funds from the sale of over two
million copies, the Soclety has undertaken
the compilation of a comprehensive, schol-
arly bibliography on the Capitol, which will
bear the imprint of the University of Okla-
homa Press. Several members of the Board
of Trustees, myself included, hope to per-
suade the Soclety to broaden its scope to
include the study of legislative history. By
making fellowships avallable for such in-
vestigations, both on the pre- and post-doc-
toral level, the Society could make a great
contribution to American historiography.

In considering the federal government's
historical programs, attention must not be
restricted to those agencies which publish
their own histories. Without the facilities of
the government's great repositories, the Na-
tional Archives and the Library of Congress,
little official history could be written. And
without the use of these repositories, unoffi-
cial history of many aspects of the American
experience is Ilkely to be deficlent. In their
support of all serious investigation into the
nation’s past, these agencles constitute a
vital part of the government's historical pro-
gram. Probably the most concrete contribu-
tion these agencles make to historical study,
besides the obvious fact of collecting and
maintaining original sources, is in their prep-
aration of finding aids, Within the National
Archives system, which includes the presi-
dential libraries and Federal Records Cen-
ters,*® finding aids range from preliminary
inventories to elaborate guldes to special
categories of records, such as the Kenneth
W. Munden and Henry P, Beers Guide to
Federal Archives Relating to the Civili War ™
This Guide, like Beers' more recent one deal-
ing with Confederate records, cites second-
ary publications based on the sources, thus
performing a valuable bibliographical service.

Although the complilation of Writings on
American History, Volume II of the American
Historical Assoclation's Annual Report is not
directly related to the work of the National
Archives and its National Historical Publica-
tions Commission, the NHPC in 1951 as-
sumed responsibility for this publication. It
should be noted that both volumes of the
AHA Annual Report (Proceedings and Writ-
ings) have always been published by a gov-
ernment agency. The fact that the most re-
cent volume of Writings is for 19568 indicates
the pressing need for this discipline to ap-
ply computer techniques to its bibliograph-
ical apparatus.®

In additilon to the previously mentioned
documentary publication of the National
Archives, and those sponsored by the Na-
tional Historical Publications Commission,
some of the presidential libraries have un-

Footnotes at end of article.
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dertaken their own publication programs. The
Roosevelt Library has published two volumes
on Franklin D, Roosevelt and Conservation ®
and three volumes on Franklin D. Roosevelt
and Foreign Affairs® The Harry S, Truman
Library Institute has initiated a serles of re-
search projects supported by private funds.
Donald R, McCoy, Director of Studies for the
Institute, gave first priority to civil rights
during the Truman administration.

With the assistance of Richard Ruetten, he
has prepared a manuscript on this topic.
The Eisenhower Library as yet has under-
taken no monographic or documentary pub-
lications, but it has initiated an impressive
serles of conferences for historians. To popu-
larize the Library as an educational and
cultural institution, the staff held confer-
ences in 1968 dealing with Western history
and the twenty-fifth anniversary of D Day.
In connection with the meetings, the Library
assembled thematic art exhibits. These con-
ferences may well have been inspired by the
serles the National Archives began in 1967,
They have dealt with polar records, statis-
tical records, captured German documents,
and diplomatic history. A two-day confer-
ence on the history of the U.S. territories
begins Monday, November 3, and another
on urban history 1s scheduled for spring
1970. To keep the academic profession abreast
of its programs and plans, the National Ar-
chives inaugurated Prologue: The Journal of
the National Archives in the spring of 1969,
Its articles will encompass the entire Archives
establishment, including the presidential
libraries and Federal Records Centers.

The newest of the presidential libraries,
the Johnson Library in Austin, assured it-
self a vast quantity of documentation when
the President required all executive agen-
cles to prepare histories of their activities
during his tenure. This rush project pre-
vented any real analytical syntheses, but it
did provide in one place much of the raw
data, with some guides to its import, that
future historians will use. Like other presi-
dential libraries, the Johnson Library has an
active oral history program.

For American historians engaged in orig-
inal research, the Library of Congress’ Manu-
script Division offers a tremendous wvariety
of Riches, ranging from presidential papers
to the official files of the American Historical
Association and the National Assoclation for
the Advancement of Colored People. In an
effort to aid researchers locate needed infor-
mation, the Library of Congress has prepared
extensive finding aids to its own holdings, as
well as to those of other institutions. In
1918 it issued the first guide that made a sub-
stantial effort to incorporate data on manu-
scripts throughout the country, the Check
List of Collections of Personal Papers in His-
torical Societies, University and Public Li-
braries, and Other Learned Institutions in
the United States. A popular revision came
in 1924 entitled Manuscripts in Public and
Private Collections in the United States.
These guldes were not nearly so comprehen=-
sive nor helpful as Philip M. Hamer's 4
Guide to Archives and Manuscripts in the
United States,*” prepared under the auspices
of the National Historical Publications Com-
mission, but they were important as pioneer-
ing efforts. Another significant biographical
contribution was A Guide to the Study of the
United States of America (1960). When the
Library of Congress undertook compilation
and publication of the National Union Cata-
log of Manuscript Collections (6 wvols. 1962-
68), it provided the vehicle for a complete
reporting of manuscripts in the country. Un-
fortunately, the completeness depends on the
cooperation of repositories, and the method
of cumulating data and indices is antiquated,
but the Library of Congress must be ap-
plauded for furnishing the opportunity for
achleving bibliographical control over our
vast array of primary sources. Among the Li-
brary of Congress’ most important documen-
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tary publications have been the Journals of
the Continental Congress, 1774-1789% and
the Records of the Virginia Company.®

A comparatively recent venture of the Li-
brary of Congress, the Center for the Coordi-
nation of Foreign Manuscript Copying, prom-
ises—and indeed has already delivered—great
help to historians, This center, headed by
George O. Eent, serves as a clearinghouse
for information on the availability of photo-
copled manusecripts in the United States. It
seeks, moreover, to assist scholars in planning
photocopying projects abroad so that dupli-
cation, with its attendant wastes to both
repository and copler, may be avoided. Twice
& year News From the Center apprises read-
ers of coples of foreign manuscripts in this
country and research conditions in foreign
archives. Another publication important to
historians is the Quarterly Journal of the Li-
brary of Congress, While its scope transcends
our discipline, some of its most significant
articles are historical.

In recent years the Smithsonian Institution
has offered increased support for the study
of history in the forms of postdoctoral visit-
ing research associateships, predoctoral in-
ternships, and research assistantships. The
collections of the Institution have long been
available for research, but the Inducement of
financial aid to study specific collections has
been a positive attraction for historians, es-
pecially those Interested In American studies
and the history of sclence and technology.
Students of American history have too often
ignored the kind of non-literary documen-
tation offered by museums, Whatever attrac-
tion the Smithsonian may have for visiting
researchers, its primary mission is to advance
and diffuse knowledge through its corps of
resident scholars, Researchers In several fields
have long profited from the Smithsonian's
specialized publications. Beginning in 1966
the Institution strove for a general audience
through the Smithsonian Journal of History.
Its erratic publication schedule proved a great
disappointment, and in the summer of 1969
the Institution decided to kill the Journal
and divert funds elsewhere.

‘The sheer size of the government’s histori-
cal program is an impressive indication of
its commitment to history. But governmental
agencles do not necessarily construe this as
& commitment to publication, nor even as
a service to the taxpayers who support it.
The military offices stress that their histories
are primarily for internal consumption and
secondarily for the public.*® Perhaps the re-
cent record should encourage official mill-
tary historlans to take less pride In our
martial accomplishments and to seek to
render a wider service to the citizens of the
nation, who, after all, make thelr work pos-
sible. My argument is not that official his-
torians have worshipped false gods, for the
scholarly quality of their work has generally
been sound. The time has come, it seems to
me, for those directing the government's his-
torical programs to put social utility ahead
of any kind of parochial Interest. This ob-
viously is more easily said than done for
civil servants, but unless it is done, I fear
that the commonwealth will suffer,

One of the problems now besetting service
histories is just this matter of parochialism.
Military policy since World War II has been
formed above the levels of individual serv-
ices. The nation's political, military, and
diplomatic decisions have often been shaped
and determined by the Natlonal Security
Council, the Central Intelligence Agency, and
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. More often than
not, official historians writing for publica-
tion do not have access to records from these
agencies, so anything they write reflects a
decidedly low level of operations. Even with-
in the Department of Defense, there has been
little coordination of the history of military
activitles since 1947, when the Department
was created. The historical staff of the Of-
fice of the Secretary of Defense would be
the logical agency to exercise leadership In
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writing a departmental history, but it has
not done so. Even if such a history could not
be published immediately because of secu-
rity restrictions, preliminary research and
writing should be under way. Inaction now
means that the type of history that should
be written may remain undone.

Aside from the scholarly activity that re-
sults in publication, almost all governmental
historical offices maintain reference services,
both for internal and public use. Many as-
semble reference files that enable the re-
search which can later lead to publication.
Several historical agencies administer mu-
<eums, which can be an excellent means of
rommunicating a sense of the past. These
rctivities are manifestly important, but I
submit that the prime responsibility of offi-
cial historians in a democratic society should
be to write and publish history that explains
governmental operations to intelligent citi-
gens. Otherwise, government history serves
mainly itself and not the public that sus-
tains it.

Because of their knowledge of agences’
operations and records, government histo-
rians frequently are commandeered into non-
historical duties. Career administrators usu-
ally have little appreciation for the histo-
rian's task and the fact that long periods of
concentration are required to produce decent
history. They find it easy to use historical
talents in writing speeches, preparing reports,
and the like, Unfortunately, some historians
are willing to be diverted and use this as an
excuse for not fulfilling their primary obliga~
tion. Since the government has a considerable
investment in official history, the profession,
through its various organizations, must
maintain pressure on the government to in-
sure that its official historians do not become
burdened with other responsibilities.

The amount of the government's invest-
ment in officlal history is no real indication
of its effectiveness nor of whether taxpayers
get their money's worth. Those programs
that can be judged by their serious publica-
tions have usually measured up to scholarly
criteria.

While the finished products reflect ob-
Jectlve scholarship, in the process of re-
search and writing, government historians
are sometimes subjected to pressures—subtle
and not-so-subtle—to engage In special
pleading, or at least to present the history
of their particular employer in the best pos-
sible light® It has been easy for hostile
critics to label them “court historians.” It
is a credit to the integrity of the govern-
ment historians that they can usually with-
stand these pressures, but subjection to them
drains away creative energy and often delays
the entire process.

One problem that accounts for many de-
lays in writing officlal history is access to
classified records. Since I have dealt with
this elsewhere, I shall not belabor it here.
Suffice it to say that the government badly
needs a coordinated, unified system of classi-
fying and downgrading its records. His-
torians within the government should have
easy access to all agencles’' records, except-
ing only those obviously deserving security
classifications. And the government should
establish a central office to facilitate the ac-
cess of both official and private historians
to the necessary documents. This office could
also bring much needed coordination to the
entire federal historical effort. If Nixon and
subsequent presidents follow Johnson's cue
in requiring agencies to prepare their his-
tories during a particular administration,
this cannot help having a profound impact
on the government's historical operations.
Then there would be even greater need for
such an office located high within the execu-
tive branch.

Finally, questions must be raised concern-
ing the cost and utility of the government’s
historical programs. In comparison with
other governmental expenditures, the cost
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is negligible and it would be easy to avoid
raising the issue. But many wonder today if
it is wise to assume that governmental ex-
penditures are beyond the power of our
analysis, if not comprehension. Certainly, the
information presented by the government's
historical programs is a positive contribution
to scholarship and justifies their existence.
But academic historians, as scholars and
citizens, must concern themselves with the
governmental aspect of the profession. They
must be aware of the time and money neces-
sary to produce official histories and of their
intended audiences. The profession should
strive to promote & comprehensive govern-
mental historical program that would reflect
accurately the role of the government in
American life.

In view of these considerations, what rec-
ommendations may be made concerning those
departments without historical programs?
These include Treasury, Housing and Urban
Development, Post Office, Commerce, Justice,
as well as the legislative branch and the lower
federal courts, As one vitally interested in the
welfare of the profession and conscious of the
need to apprise historians of non-teaching
career opportunities, I could say that all
major governmental agencies would be well
advised to have historical programs. Some ex-
isting programs, however, have not estab-
lished their worth through publications, and
although the process of governmental history
is admittedly slow, it is not unreasonable to
expect from most official historians some
token of scholarly publication after several
years on the public payroll. Consequently, be-
fore any agencies establish new historical
offices, they should enunciate their goals
clearly, employ historians capable of achiev-
ing these goals, give them the requisite sup-
port and see that they produce. Lest this
analysis of the government's historical pro-
grams seem too stringent, we must remember
that these programs are possible only through
public support. Therefore their entire opera-
tion, from the beginning of research to the
published product, 15 a matter of publiec, as
well as professional, concern.
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THE LATE BELOVED EVERETT
McKINLEY DIRKSEN

(Mr. ARENDS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, it is no
exaggeration to say that no man served
in the Congress of the United States with
greater distinction than our late beloved
Senator Everett McKinley Dirksen. His
contribution is almost beyond measure.
Many people likened him to Abraham
Lincoln, another son of Illinois, and in
many respects he was the Lincoln of our
day.

There should be a memorial to this
truly great man. No more fitting me-
morial would be the naming of the new
proposed Federal building and the exist-
ing Federal building and U.S. courthouse
in Chicago after him. It was in the Fed-
eral building that Senator Dirksen had
his office in Chicago. It was to this office
that people from across the State would
come for guidance and assistance. None
were turned away. All were always given
the best he had to offer for he was in the
truest sense a man of and for the people,

I am today introducing a bill, on behalf
of myself and other Members of Con-
gress, to name these two buildings in
Chicago after Senator Dirksen. Knowing
the high regard which the American peo-
ple of both political parties held for the
late Senator, I am quite confident that
all will join in supporting this proposal.




December 18, 1969

ON THE POSSIBILITIES
OF TAX TREASON

(Mr. VANIK asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include extra-
neous matter.)

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
the Attorney General requested the resig-
nation of one of the greatest U.S, attor-
neys in recent times: Mr. Robert M.
Morgenthau. This request comes with 2
years left to Mr. Morgenthau’s term and
while he is in the middle of major inves-
tigations of national importance, involv-
ing organized crime and public officials.

To quote this morning’s Washington
Post:

The Nixon administration’s attempt to fire
Robert M. Morgenthau as U.S. attorney for
the Southern District of New York is widely
viewed here as the result of political pres-
sure generated by the prosecutor’'s wide-
spread investigations of white-collar crime
and organized racketeering which could in-
volve many prominent members of the busi-
ness and political world.

Recently, as Morgenthau's probes into fi-
nancial dealings involving the use of foreign
banks picked up steam, the reports of pres-
sure from Washington have become more fre-
quent.

I hope, Mr. Speaker, that everyone
who is concerned about crime—not just
the very serious and dangerous crime on
the street, but the multibillion-dollar
crimes of the rich and the syndicates—
will support Attorney Morgenthau and
the continuation of his probes.

I propose, Mr. Speaker, that the files
which the U.S. attorney of the southern
district of New York has accumulated on
the use of Swiss banks by American citi-
zens to evade U.S. tax laws be subpenaed
by the House Ways and Means Commit-
tee to determine the extent of the use
of international tax loopholes by Ameri-
cans. It is incumbent upon Congress to
utilize this evidence of tax abuse before
it disappears.

The use of forelgn secret bank ac-
counts to avold taxation is a form of
tax treason which no American should
tolerate.

I have today requested Chairman WiL-
BUR MiLLs, of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, to initiate committee action on
this critical matter.

HOBBY FARMING

(Mr. OBEY asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, family farm-
ers should not have to compete against
someone who does not have to make a
profit to stay in business. In an attempt
to do something about that, I am intro-
ducing in the House of Representatives
today legislation which would prohibit
agricultural grants-in-aid or farm as-
sistance payments for persons who farm
only for tax purposes. Senator NELsON
is today introducing companion legisla-
tion in the Senate. It is time that we
eliminate the tax advantages which
benefit the wealthy who use farms as
tax shelters and milk the Federal Treas-
ury for upward of $600 million per year.
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And it is time that we prohibit these
tax dodge farmers from gaining the eco-
nomic benefits of farm programs as well.

Last January I had the opportunity
to attend a seminar on corporation farm-
ing in Des Moines, Iowa, where the main
issues discussed were the invasion of cor-
porate and nonfarm interests into the
agricultural sector of our Nation. At the
end of that conference a statement was
issued which read in part:

An alarming trend in our time is the mas-
sive invasion of agriculture by corporate and
non-farm interests . . . made possible and
abetted by the avallability of virtually un-
limited capital and credit in the hands of
those corporate giants, and by the provisions
of tax laws which make it possible for cor-
porations and the investors who are not
primarily engaged as farm operators to take
advantage of tax-loss deductions on their
farm operations against Income produced
from non-farm enterprises,

The activity of corporate and non-farm
interests in agriculture has resulted in com-
modity market price manipulation, unreal-
istically high prices for farm land, and the
driving of farm families off the land.

Mr. Speaker, a number of us in Con-
gress have introduced legislation which
we believe would go far in dealing with
this corporate invasion in agriculture, an
ever increasing occurrence which we look
upon with grave concern. In particular,
this legislation included the Metcalf and
Culver bills which would have limited
tax-loss deductions as a writeoff against
nonfarm income to $15,000, with a dollar
reduction in the writeoff allowed for each
dollar of nonfarm income over $15,000. I
support the Metealf-Culver bills, and in-
cluded a provision of this sort in the tax
reform legislation which I introduced
shortly after my election to Congress last
April.

The need for such legislation is, I think,
obvious. There is a marked tendency for
example, for farm losses to increase as
adjusted gross income increases. In 1966,
in fact, the average farm losses reported
by 88 millionaires were in excess of
$40,000, something one should not expect
from those who are otherwise prudent
and successful businessmen and
investors.

On almost any day we can see adver-
tisements in the Wall Street Journal tell-
ing how farm investment for wealthy
people results in tax shelters that enable
them to avoid millions of dollars In taxes.

To quote from the report of the Sen-
ate and House committees which studied
the tax reform legislation:

The utilization of these tax advantages
by high-income taxpayers ls not merely a
theoretical possibility.

It is a real threat, Mr. Speaker, and
one we attempted to deal with in the tax
reform legislation which recently was
debated in the House and Senate.

Among other provisions, the House-
passed tax reform bill contained a pro-
vision establishing an excess deductions
account. The EDA was established to pre-
vent individuals from using farm losses to
convert ordinary income, taxed on a
graduated scale, into capital gains, which
of course are taxed at much lower rates.
However, under the tax bill passed by
the House, only losses in excess of $25,-
000 would be added to the EDA and it

39885

would apply only if the person had a
nonfarm income of $50,000 per year or
more. This method would still leave the
tax-dodge farmer free to use the full
amount of his farming losses to reduce
the taxes he would otherwise have to pay
on his nonfarming income.

Unfortunately, the provision adopted
by the Senate Finance Committee was
little better. Under that bill, a taxpayer
whose nonfarm income is less than $50,-
000 could deduct his farm losses in full,
and one with more than $50,000 of non-
farm income would be allowed to deduct
his losses in full up to $25,000, and one-
half of everything over this.

Both the Senate and House tax re-
form bills generally agreed also on a
“hobby farm"” provision which included
a rule under which a taxpayer could not
deduct losses arising from an activity if
it was carried on without an expecta-
tion of realizing a profit. Where the
losses of such an activity—including
farming—were more than $25,000 in 3
out of 5 consecutive years, then the ac-
tivity Is presumed to have been carried
on without the expectation of a profit,
unless the taxpayer can show to the con-
trary.

In his attempt to amend the Senate
bill, Senator MercaLF pointed out that
the House EDA provisions would raise
about $20 million and would affect about
3,000 persons. If approved as an amend-
ment to the Senate tax reform legisla-
tion, his amendment would have raised
about $205 million in revenue and would
have affected about 14,000 persons.

Mr. Speaker, even this was no pan-
acea and Senator MeTcALF pointed out
himself that his amendment, while much
better than the House proposal, would
still have affected only 2 percent of the
770,000 taxpayers who claim farm losses
on their income tax returns. The im-
portant point, however, is that it would
not affect the legitimate farmers who
claim legitimate losses.

When the tax reform bill was pre-
sented to the House in August, I said at
that time that I considered the tax-loss
farming provisions unsatisfactory. Sen-
ator MeTcaLF's amendment did not pass
the Senate, and the bill which did pass
the Senate a few days ago is also in-
adequate to deal with this matter.

It is for this reason that I am intro-
ducing today additional provisions to the
coalition farm bill which I cosponsored
several weeks ago. My amendment will
simply assure us that tax-dodge and
hobby farmers—both in farming to avoid
taxes and not to make a profit—will not
get the same farm program benefits as
the legitimate farmers who actively work
their fields and provide this Nation with
an abundant supply of food and fiber.

Although there are not many statistics
available on this matter, I have received
information from the Internal Revenue
Service indicating that in 1966, 264,000
farmers reporting losses on their opera-
tions had received $272 million in farm
program payments.

Mr. Speaker, I have already pointed
out that many persons with very high
incomes, including some whose incomes
reach $1 million or more, claim tax
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losses for farming operations. Figures
compiled by the USDA indicate that in
1968 over 56 percent of our farmers re-
ceive only 11 percent of all farm pay-
ments, and most of these receive between
$200 and $499 per year. Now we know
that a number, and I suspect a growing
number, of hobby farmers are not only
milking the Federal Treasury by claiming
tax losses, they are at the same time ac-
cepting grants-in-aid or assistance pay-
ments for not farming when they had
no intention of doing so in the first place.
I think this practice ought to be stopped.
It is unfair, and it is unfairly giving the
whole farm program a bad name. To cor-
rect that, I am using a vehicle which has
already been accepted in principle by the
Senate and the House in the tax reform
bills passed by the two houses—that per-
sons who farm without an expectation of
realizing a profit should be prohibited
from using their “hobbies” to gain tax
benefits.

If the addition to the coalition farm
bill which I am introducing today were
adopted, no person who has a loss of
$10,000 or more in 3 years out of 5 could
obtain the benefits of the various farm
programs extended in this major farm
legislation, unless he could prove that he
is in business to make a profit. This in-
cludes the wool program, feed grains,
cotton, wheat, rice, soybeans and flax.

I would like to point out, however, that
my proposals would not prohibit any per-
sons from receiving cropland adjustment
payments—CAP. Under this cropland
conservation program, farmers receive
payments for diverting acres of land
from crops to conservation uses. The con-
cern over soil, water, and wildlife con-
servation makes it apparent, I think, that
any attempts to conserve our land are
necessary and ought to be encouraged. To
qualify for CAP payments a person must
be actively farming for a period of 3
vears and he must have a history of crop
production. If any person under this pro-
gram has farm losses, but wants and can
qualify to divert acres into conservation
uses, I believe he ought to be allowed
to do so.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation is not in-
tended nor would it penalize the family
farmer who may legitimately incur losses
from sales, In fact, it is meant to protect
him from unfair competition. It would
affect the so-called “farmer” who loses
at least $30,000 in a 5-year period, and
who cannot show that he is in business
with an expectation of making a profit.

This measure is not a cureall for the
corporate invasion into agriculture whose
tentacles seem to be extending each year,
and I will continue to support the meas-
ures proposed by Senator MEeTcALF and
Representative CuLver. But I believe this
measure is a first step. With its adoption
we will be telling tax-dodge farmers and
investors that farm assistance programs
were not established for their benefit,
but to help stabilize farm income and
assure the consumer an adequate supply
of quality agricultural products. Wealthy
nonfarmers should not be allowed to use
farming as either a tax dodge or as a
means to obtain Federal assistance pay-
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ments designed for
purposes.

Mr. Speaker, since I am already an
author of the coalition farm bill (H.R.
14014) I am using that measure as a
vehicle to introduce the legislation which
I am proposing today. My proposal,
which appears below, will appear as title
XI of that legislation, and will affect
titles II, wool; title III, corn and feed
grains; title IV, cotton; title V, what;
title VI, soybeans and flax seed; and title
X, rice.

The new title follows:

TITLE XI—LIMITATION ON BENEFITS

FOR HOBBY FARMERS

Sec. 1201. (a) If the net operating loss in-
curred by any person from farming opera-
tions exceeds $10,000 in each of any 3 years
in any b-year period, then unless the person
establishes to the contrary that he was oper-
ating with an expectation of realizing a
profit, that person shall be deemed to be
carrying on farming operations in the last
year of such 5-year period without an ex-
pectation of profit.

(b) No person who, pursuant to subsec-
tion (a) of this section, is deemed to be
carrylng on farming operations in any year
without an expectation of profit may be pro-
vided any benefits the following year under
any laws amended by titles II, ITI, IV, V, VI,
or X of this Act.

totally different

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPRO-
PRIATIONS—CONFERENCE RE-
PORT

Mr. SIKES submitted the following
conference report and statement on the
bill (H.R. 14751) making appropriations
for military construetion for the Depart-
ment of Defense for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1970, and for other pur-
poses:

CoNFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 91-770)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
14751) “making appropriations for military
construction for the Department of Defense
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, and
for other purposes,” having met, after full
and free conference, have agreed to recom-
mend and do recommend to their respective
Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendments of the Senate num-
bered 5, 6, and 7; and agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 1: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 1, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$287,228,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 2: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 2, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$300,028,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 3: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 3, and agree to
the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$284,327,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 4: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 4, and agree
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to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert *$33,915,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same,

RoOBERT L. F. SIKES,

JoHN J. McFaALL,

EDWARD J. PATTEN,

CrarencE D. Long,

GEORGE MaHON,

E. A. CEDERBERG,

CHARLES R. JoNas,

Frank T. Bow,

Managers on the Part of the House.

MIKE MANSFIELD,

ALAN BIBLE,

WiILLIAM PROXMIRE,

RarpH W. YARBOROUGH,

RICHARD B. RUSSELL,

STUART SYMINGTON,

J. CALEE BoGGS,

JamEes B. PEARSON,

Hmam L. Foxng,

Mmuton R. Youwe,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House
at the conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses on the amendments of
the Senate to the bill (H.R. 14751) making
appropriations for military construction for
the Department of Defense for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1970, and for other purposes,
submit the following statement in expla-
nation of the effect of the action agreed upon
and recommended in the accompanying son-
ference report as to each of such amend-
ments, namely :

Amendment No. 1, Military construction,
Army: Appropriates $287,228,000 instead of
$240,446,000 as proposed by the House and
$207,5697,000 as proposed by the Senate. The
conferees have agreed to the following ad-
ditions and deletions to the amounts and
line items as proposed by the House:

Fort Holabird, Md.: Bullding
alteration (National Agency
Check Center)

Fort Enox, Ky.:
reconnaissance

+$489, 000
Armor and
instruction
-2, 830, 000
Fort Rucker, Ala.: USAAVNS
maintenance instruction fa-
cility
Fort Bliss, Tex.: Guided mis-
sile maintenance buildings__

-3, 636, 000

+2, 004, 000

-1, 023, 000

Aberdeen Proving Ground,
Md.: Automotive instruction

-+1, 866, 000

Utilities and roads -+346, 000

Atlanta Army Depot, Ga.: Stor-
age modernization

Letterkenny Army Depot, Pa.:
Radiographic inspection fa-
cility

Pueblo Army Depot, Colo.:
Radiographic inspection fa-
cllity

U.S. Military Academy, West
Point, N.Y.: Cadet activitles
center

Brook Army Medical Center,
Tex.: Administrative and
classroom bullding -9, 891, 000

Europe: Ammunition storage.. -2, 500, 000

Reduction due to unobligated
balances

Fort Dix, N.J.: Elevated steam
line, reception center

Fort Polk, La.: Light vehicle
driving range

Army Map Service, Washington,
D.C.: Alter building for

+572, 000

+1, 048, 000

+-1, 026, 000

4186, 814, 000

-8, 000, 000
—75, 000
—216, 000

—134, 000

Fort Lee, Va.: Post office —284, 000

Fort Bliss, Tex.: Main
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U.8. Army Military Academy,

West Point, N.Y.: Hospital

and utilities (deficlency).--- —§3, 399, 000
Fort J. M, Walnwright, Alaska:

Survival measures —820, 000

The conferees have approved a cadet ac-
tivities center, in the amount of $16,814,000,
at the United States Military Academy, with
the proviso that before any contract for the
construction of this center is awarded, the
Army must make a full report to the Com-
mittees on Appropriations of the House of
Representatives and the Senate, This report
should set forth the extent of competition
obtained in the bidding for this project and
the measures taken by all concerned with
this construction to ensure that fair value
is obtained for the construction dollars spent.
The Army should make every effort to con-
struct this center within the amount allowed.

Amendment No. 2, Military Construction,
Navy: Appropriates $300,028,000 instead of
$271,605,000 as proposed by the House and
$305,377,000 as proposed by the Senate. The
conferees have agreed to the following addi-
tions and deletions to the amounts and line
items as proposed by the House:

Naval Underwater Weapons
Research and Engineering-
Station, Newport, R.I.: Mark
48 weapons system test cen-
ter

-+ 8754, 000

Naval Alr Rework Facllity,
Quonset Point, RI.: Engine
parts coating shop.

Fleet Antialr Warfare Training
Center, Dam Neck, Va.: Com-
puter building addition

Naval Air Rework Facility, Nor-
folk, Va.: Cleaning and cor-
rosion treatment bullding._..

Naval Training Center, Orlando,

Fla.:

+1, 083, 000

-+-498, 000

+1, 254, 000

<48, 285, 000
-2, 023, 000
Naval Shipyard, Charleston,
8.C.: Waterfront services fa-
cllities
Naval Air Station, Chase Field,
Tex.: Transmitter and re-
celver building and land ac-
quisition
Naval Air Station, Kingsville,
Tex.: Alrcraft maintenance

200, 000

+791, 000

+2, 681, 000

Naval Ailr Station, Lemoore,
Calif.: Aircraft systems train-
ing bullding

Naval Air Station, North Is-
land, Calif,.: Hellcopter over-
haul and repalr shop.

Naval Training Center,
Diego, Calif.: Service school
barracks -8, 385, 000

Naval Shipyard, Bremerton,
Wash.: Woodworking shop__

Marine Corps Auxiliary Land-

ing Field, Bogue, N.C.:

-+ 9586, 000

+1, 620, 000

+4, 000, 000

352, 000
+136, 000

Combat vehicle
Marine Corps Base, Camp Le-
jeune, N.C.:
Alterations for ADP instal-
lation
Weapons maintenance shop.
Electronic maintenance
shop
Utilities and roads
Marine Corps Air Station,
Cherry Point, N.C.:

Aerlal gunnery range
provements

-+-103, 000
-+ 426, 000

-+ 5086, 000
--683, 000

+1, 631, 000
4852, 000

Marine Corps Air Station, El
Toro, Calif: Barracks

Marine Corps Recruit Depot,
BSan Diego, Callf.: Barracks.

-+3, 554, 000
+ 5, 601, 000
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Navy Public Works Center,
Guantanamo, Cuba: Electric
powerplant

Naval Construction Battalion

Center, Gulfport, Miss.:
Enlisted men’s barracks__.._
Controlled humidity ware-

house
Stock receiving facility ..
Fire station
Supply operations factlity_._
Retail supply issue
Utilities
Telephone exchange/com-
mand center

Reduction due to unobligated
balances

Naval Support Activity, New
Orleans, La.: Reconstruction

82, 898, 000

-4, 430, 000

+3, 381, 000
<+-2, 088, 000
--234, 000
-+ 545, 000
-+-413, 000
+540, 000

+357, 000

-12, 000, 000

+ 544, 000
Navy Supply Corps School,
Athens, Ga.: Training build-
ing
Naval Construction Battalion
Center, Davisville, R.I.: Regi-
mental headquarters build-
ing
Naval Station, Guantanamo
Bay, Cuba: Enlisted men's

42, 920, 000

+621, 000

+1, 108, 000
Marine Corps Base, Camp Le-
Jjeune, N.C.: Base post office.
Naval Hospital, Camp Pendle-
ton, Calif.: Hospital
Reindeer Station: (Classified) -
Naval Air Station, New York,
N.Y.: Boller fuel conversion.__
Naval Supply Center, Norfolk,
Va.: Fumigation bullding_-__
Naval Undersea Warfare Cen-
ter, San Diego, Callf.:
Launch and repair facillty.
Naval Station, Adak, Alaska:

—536, 000

—189, 805, 000
—8, 556, 000

—228, 000
—96, 000

—T25, 000

-3, 219, 000
Marine Barracks, Washington,
D.C.: Land acquisition
Marine Corps Supply Center,
Barstow,
landfill =
Navy Public Works Center,
Guam: Electric power plant

—459, 000

—64, 000

—9, 396, 000
Naval Air Facility, El1 Centro,
Calif.: Photographic labora-
tory
Naval Ailr BStation, LaMoure,
N.D.: Transmitter facllity
(OMEGA) price reduction__ —120, 000

Amendment No, 3, Military Construction,
Air Force: Appropriates $284,327,000 instead
of $253,5056,000 as proposed by the House and
$302,349,000 as proposed by the Senate. The
conferees have agreed to the following addi-
tions and deletions to the amounts and line
items as proposed by the House:

Kirtland AFB, N. Mex.: Sur-
vivability/vulnerability test
simulation facility

Keesler AFB, Miss.: Data proc-

—250, 000

-}-8669, 000

--342, 000
Lackland AFB, Tex.: Composite
recruit training and housing
facility
Sheppard AFB, Tex.:
processing plant
Barksdale AFB, La.: Data proc-

+1, 789, 000
+155, 000
4237, 000

Runway access taxiway 609, 000

Loring AFB, Me.: WAF dormi-
-+-545, 000

-+3, 714, 000
+1, 206, 000
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Nellls AFB, Nev.:
Addition to

apron

operational
-+81, 203, 000
+-1, 318, 000
+-318, 000
Addition to aerospace ground

equipment shop.
Hahn AB, Germany: Mainte-
pance hangar

Lakenheath RAF, United Eing-
dom: ‘Target Intelligence

Mildenhall RAF, United King-
dom: War readiness material
storage (POL)

Upper Heyford, United King-
dom: War readiness material

+ 128, 000
-+-544, 000

+115, 000

-1, 019, 000

-+ 468, 000
-1, 380, 000

Dover AFB, Del.:
maintenance dock

Elmendorf AFB, Alaska: Alter
squadron operations

Reduction due to unobligated
balances

Eglin AFB, Fla.: Officers open
mess

Keesler AFB, Miss.: Refueling
vehicle depot

McGuire AFB, N.J.:

-+-100, 000
-+ 18, 000, 000
-+953, 000
-+ 186, 000

+-1, 085, 000

Offutt AFB, Nebr.: Extend run-
+1, 743, 000
4753, 000
Holloman AFB, N. Mex.: Addi-
tlon to research data center.
Sheppard AFB, Tex.: Library-.
Travis AFB, Calif.: Security

—295, 000
—338, 000

— 137, 000

Tinker AFB, Okla.: Alter avi-
CoTed e e A S R,

Tonopah AFS, Nev.: NCO open
mess

Wadena AFS, Minn.:
treatment system

Eey West NAS, Fla.: Alert fa-
cility

Perrin AFB, Tex.: Non-Destruct
inspection laboratory

McClellan AFB, Calif.:
heating plant

Brooks AFB, Tex.: Human re-
sources research facility.._--

Los Angeles AFS, Calif.: Base
communications . ococe--- =

Western Test Range, Vanden-
berg AFB, Calif.: Power and
environmental systems fa-
clility

Satellite Control Facllities:
Electric power plant—EKo-

—410, 000

—166, 000
— b6, 000
—T9, 000

—122, 000

Alter

—151, 000

—197, 000

—258, 000

—2, 105, 000

y —1, 750, 000

Elmendorf AFB, Alaska: Field

training facility conversion_
Hickam AFB, Hawall:

—100, 000

—221, 000
Walkway-bridge —50, 000
E.I. Sawyer AFB, Mich.: Civil
engineering pavement and
grounds facility. —342, 000
—4, 210, 000
Offutt AFB, Neb: Utility su-
pervisory control system._._.
Wurtsmith AFB, Mich.: Non-
Destruct inspection labora-
tory
Cambria AFS, Callf.: Sewage
treatment and disposal sys-

—378, 000

—156, 000

—47, 000
Empire AFS, Mich.:
treatment and disposal sys-
—99, 000
Yokota AB, Japan: Hazardous
parking area
Howard AFB, C.Z.:
aircraft corrosion
facility
Amendment No. 4, Military Construction,
Defense Agencies: Appropriates $33,915,000

—435, 000

control
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instead of $28,720,000 as proposed by the
House and #43,165,000 as proposed by the
Senate. The conferees have agreed to the
following additions and deletions to the
amounts and line items as proposed by the
House:

Defense Atomic Support Agency:
Sandia Base, N. Mex.: Plastics
and special fabrication
shop
Defense Supply Agency:
Defense Depot, Ogden, Utah:
Warehouse lighting
Defense General Supply Cen-
ter, Richmond, Va.: Ware-
house lighting
Various: Department of Defense
emergency construction
Reduction from unobligated

balances +1, 750, 000
Defense Atomic Support Agency:

Sandia Base, N. Mex.. Install

adequate fire protection,
Building 2000

Amendment No. 5, Family Housing, De-
fense: Appropriates $688,476,000 as proposed
by the Senate instead of $689,801,000 as pro-
posed by the House.

Amendment No. 6, Family Housing, De-
fense: Authorizes not to exceed $30,461,000
for the construction of Army family housing
as proposed by the Senate instead of $31,-
061,000 as proposed by the House. The con-
ferees are in agreement that 150 units of
family housing contained in the House-pasased
bill should be deleted from Fort Leaven-
worth, Kansas and an additional 150 units
included at Fort Carson, Colorado. This
change was made in the Senate bill in order
to reflect the authorization action taken by
the Congress.

Amendment No. 7, Family Housing, De-
fense: Authorizes not to exceed $41,989,000
for construction of family housing for the
Alr Force as proposed by the Senate instead
of 42,714,000 as proposed by the House.

RosBerT L. F. SIKES,
Jorw J. McFALL,
Epwarp J. PATTEN,
CLarReNCE D. LoNG,
GeORGE MAHON,
E. A. CEDERBERG,
CHARLES R. JoNMas,
Frank T. Bow,
Managers on the Part of the House.

+$121, 000
+- 578, 000

-+295, 000

+2, 500, 000

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTA-
TION—CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. BOLAND submitted the following
conference report and statement on the
bill (H.R. 14794) making appropriations
for the Department of Transportation
and related agencies for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1970, and for other pur-
poses:

CoNFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 91-7T1)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
14794) “making appropriations for the De-
partment of Transportation and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1970, and for other purposes,” having met
after full and free conference, have agreed to
recommend and do recommend to their re-
spective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from lts amend-
ments numbered 5, 6, 10, and 18.

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendments of the Senate
numbered 8, 11, 12, 22, 24, and 26, and agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 1: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 1, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lleu of the sum proposed by said amend-
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ment insert “$11,600,000";
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 3: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 3, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lleu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “$11,000,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 4: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 4, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert *'$66,600,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 7: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 7, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert *“$9,650,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 9: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 9, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$85,000,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 13: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 13, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert "“$59,121,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 16: That the House
recede from Its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 16, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$29,5650,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 17: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 17, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert "“$2,050,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 19: That the House
recede from 1ts disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 19, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert "$2,050,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 20: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 20, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In leu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “$25,000,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 21: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 21, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$13,050,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 23: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 23, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$11,000,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 25: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 25, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lleu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “$214,000,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 27: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 27, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
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ment Iinsert *$5,050,000";
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 28: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 28, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert '‘$25,127,000""; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 29: That the House
recede from lts disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 29, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert *“$70,000,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 30: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 30, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$18,000,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 31: That the House
receded from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 31, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In Heu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert *$8,000,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 32: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 32, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted by
sald amendment, insert the following: for
any further construction of the Miami jet-
port or of any other air facility in the State
of Florida lying south of the Okeechobee
Waterway and in the drainage basins con-
tributing water to the Everglades National
Park; and the Senate agree to the same.

The committee of conference report in dis-
agreement amendments numbered 2, 14, and
15.

and the Senate

Epwarp P. BOLAND,
JoHN J. McFaALL,
SmNEY R. YATES (except)
on numbers 8 and 9),
GEORGE MAHON,
Witniam E. MINSHALL,
8SiLvio O. CoNTE,
Frank T. Bow,
Managers on the Part of the House.

JoHN STENNIS,
WaARREN G. MAGNUSON,
JoHN O. PASTORE,
ALAN BIBLE,
CLiFForD P. Casg,
MARGARET CHASE SMITH,
GorDON ALLOTT,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at
the conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate
to the bill (H.R. 14794) making appropria-
tions for the Department of Transportation
and related agencies for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1970, and for other purposes, submit
the following statement in explanation of the
effect of the action agreed upon and recom-
mended in the accompanying conference re-
port as to each of such amendments, namely:

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

Amendment No. 1: Appropriates $11,600,000
for salaries and expenses instead of $11,.-
500,000 as provided by the House and $11,-
750,000 as provided by the Senate. The in-
crease Is to provide ten positions for the
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Environ-
ment and Urban Systems.

Amendment No. 2: Reported in disagree-
ment.

Amendment No. 3: Appropriates $11,000,000
for Transportation Planning, Research, and
Development instead of $8,000,000 as provided
by the House and $14,000,000 as provided by
the Senate.
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COAST GUARD

Amendment No, 4: Appropriates $66,500,000
for Acquisition, Construction, and Improve-
ments instead of 857,300,000 as provided by
the House and $75,700,000 as provided by the
Senate.

Amendment No. 6: Appropriates $25,900,-
000 for Reserve Training as proposed by the
House.

Amendment No. 6: Provides limitation of
15,000 personnel for the Selected Reserve on
June 30, 1970, as proposed by the House.

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

Amendment No. 7: Appropriates $9,650,-
000 for Operation and Maintenance, National
Capital Airports instead of $9,500,000 as pro-
vided by the House and #9,800,000 as pro-
vided by the Senate.

Amendment No, 8: Appropriates $50,000,-
000 for Grants-in-Ald for Alrports as pro-
posed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 9: Appropriates $85,000,-
000 for Civil Supersonic Aircraft Develop-
ment instead of $95,958,000 as proposed by
the House and $80,000,000 as proposed by
the Senate.

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

Amendment No. 10: Appropriates $1,650,-
000 for the Office of the Administrator, Sal-
aries and Expenses, as proposed by the House
instead of $1,687,000 as proposed by the Sen-
ate.

Amendment No. 11: Inserts language as
proposed by the Benate.

Amendment No. 12: Provides transfer of
$12,627,000 from the appropriation for “Fed-
eral-Aid Highways (Trust Fund)" as pro-
posed by the Senate instead of $12,467,000
as proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 13: Provides $59,121,000
for the Bureau of Public Roads, Limitation
on General Expenses, instead of £59,012,000
as proposed by the House and $59,230,000 as
proposed by the Senate.

Amendments Nos. 14 and 15: Reported in
disagreement.

Amendment No. 16: Appropriates $29,-
550,000 for Traffic and Highway Safety Instead
of £27,550,000 as proposed by the House and
£37,650,000 as proposed by the Senate. The
increase allowed over the House bill amount
shall be allocated to the highest priority
research projects.

Amendment No. 17: Provides transfer of
$2,050,000 from the appropriation for “State
and community highway safety (Liquidation
of contract authorization)" instead of %2.-
000,000 as proposed by the House and $2,-
100,000 as proposed by the Senate. The in-
crease allowed over the House bill amount
includes provision for five additional posi-
tions.

Amendment No. 18: Deletes language in-
serted by the Senate.

Amendment No. 19: Provides for advance
of $2,050,000 from State and Community
Highway Safety (Liguidation of Contract
Authorization) to the appropriation “traffic
and highway safety” instead of 2,000,000
as proposed by the House and $2,100,000 as
proposed by the Senate.

Amendments Nos. 20 and 21: Appropriate
$25,000,000 for Forest Highways (Liquida-
tion of Contract Authorization) instead of
£18,000,000 as proposed by the House and
$30,000,000 as proposed by the Senate.

FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION

Amendment No. 22: Approprilates $1,050,-
000 as proposed by the Senate instead of
$1,000,000 as proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 23: Appropriates $11,000,-
000 for High-Speed Ground Transportation
Research and Development Instead of $10,-
000,000 as proposed by the House and $12,-
000,000 as proposed by the Senate. The con-
ference agreement includes six positions in
addition to those provided by the House.

Amendment No. 24: Inserts language pro-
viding $150,000 for a feasibility study of ex-
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tending a transit line to Dulles International
Afirport as proposed by the Senate.

TURBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION ADMINISTRATION

Amendment No. 25: Appropriates $214,-
000,000 instead of $220,000,000 as proposed by
the House and $200,000,000 as proposed by
the Senate, The increase over the Senate
amount is for Capital facilities grants. This
provides the full budget request of $176,-
000,000.

Amendment No. 26: Limits funds available
for research, development, and demonstra-
tion grants to $20,000,000 as proposed by the
Senate instead of $25,000,000 as proposed by
the House.

TrrLE II—RELATED AGENCIES
NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD
Amendment No. 27: Appropriates $5,050,-

000 for salaries and expenses instead of
£5,000,000 as proposed by the House, and
$5,100,000 as proposed by the Senate. The
funds will provide for all 11 new positions
requested in the budget.

INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION

Amendment No. 28: Appropriates $25,127,-
000 for salaries and expenses instead of
$25,000,000 as proposed by the House, and
$25,254,000 as proposed by the Senate.

TrrLE III—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Amendment No. 29: Limits obligations for
“State and community highway safety” to
$70,000,000 instead of 65,000,000 as proposed
by the House and $75,000,000 as proposed by
the Senate.

The conferees are in agreement that the
National Highway Safety Bureau should re-
quire that, in the matching process, both
Federal and State funds be applied to the
cost of additional safety efforts and that the
Bureau's practice of using expenditures for
existing State activities for matching pur-
poses be discontinued.

Amendment No, 30: Limits obligations for
“Forest highways" to $18,000,000 instead of
$12,000,000 as proposed by the House and
$20,000,000 as proposed by the SBenate.

Amendment No, 31: Limits obligations for
“Public lands highways" to 8,000,000 instead
of $3,000,000 as proposed by the House and
$13,000,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 32: Provides amended lan-
guage prohibiting any further construction
of the Miami jetport or of any other air facil-
ity in the State of Florida lying south of the
Okeechobee Waterway and in the drainage
basins contributing water to Everglades Na-
tional Park until it has been shown by an
appropriate study made jointly by the De-
partment of the Interior and the Department
of Transportation that such an airport will
not have an adverse environmental effect on
the ecology of the Everglades.

Epwarp P. BoLAND,
JoHN J. McFaALL,
SmNEY R. YATES,

(except on numbers

8 and 9)
GEORGE MAHON,
WiLLiAM E. MINSHALL,
Smvio O, CONTE,
Frawg T. Bow,
Managers on the Part of the House.

TO LOWER INTEREST RATES, FIGHT
INFLATION, HELP SMALL BUSI-
NESS, AND EXPAND THE MORT-
GAGE MAREET—CONFERENCE RE-
PORT

Mr. PATMAN submitted the following
conference report and statement on the
bill (8., 2577) to provide additional mort-
gage credit, and for other purposes:
ConrFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. NO. 91-769)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
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amendments of the House to the bill (8. 2577)
to provide additional mortgage credit, and
for other purposes, having met, after full and
free conference, have agreed to recommend
and do recommend to their respective Houses
as follows:

That the Senate recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the House to the
text of the bill and agree to the same with an
amendment as follows: In lieu of the matter
proposed to be inserted by the House amend-
ment Insert the following:

TITLE I —AMENDMENTS TO EXISTING
ACTS

SecTION 1. Section 7 of the Act of Septem-
ber 21, 1966 (Public Law B9-587; B0 Stat.
823) is amended to read:

“Sec. 7. Effective March 22, 1971:

“(1) So much of section 19(j) of the Fed-
eral Reserve Act (12 U.S.C. 371(b)) as pre-
cedes the third sentence thereof is amended
to read as it would without the amendment
made by section 2(c) of this Act.

“(2) The second and third sentences of
section 18(g) of the Federal Deposit Insur-
ance Act (12 U.S.C. 1828(g)) are amended
to read as they would without the amend-
ment made by section 3 of this Act.

“(3) The last three sentences of section
18(g) of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act
(12 U.S.C. 1828(g)) are repealed.

*“(4) Section 5B of the Federal Home Loan
Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1425b) is repealed.”

Sec. 2. (a) Section 18(g) of the Federal
Deposit Insurance Act (12 U.S.C. 1828(g)) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new sentences: "“The authority
conferred by this subsection shall also apply
to noninsured banks in any State if (1) the
total amount of time and savings deposits
held in all such banks in the State, plus the
total amount of deposits, shares, and with-
drawable accounts held in all building and
loan, savings and loan, and homestead asso-
clations (including cooperative banks) in
the State which are not members of a Fed-
eral home loan bank, is more than 20 per
centum of the total amount of such de-
posits, shares, and withdrawable accounts
held in all banks, and building and loan,
savings and loan, and homestead assocla-
tions (including cooperative banks) in the
State, and (2) there does not exist under
the laws of such State a bank supervisory
agency with authority comparable to that
conferred by this subsection, including
specifically the authority to regulate the
rates of interest and dividends paid by such
noninsured banks on time and savings de-
posits, or if such agency exists it has not
issued regulations in the exercise of that
authority. Such authority shall only be exer-
cised by the Board of Directors with respect
to such noninsured banks prior to July 31,
1970, to limit the rates of interest or divi-
dends which such banks may pay on time
and savings deposits to maximum rates not
lower than 514 per centum per annum. When-
ever 1t shall appear to the Board of Directors
that any noninsured bank or any affiliate
thereof is engaged or has engaged or is about
to engage In any acts or practices which
constitute or will constitute a violation of
the provisions of this subsection or of any
regulations thereunder, the Board of Direc-
tors may, in its discretion, bring an action
in the United States district court for the
judicial distriet in which the principal office
of the noninsured bank or affiliate thereof
Is located to enjoin such acts or practices, to
enforce compliance with this subsection or
any regulations thereunder, or for a com-
bination of the foregoing, and such courts
shall have jurisdiction of such actions, and,
upon a proper showing, an Injunction, re-
straining order, or other appropriate order
may be granted without bond.”

(b) Section 5B of the Federal Home Loan
Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1425b) is amended to
read as follows:
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“Sepc. 5B. (a) The Board may from time
to time, after consulting with the Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve System and
the Board of Directors of the Federal Deposit
Insurance Corporation, prescribe rules gov-
erning the payment and advertisement of
interest or dividends on deposits, shares, or
withdrawable accounts, including Ilimita-
tions on the rates of interest or dividends on
deposits, shares, or withdrawable accounts
that may be paid by members, other than
those the deposits of which are insured In
accordance with the provisions of the Fed-
eral Deposit Insurance Act, by institutions
which are insured institutions as defined in
section 401(a) of the National Housing Act,
and by nonmember building and loan, sav-
ings and loan, and homestead assoclations,
and cooperative banks. The Board may pre-
scribe different rate limitations for different
classes of deposits, shares, or withdrawable
accounts, for deposits, shares, or withdraw-
able accounts of different amounts or with
different maturities or subject to different
conditions regarding withdrawal or repay-
ment, according to the nature or location of
such members, institutions, or nonmembers
or their depositors, shareholders or with-
drawable account holders, or according to
such other reasonable bases as the Board
may deem desirable in the public interest,
The authority conferred by this subsection
shall apply to nonmember building and loan,
savings and loan, and homestead associa-
tions, and cooperative banks in any State if
(1) the total amount of deposits, shares, and
withdrawable accounts held in all such non-
member associations and banks in the State,
plus the total amount of time and savings
deposits held in all banks in the State which
are not insured by the Federal Deposit Insur-
ance Corporation, is more than 20 per centum
of the total amount of such deposits, shares,
and withdrawable accounts held in all banks,
and building and loan, savings and loan,
and homestead associations (including co-
operative banks) in the State, and (2) there
does not exist under the laws of such State
a bank supervisory agency with authority
comparable to that conferred by the first
two sentences of this subsection, including
specifically the authority to regulate the rates
of interest and dividends pald by any such
association or bank on deposits, shares, or
withdrawable accounts, or if such agency
exists it has not issued regulations in the
exercise of that authority. Such authority
shall only be exercised by the Board with
respect to such nonmember associations and
banks prior to July 31, 1970, to limit the
rates of interest or dividends which such as-
sociations or banks may pay on deposits,
shares, or withdrawable accounts to maxi-
mum rates not lower than 5% per centum
per annum;,

“(b) In addition to any other penalty
provided by this or any other law, any insti-
tution subject to this section which violates
a rule promulgated pursuant to this section
shall be subject to such civil penalties,
which shall not exceed $100 for each viola-
tion, as may be prescribed by said Board by
rule and such rule may provide with respect
to any or all such violations that each day
on which the violation continues shall con-
stitute a separate violatlon. The Board may
recover any such civil penalty for its own
use, through action or otherwise, including
recovery thereof in any other actlon or pro-
ceeding under this section. The Board may,
at any time before collection of any such
penalty, whether before or after the bring-
ing of an action or other legal proceeding,
the obtaining of any judgment or other re-
covery, or the issuance or levy of any exe-
cution or other legal process therefor, and
with or without consideration, compromise,
remit, or mitigate in whole or in part any
such penalty or any such recovery.

“(c) Whenever it shall appear to the
Board that any nonmember institution 1s
engaged or has engaged or is about to en-
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gage In any acts or practices which consti-
tute or will constitute a violation of the
provisions of this section or of any regula-
tions thereunder, the Board may, in its dis-
cretion, bring an action in the United States
district court for the judiecial district in
which the principal office of the institution
is located to enjoin such acts or practices,
to enforce compliance with this section or
any regulations thereunder, or for a coms-
bination of the foregoing, and such courts
shall have jurisdiction of such actions, and,
upon a proper showing, an injunction, re-
stralning order, or other appropriate order
may be granted without bond.

“(d) All expenses of the Board under this
section shall be considered as nonadminis-
trative expenses.”

Sec. 3. Section 11(1) of the Federal Home
Loan Bank Act (12 US.C. 1431(1)) 1is
amended—

(1) by striking out *“$1,000,000,000"" and in-
serting in lieu there of *“$4,000,000,000";

(2) by striking out the last sentence
thereof and inserting in lieu thereof the
following: "“Each purchase of obligations by
the Secretary of the Treasury under this sub-
section shall be upon terms and conditions
as shall be determined by the Secretary of
the Treasury and shall bear such rate of in-
terest a5 may be determined by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury taking into considera-
tion the current average market yield for
the month preceding the month of such pur-
chase on outstanding marketable obliga-
tions of the United States.”; and

(3) by adding at the end thereof a new
paragraph as follows:

“The authority provided in this subsection
shall be used by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, when alternative means cannot effec-
tively be employed, to permit members of
the Home Loan Bank System to continue to
supply reasonable amounts of funds to the
mortgage market whenever the ability to sup-
ply such funds is substantially impaired dur-
ing periods of monetary stringency and rap-
idly rising Interest rates and that funds so
borrowed shall be repald by the Home Loan
Bank Board at the earliest practicable date.”

Sec. 4. (a) Section 19(a) of the Federal Re-
serve Act (12 U.S.C. 461) is amended by in-
serting after the word “interest,” the follow-
ing: “to determine what types of obligations,
whether issued directly by a member bank
or indirectly by an affillate of a member bank
or by other means, shall be deemed a
deposit,"”.

(b) (1) The fourth sentence of section 18
(g) of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act (12
U.S.C. 1828(g)) is amended to read as fol-
lows: “The Board of Directors is authorized
for the purposes of this subsection to define
the terms ‘time deposits’ and ‘savings de-
posits’, to determine what shall be deemed a
payment of Interest, and to prescribe such
regulations as it may deem necessary to effec-
tuate the purposes of this subsection and to
prevent evasions thereof.”

(2) SBection 18(g) of such Act is further
amended by inserting after the fifth sentence
the following: “The provisions of this sub-
section and of regulations issued thereunder
shall also apply, in the discretion of the
Board of Directors, to obligations other than
deposits that are undertaken by insured
nonmember banks or their afiliates for the
purpose of obtaining funds to be used in the
banking business. As used in this subsection,
the term ‘affiliate’ has the same meaning as
when used in section 2(b) of the Banking Act
of 1933, as amended (12 U.S.C. 221a(b) ), ex-
cept that the termn ‘member bank’, as used
in such section 2(b), shall be deemed to re-
fer to an insured nonmember bank.”

{(c) The first sentence of section 18(g) of
the Federal Deposit Insurance Act (12 U.B.C.
1828(g) ) is amended by inserting “or divi-
dends” after “interest”.

Sec. 5. Section 19(b) of the Federal Re-
serve Act (12 U.B.C, 461) i1z amended by
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adding at the end thereof a new sentence
as follows: “The Board may, however, pre-
scribe any reserve ratio, not more than 22
per centum, with respect to any indebted-
ness of a member bank that arises out of
a transaction in the ordinary course of its
banking business with respect to either
funds received or credit extended by such
bank to a bank organized under the law of
a forelgn country or a dependency or in-
sular possession of the United States.”

SEc, 6. (a) Effective as of the close of De-
cember 31, 1969, section 404 of the Na-
tional Housing Act is amended

(1) by striking out *“plus any creditor
obligations of such institution” in subsec-
tion (b)(1), and the amendment made by
this subdivision (1) shall be applicable also
to any then unexpired portion of any then
current premium year under subsection
(b) (1).

(2) by striking out “and creditor obliga-
tions” in subsection (b)(2).

(8) by striking out “and its creditor ob-
ligations” in subsectlon (c).

(4) by striking out “and creditor obliga-
tions"” each place it appears in subsection
(g). The condition in the first sentence of
that subsection shall be deemed to be met
as of the close of December 31, 1969, The
words ‘‘such year” in that sentence shall be
deemed to include also the year beginning
January 1, 1970.

(b) The Federal Savings and Loan Insur-
ance Corporation is authorized by regulation
or otherwise

(1) to make such provisions as it may
deem advisable with respect to the order
in which and the extent to which the com-
ponents of a pro rata share of its second-
ary reserve shall be applied or be deemed to
have been applied in the case of a reduc-
tion of such share through a use under tae
second sentence of section 404(e) of the
National Housing Act or the first sentence
of section 404(g), a transfer of part of such
share under the third sentence of section
404(e), or otherwise.

(2) to take such actlon, including with-
out limitation such adjustments and re-
funds and such deferrals of premium pay-
ments and other payments, as It may deter-
mine to be necessary or appropriate for or
in connection with the implementation of
this section or other legislation amending
or supplementing saild section 404.

Sec. 7. (a) The following provisions of the
Federal Deposit Insurance Act are amended
by changing “$15,000”, each place it appears
therein, to read “$20,000":

(1) The first sentence of sectlon 3(m)
(12 U.S.C. 1813(m) ).

(2) The first sentence of section T(1) (12
U.8.C.1817(1)).

(3) The last sentence of section 11(a)
(12 US.C.1821(a)).

(4) The fifth sentence of section 11(i)
(12 US.C. 1821(1)).

(b) The amendments made by this sec-
tion are not applicable to any claim arising
out of the closing of a bank prior to the date
of enactment of this Act.

Sec. 8. (a) The following provisions of title
IV of the National Housing Act are amended
by changing *“$15,000", each place it ap-
pears therein, to read “$20,000”:

(1) Section 401(b) (12 US.C. 1724(b)).

(2) Section 405(a) (12 U.8.C. 1728(a)).

(b) The amendments made by this section
are not applicable to any claim arising out
of a default, as defined in section 401(d) of
the National Housing Act, where the ap-
pointment of a conservator, recelver, or
other legal custodian as set forth in that sec-
tion becomes effective prior to the date of
enactment of this Act.

BSec. 9. (a) Section T08(b) of the Defense
Production Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. 21568(b))
is amended by striking out everything after
“United States”, the first time it appears,
and inserting a period in lieu thereof.
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(b) Section 708(f) of that Act (50 U.S.C.
2158(f) ) is repealed.

TITLE II—AUTHORITY FOR CREDIT
CONTROL

Sec. 201. Short title

This title may be cited as the Credit Con-
trol Act.

Bec. 202. Definitlons and rules of construc-
tion

(&) The definitions and rules of construc-
tion set forth in this section apply to the
provisions of this title.

(b) The term “Board" refers to the Board
of Governors of the Federal Reserve Sys-
tem.

(c) The term “organization” means a cor-
poration, government or governmental sub-
division or agency, trust, estate, partnership,
cooperative, or association.

(d) The term “person” means a natural
person or an organization.

(e) The term “credit" means the right
granted by a creditor to a debtor to defer
payment of debt or to incur debt and defer
its payment.

(f) The term “creditor” refers to any per-
son who extends, or arranges for the exten-
sion of, credit, whether in connection with
a loan, a sale of property or services, or
otherwise.

(g) The term “credit sale” refers to any
sale with respect to which credit is ex-
tended or arranged by the seller. The term
includes any rental-purchase contract and
any contract or arrangement for the bailing
or leasing of property when used as a fi-
nancing device.

(h) The terms “extension of credit” and
“gredit transaction” include loans, credit
sales, the supplying of funds through the un-
derwriting, distribution, or acquisition of
securities, the making or assisting In the
making of a direct placement, or otherwise
participating in the offering, distribution, or
acquisition of securities.

(1) The term “borrower” includes any per-
son to whom credit is extended.

(J) The term “loan" includes any type of
credit, Including credit extended in connec-
tion with & credit sale.

(k) The term “State” refers to any State,
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the
Distriect of Columbia, and any territory or
possession of the United States.

(1) Any reference to any requirement im-
posed under this title of any provision thereof
includes reference to the regulations of the
Board under this title or the provision thereof
in guestion.

Bec. 203. Regulations

The Board shall prescribe regulations to
carry out the purposes of this title. These
regulations may contain such classifications,
differentiations, or other provisions, and may
provide for such adjustments and exceptions
for any class of transactions, as in the judg-
ment of the Board are necessary or proper to
effectuate the purposes of this title, to pre-
vent circumvention or revision thereof, or to
facilitate compliance therewith.

Sec. 204. Determination of interest charge

Except as otherwise provided by the Board,
the amount of the interest charge in con-
nection with any credit transaction shall be
determined under the regulations of the
Board as the sum of all charges payable di-
rectly or indirectly to the person by whom
the credit is extended in consideration of the
extension of credit.

Sec. 205. Authorlty for Institution of credit
controls

(a) Whenever the President determines
that such action is necessary or appropriate
for the purpose of preventing or controlling
inflation generated by the extension of credit
in an excessive volume, the Fresident may
authorize the Board to regulate and control
any or all extensions of credit.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

(b) The Board may, in administering this
Act, utilize the services of the Federal Reserve
banks and any other agencies, Federal or
State, which are available and appropriate.

Sec. 206. Extent of control

The Board, upon being authorized by the
President under sectlon 205 and for such
period of time as he may determine, may by
regulation

(1) require transactions or persons oOr
classes of either to be registered or licensed.

(2) prescribe appropriate limitations,
terms, and conditions for any such registra-
tion or license.

(3) provide for suspension of any such
registration or license for violation of any
provision thereof or of any regulation, rule,
or order prescribed under this Act.

(4) prescribe appropriate requirements as
to the keeping of records and as to the form,
contents, or substantive provisions of con-
tracts, llens, or any relevant documents.

(6) prohibit solicitations by creditors
which would encourage evasion or avoldance
of the requirements of any regulation, 1i-
cense, or registration under this Act.

(6) prescribe the maximum amount of
credit which may be extended on, or in con-
nection with, any loan, purchase, or other
extension of credit.

(7) prescribe the maximum rate of inter-
est, maximum maturity, minimum periodic
payment, maximum period between pay-
ments, and any other specification or lim-
itation of the terms and conditions of any
extension of credit.

(8) prescribe the methods of determining
purchase prices or market values or other
bases for computing permissible extensions
of credit or required downpayment.

(9) prescribe special or different terms,
conditions, or exemptions with respect to
new or used goods, minimum original cash
payments, temporary credits which are

merely inecidental to cash purchases, pay-
ment or deposits usable to liquidate credits,

and other adjustments or special situations.

(10) prescribe maximum ratios, applicable
to any class of either creditors or borrowers
or both, of loans of one or more types or
of all types

(A) to deposits of one or more types or
of all types.

(B) to assets of one or more types or of
all types.

(11) prohibit or limit any extensions of
credit under any circumstances the Board
deems appropriate.

Reports concerning the kinds, amounts,
and characteristics of any extensions of
credit subject to this title, or concerning
circumstances related to such extensions of
credit, shall be filed on such forms, under
oath or otherwise, at such times and from
time to time, and by such persons, as the
Board may prescribe by regulation or order
as necessary or appropriate for enabling the
Board to perform its functions under this
title. The Board may require any person to
furnish, under oath or otherwise, complete
information relative to any transaction
within the scope of this title including the
production of any books of account, con-
tracts, letters, or other papers, in connection
therewith in the custody or control of such
person.

Sec. 208. Injunctions

Whenever it appears to the Board that any
person has engaged, is engaged, or is about
to engage in any acts or practices constitut-
ing a violation of any regulation under this
title, it may in its discretion bring an action,
in the proper district court of the United
States or the proper United States court of
any territory or other place subject to the
jurisdiction of the United States, to enjoin
such acts or practices, and upon a proper
showing a permanent or temporary injunc-
tion or restraining order shall be granted
without bond. Upon application of the Board,
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any such court may also issue mandatory
injunctions commanding any person to
comply with any regulation of the Board
under this title.

Sec. 209. Civil penalties

(a) For each willful violation of any reg-
ulation under this title, the Board may assess
upon any person to which the regulation
applies, and upon any partner, director, of-
ficer, or employee thereof who willfully par-
ticipates in the violation, a civil penalty not
exceeding $1,000.

(b) In the event of the failure of any per-
son to pay any penalty assessed under this
section, a civil action for the recovery thereof
may, in the discretion of the Board, be
brought in the name of the United States.
Sec. 210. Criminal penalty

Whoever willfully violates any regulation
under this title shall be fined not more than
$1,000 or imprisoned not more than one
year, or both.

TITLE III—SMALL BUSINESS ADMIN-
ISTRATION ACTIVITY

Sec. 301. The Small Business Administra-
tion shall promptly increase the level of its
financing functions utilizing the business
loan and investment fund established un-
der section 4(c) (1) (B) of the Small Busi-
ness Act (15 U.S.C. 633(c) (1) (B)) by $70.-
000,000 above the level prevailing at the
time of enactment of this Act. The Small
Business Administration shall submit to
Congress & monthly report of its implemen-
tation of this section.

And the House agree to the same.

That the Senate recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the House to
the title of the bill, and agree to the same
with an amendment as follows: In lieu of
the matter proposed to be inserted by the
amendment of the House to the title of the
bill, insert the following: "An Act to lower
interest rates and fight Inflation; to help
housing, small business, and employment:
to increase the avallability of mortgage
credit; and for other purposes.”

And House agree to the same.

WRIGHT PATMAN,
WILLIAM A. BARRETT,
LeEoNOR K. SULLIVAN,
H. S. REvUss,
Managers on the Part of the House.
JOHN SPAREMAN,
WiLLIAM PROXMIRE,
Harrisow A. WILLIAMS,
EpwarD W, BROOKE,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at
the conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendments of the
House to the bill (8. 2577) to provide addi-
tional mortgage credit, and for other pur-
poses, submit the following statement in ex-
planation of the effect of the action agreed
upon by the conferees and recommended in
the accompanying conference report:

The Senate-passed bill proposed to extend
Regulation Q authority to September 22,
1970, and provided for legislative authority
for regulation of commercial paper borrow-
ings by banks and bank holding companies.
Further, the Senate-passed bill would have
provided necessary authority to limit Euro-
dollar borrowing; would have reinstated
Korean War-type voluntary credit restraint
programs; and would have provided authority
for the Secretary of the Treasury to make
available to the Home Loan Bank Board an
amount of up to $4 billion.

The House struck out all of the Senate bill
after the enacting clause and substituted a
new text and an amendment to the title.
The committee of conference agreed to a
substitute for the House amendment, and to
a substitute for the amendment to the title,

Except for technical, clarifying, and con-
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forming language, the analysis which fol-
lows explains the difference between the
House amendment and the conference sub-
stitute.

EXTENSION OF REGULATION Q AUTHORITY

The managers on the part of the House
insisted upon and prevailed in their posi-
tion that Regulation @ authority should be
extended to March 22, 1971, in place of the
Senate provision which would have provided
an extension of this authority to September
22, 1970.

EXTENSION OF FEDERAL DEPOSIT RATE CONTROL
AUTHORITY TO NONFEDERALLY INSURED FI-
NANCIAL INSTITUTIONS

The language contained in both the Sen-
ate and House bills was almost identical. The
language provided for extension of Federal
Deposit rate control authority to non-fed-
erally insured financial Institutions where
State officials lack comparable authority and
non-insured savings deposits In the State
exceed 20 percent of total savings deposits.
This authority is temporary in nature, giving
State Governments an opportunity to adopt
comparable deposit rate control authority
for state banking institutions not insured by
& Federal agency. The provisions of the House
and Senate bills were adopted without ob-
jection in both Houses on the recommenda-
tion of Members of both bodies from the
State of Massachusetts. This provision has
effect only in the State of Massachusetts.
None of the provisions of this section apply
to credit unions. The House accepted the
Senate language.

SECONDARY MARKET AUTHORITY FOR THE
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK SYSTEM

The managers on the part of the Senate
insisted upon and prevailed in their position
that while in concept this authority may be
worthwhile, there are so many unknowns as
to how the program would operate that this
provision should not be enacted at this time
and should be reserved for further study.

CHANGING INSURANCE PREMIUM ACCOUNTING
FOR THE FEDERAL SAVINGS AND LOAN INSUR-
ANCE CORPORATION

The managers on the part of the House
insisted upon and prevalled in their position
that this section contalned in the House
amendment would simplify the premium
structure of the FSLIC and, more impor-
tantly, make additional funds available for
housing without in any way jeopardizing the
soundness of the FSLIC insurance fund.
LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY FOR REGULATION OF

COMMERCIAL PAPER BORROWING BY BANKS

AND BANK HOLDING COMPANIES

The language regarding this authority was
similar in both Senate and House bills, ex-
cept that the House language provided not
only authority for the Federal Reserve
Board, under Regulation Q, to regulate the
amount of interest which could be paid on
the issuance of commercial paper by banks
and bank holding companies, but also
granted power for the Federal Reserve Board
to apply reserve requirements on the issu-
ance of such paper. The House language pre-
valled in conference.

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY TO LIMIT EURODOLLAR
BORROWING

The Senate and House language in this
instance was identical. This language would
allow the Federal Reserve Board to establish
reserve requirements on Eurodollar borrow-
ing by commercial banks.

NATIONAL BANK MORTGAGE LOAN LIMITS

The House language provided that over
the next fifteen months national banks
would have the authority to make mortgage
loans up to 90 percent of the appraised value
of the property and to permit maturities of
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up to 30 years instead of the present limits
of 80 percent for 256 years. There was no
similar language in the Senate bill. The Sen-
ate prevailed in its position, due to the fact
that there had been no indication whatso-
ever that national banks wanted, or would
take advantage of this liberalized authority
to provide funds for residential home
mortgages.
INCREASE IN FDIC AND FSLIC INSURANCE

The House amendment provided for an in-
crease in the maximum insurance protection
under FDIC and PSLIC deposit insurance
programs from the existing $15,000 to $25,000.
The Senate had no comparable provision. The
House prevailed in its desire to increase this
insurance for both programs but accepted a
Senate amendment limiting the increase to
$£20,000 rather than $25,000.

STANDBY AUTHORITY FOR SELECTIVE CREDIT
CONTROL

The House amendment provided for Presi-
dential standby authority to request the Fed-
eral Reserve to institute selective credit con-
trols when necessary to curb inflation. The
comparable Senate provision provided for the
suspension of the antitrust laws to permit
reinstatement of the Korean War-type of
voluntary credit control agreements, The con-
ferees decided that both provisions should
be included in the legislation, based on the
rationale that the President should have all
necessary powers and discretion to fight in-
flation, including standby credit control au-
thority and the right to encourage voluntary
agreements to restrain credit. By providing
both of the different types of authority found
in the Senate and House versions of the
legislation, it was felt that the President
would be afforded the broadest possible spec-
trum of alternatives in fighting inflation,
curbing unnecessary extensions of credit, and
channeling credit into housing and other
essentlal purposes.

SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION
LENDING AUTHORITY

The House amendment provided authority
for the use of 870 million of direct lending
by the Small Business Administration in its
small business investment company loan pro-
gram and further directed that these mon-
fes be released from funds now available
and appropriated for this purpose in the SBA
business loan and investment revolving fund.
The Senate bill contained no comparable
language. The Senate conferees agreed to ac-
cept the House language with an amendment
to eliminate any possible constitutional ques-
tion that might be raised concerning the
procedure for clearing appropriations with-
in the Executive Branch. The conferees were
insistent upon the principle contained in
Title ITI of the House bill that $70 million of
funds be made available immediately for
the SBIC program out of the exlsting busi-
ness loan and investment fund.

FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK BOARD BORROWING
AUTHORITY

The Senate bill substantially amended
section 11(1) of the Federal Home Loan Bank
Act. That section contains authority for pur-
chase by the Secretary of the Treasury of
obligations of the Federal Home Loan Banks.
The Senate amendment increased the amount
of this borrowing authority to $4 billion. Un-
der existing law, the limit is $1 billion. The
Senate also amended the provision of this
section relating to the terms and conditions
of such purchases. Existing law provides—
Each purchase of obligations by the Secre-
tary of the Treasury under this subsection
shall be upon such terms and conditions as
to yield a return at a rate determined by
the Secretary of the Treasury, taking into
consideration the current average rate on
outstanding marketable obligations of the
United States as of the last day of the
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month preceding the making of such pur-
chase.

The conference substitute, like the Senate

amendment, provides—
Each purchase of obligations by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury under this subsection
shall be upon terms and conditions as shall
be determined by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury and shall bear such rate of interest as
may be determined by the Secretary of the
Treasury taking into consideration the cur-
rent average market yield for the month
preceding the month of such purchase on
outstanding marketable obligations of the
United States.

The House insisted upon the addition of a
further amendment to section 11(i) to make
sure that additional borrowing authority
will be of some practical assistance to the
housing industry. This amendment is in the
form of a new paragraph added at the end
of section 11(i), which requires the Secre-
tary of the Treasury to use the authority—
when alternative means cannot effectively be
employed, to permit members of the Home
Loan Bank System to continue to supply
reasonable amounts of funds to the mort-
gage market whenever the ability to supply
such funds is substantially impaired during

of monetary stringency and rapidly
rising interest rates. . . .
The Senate amendment had contained a
provision expressing the sense of Congress as
the use of the new authority, but the man-
agers on the part of the House prevailed in
their insistence that the new authority not
be granted unless 1t was modified by an ex-
press direction as to the circumstances of its
utilization. The determination of whether
and when these circumstances arise obviously
involves the exercise of judgment, and the
responsibility for this decision rests ultimate-
ly with the Secretary.
WRIGHT PATMAN,
WinLiam A. BARRETT,
Leowor K. SULLIVAN,
HenryY S, REUSS,
Managers on the Part of the House.

e —

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted as follows:

To Mr. Porrock (at the request of Mr.
Arenns), for today on acecount of official
business as a member of the House
Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries.

To Mr. PepPeEr (at the request of Mr.
Sikes), for today, on account of official
business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders here-
tofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Lusan) and to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. Fise for 20 minutes, today.

Mr. Price of Texas, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr,
today.

Mr.

Mitrer of Ohio, for 5 minutes,

WiLLiams, for 10 minutes, today.
Mr. Hocawn, for 1 hour, today.
Mr, Carey, for 15 minutes, today.
Mr. GonzaLez (at the request of Mr,
Burrison of Missouri), for 10 minutes,
today; to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.
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EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

Mr. Bincaam during his special order
and to include extraneous matter.

Mr. MADDEN in two instances.

Mr. ConTE to extend his remarks im-
mediately prior to the vote on his mo-
tion to instruct conferees.

Mr. CoHELAN to revise and extend re-
marks made in House this afternoon.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Lusan) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. TarcorT in five instances.

Mr. SnyDeR in three instances.

Mr. Bray in five instances.

Mr. ARENDS.

Mr. LanceN in three instances.

Mr. SCHADEBERG.

Mr. LANDGREBE,

Mr. WymMaN in two instances.

Mr. THomPsoN of Georgia.

Mr. EscH.

Mr. BroyHILL of Virginia in four in-
stances.

Mr. CuNNINGHAM in three instances.

Mr. Price of Texas.

Mr. GUBSER.

Mr. MORSE.

Mr. FINDLEY.

Mr, MESKILL.

Mr. VANDER JAGT.

Mr. HOSMER.

Mr. McCLORY.

Mr. BIESTER.

Mr. PETTIS.

Mr. SHRIVER in four instances.

Mr. HORTON.

Mr, NELSEN.

Mr. KEITH.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Burnison of Missouri) and
to include extraneous matter:)

Mr. Giammo in three instances.

Mr. CORMAN.

Mr. GonNzaLEZ in two instances.

Mr. Rarick in three instances.

Mr. JouNsoN of California in two in-
stances.

Mr. STEPHENS.

Mr. RoysaL in six instances.

Mr. DuLskI in six instances.

Mr. HOLIFIELD.

Mr. Vanix in two instances.

Mr. WOLFF.

Myr, OTTINGER.

Mr, BENNETT in two instances.

Mr. Biacer in two instances.

Mr. GALIFIANAKIS.

Mr, CHAPPELL.

Mr. BingEAM in two instances.

Mr. SCHEUER.

Mr. Daniers of New Jersey in 10 in-
stances.

Mr. Rocers of Florida in five instances.

Mr. MiLer of California in five in-
stances.

Mr. Hacaw in two instances.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. FRIEDEL, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee had examined and found truly
enrolled a bill of the House of the follow-
ing title, which was thereupon signed by
the Speaker:

H.R. 8449. An act to amend the act entitled
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“An act to promote the safety of employees
and travelers upon railroads by limiting the
hours of service of employees thereon,” ap-
proved March 4, 1907.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. Mr.
Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 5 o'clock and 57 minutes p.m.), the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Friday,
December 19, 1969, at 12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

1423. Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, a
letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting a report
on management of the logistics airlift
system contracted for by the Air Force,
was taken from the Speaker's table, re-
ferred to the Committee on Government
Operations.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS _

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports
of committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. MORGAN: Committee of conference.
Conference report on HR. 14580 (Rept. No.
91-767) . Ordered to be printed.

Mr. HENDERSON: Committee on Post Of-
fice and Civil Service 5. 2325. An act to amend
title 5, United States Code, to provide for
additional positions in grades GS-16, GS-17,
and GS-18; with an amendment (Rept. No.
91-768). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. PatmanN: Committee of Conference.
Conference report on 8. 2577 (Rept. No. 91—
769). Ordered to be printed.

Mr. SBIKES: Committee of conference.
Conference report on H.R. 14751 (Rept. No.
91-T70). Ordered to be printed.

Mr. BOLAND: Committee of conference.
Conference report on HR. 14794 (Rept. No.
91-771) . Ordered to be printed.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ARENDS (for himself, Mr.
SPRINGER, Mr. CoLLier, Mr. MicHEL,
Mr. DerwINsKI, Mr. ANDERsON Of
Illinois, Mr. FiNDLEY, Mr. McCLORY,
Mrs. Rem of Illinois, Mr. ERLEN-
BORN, Mr. Ramssack, and Mr.
CRANE) :

H.R. 15317. A bill to provide that the Fed-
eral office bullding and U.S. courthouse in
Chicago, Ill., shall he named the “Everett
McKinley Dirksen Building East” and that
the Federal office building to be constructed
in Chicago, Ill., shall be named the “Everett
McKinley Dirksen Building West" in mem-
ory of the late Everett McKinley Dirksen, a
Member of Congress of the United States
from the State of Illinols from 1933 to 1968;
to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. BRAY:

HR. 15318. A bill to amend the Tariff
Schedules of the United States with respect
to the rate of duty on whole skins of mink;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. COHELAN (for himself, Mr.
EocH, Mr. Apams, Mr. LeGcGeETT, Mr.
WaLDIE, Mr., McCARTHY, Mr. BOLAND,
Mr. Dapparto, Mr. Moss, Mr. CLAY,
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Mrs., Minx, Mr. Fraser, Mr. STOKES,
Mr. EKasTENMEIER, Mr. Rees, Mr.
Hawgkins, Mr. Dices, Mr. HowArD,
Mr. LOwWENSTEIN, Mrs. CHISHOLM,
Mr. BurToxn of California, Mr. MIgvA,
Mr. FaresTEIN, Mr. Ryan, and Mr.
BrownN of California) :

H.R. 15319. A bill to establish a Commis~
sion to study and investigate incidents of
alleged mistreatment or other misconduct
directed against citizens of South Vietnam
by U.S. troops operating in Mylai 4 hamlet,
Quang Nal Province on or about March 1968;
to the Committee on Armed Services,

By Mr. COHELAN (for himself, Mr. Ro¥-
BAL, Mr. RoSENTHAL, Mr. SCHEUER,
Mr. St. ONGE, Mr. HELSTOSKI, Mr.
OTTINGER, Mr. Meeps, and Mr.
KYROS) :

H.R. 15320. A bill to establish a commission
to study and investigate incidents of alleged
mistreatment or other misconduct directed
against citizens of South Vietnam by U.S.
troops operating in Mylai 4 Hamlet, Quang
Nai Province on or about March 1968; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. CORMAN:

H.R. 15321. A bill to improve education by
increasing the freedom of the Nation's
teachers to change employment across State
lines without substantial loss of retirement
benefits through establishment of a Fed-
eral-State program; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr. FRASER:

HR. 15322. A bill to provide for the ex-
change of governmental officials between the
United States and the Union of Soviet So-
clalist Republics; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. HORTON (for himself, Mr. FOL~
TonN of Pennsylvania, Mr. HELSTOSKT,
Mr. Kyros, Mr. OTTINGER, Mr. ROBI-
soN, Mr. Ropino, Mr, WipNALL, and
Mr. WoOLFF) :

H.R. 15323. A bill to extend the fourth-
class mail rate for books and educational ma-
terials to photographic prints mailed to and
from amateur photographers and nonprofit
photographic exhibitions, photographic so-
cieties, and photographic print study groups;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

By Mr. McFALL:

H.R. 15324. A bill to authorize and foster
joint rates for international transportation
of property, to facilitate the transportation of
such property, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. MATSUNAGA:

H.R. 15325. A bill to exclude from gross
income the first $750 of interest received on
deposits in thrift institutions; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. OBEY:

H.R. 15326. A bill to improve farm income
and insure adequate supplies for agricultural
commodities by extending and improving
certain commeodity programs; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

By Mr. RUPPE:

HR. 15327. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a tax credit
for investments in certain economically lag-
ging regions; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. ST. ONGE:

H.R. 15328. A bill to authorize the payment
to local governments of sums in lieu of taxes
and special assessments with respect to cer-
taln Federal real property, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affalrs.

By Mr. SCHEUER:

HR. 15329. A bill to assist State and local
criminal justice systems in the rehabilita-
tion of criminal and youth offenders, and
the prevention of juvenile delinquency and
criminal recidivism by providing for the
development of specialized curriculums, the
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training of educational personnel, and re-
search and demonstration projects; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. SEBELIUS:

H.R.15330, A Dbill to provide additional
benefits for optometry officers of the uni-
formed services; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

By Mr. SPRINGER:

H.R.15331. A bill to promote the advance-
ment of biological research in aging through
a comprehensive and intensive 5-year pro-
gram for the systematic study of the baslc
origins of the aging process in human beings;
to the Committee on Education and Labor,

By Mr. STAFFORD (for himself,
Messrs. CoONTE, HARVEY, MORSE,
MosHER, RopisoN, and RIEGLE) :

H.R. 15332. A bill to establish a Commis-
slon to study and Investigate incidents of
alleged mistreatment or other misconduct
directed against citizens of South Vietnam
by U.B. troops operating in Mpylal, Quang
Nai Province on or about March 1968; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. ULLMAN:

H.R.15333. A bill to amend the Interstate
Commerce Act in order to give the Interstate
Commerce Commission additional authority
to alleviate freight car shortages, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. ADDABBO:

H.R. 15334. A bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to provide payment
for chiropractors’ services under the pro-
gram of supplementary medical insurance
benefits for the aged; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. BOGGS:

H.R. 15335. A blll to amend section 105 of
the Clean Air Act to authorize increased
grants to be made to certain alr pollution
pontrol agencles not now eligible therefor;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. BENNETT (for himself, Mr.
Apamr, Mr. Baring, Mr. BeviLL, Mr.
BroCK, Mr. BUCHANAN, Mr. BYRNE of
Pennsylvania, Mr. CarTER, Mr. Cor-
BETT, Mr. Danter of Virginia, Mr.
DeEnT, Mr. Duncan, Mr. FisHER, Mr.
FoLron of Pennsylvania, Mrs, GREEN
of Oregon, Mr. King, Mr. KUYKEN-
DALL, Mr. LEGGETT, Mr. LUKENS, Mr.
MappeEN, Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr, RARICE,
Mr., WHITEHURST, and Mr. YATRON) :

H.R. 15336. A bill to provide Federal grants
to assist elementary and secondary schools to
carry on programs to teach moral and ethical
principles; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

By Mr. CLARK:

H.R. 15337. A bill to declare and determine
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the policy of the Congress with respect to
the primary authority of the several States
to control, regulate, and manage fish and
wildlife within their territorial boundaries;
to confirm to the several States such pri-
mary authority and responsibility with re-
spect to the management, regulation, and
control of fish and wildlife on lands owned
by the United States; and to specify the
exceptions applicable thereto; and to pro=-
vide procedure under which Federal agencies
may otherwise regulate the taking of fish
and game on such lands; to the Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisherles.
By Mr. GALIFIANAKIS:

H.R. 15338. A bill to encourage the growth
of international trade on a fair and equita-
ble basis; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. HOGAN:

H.R. 15339. A bill to amend certain pro-
visions of criminal law applicable in the Dis-
trict of Columbla with respect to added
punishment foer committing a crime when
armed; to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

H.R. 15340. A bill to amend title 14 of the
District of Columbia Code with respect to
competency of witnesses; to the Committee
on the District of Columbia.

HR. 15341. A blll to amend certain provi-
sions of criminal law applicable In the Dis-
trict of Columbia with respect to rape; to
the Committee on the District of Columbia.

H.R. 15342. A bill to amend certain provi-
slons of criminal law applicable in the Dis-
trict of Columbia with respect to resisting
arrest; tn the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

H.R. 15343. A bill to amend certain provi-
sions of criminal law applicable in the Dis-
trict of Columbia with respect to burglary
in the second degree; to the Committee on
the District of Columbia.

By Mr. LONG of Louisiana:

H.R.15344. A Dbill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to include a
definition of food supplements, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate and
Forelign Commerce.

By Mr. MOORHEAD:

HR.15345. A bill to create a Federal In-
surance Guarantee Corporation to protect
the American public against certain Insur-
ance company insolvencies; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. MURPHY of Illinois:

H.R. 15346. A bill to repeal the Emergency
Detention Act of 1950 (title IT of the Internal
Securlty Act of 1950); to the Committee on
Internal Securlity.

By Mr. O'KONSKI:

H.R. 15347, A bill to authorize the payment

of legal fees for accused persons in connection
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with the events alleged to have occurred
at Mylai 4, Republic of Vietnam, during
March 1968; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

By Mr. SCHEUER (for himself, Mr.
BinGHAM, Mr. BoLanD, Mr. BRowN of
Michigan, Mr. BurToN of California,
Mr. BurrtoN, Mrs. CHIsHOLM, Mr,
CraY, Mr. Epwagrps of California, Mr,
Escr, Mr. Howarp, Mr. EocH, Mr,
MATSUNAGA, Mr. MixvaA, Mr. OTTINGER,
Mr. PowELL, Mr. THOMPSON of New
Jersey, and Mr. TUNNEY):

H.R. 15348. A bill to amend the Education
Professions Development Act to permit train-
ing of school board members; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. STAGGERS:

H.R. 15349. A bill to amend the Rallway
Labor Act In order to change the number
of carrier representatives and labor organi-
zation representatives on the National Rall-
road Adjustment Board, and for other pur-
poses, to the Committee on Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. HOGAN:

H.R. 15350. A bill to provide that certain
sentences imposed for the conviction of
crimes in the District of Columbia shall be
deemed to be imposed to run consecutively;
to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey:

H.R. 15351. A bill to authorize additional
funds for the operation of the Franklin Del-
ano Roosevelt Memorial Commission; to the
Committee on House Administration.

By Mr. WHITTEN:

H.J. Res. 1036. Joint resclution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to equal rights for men
and women; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. PRICE of Texas:

H. Res. 760. Resolution relating to the
maintenance of United States sovereignty
and jurisdiction over Panama Canal; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs,

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania:

H.R. 15352. A blll for the relief of Leopold
Morse Tailoring Co.; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. DELANEY:

H.R. 15353. A bill for the relief of Ottorino

Ferrini; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. DONOHUE:

H.R. 15354. A bill for the relief of Anthony
P. Miller, Inc.; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

SENATE—Thursday, December 18, 1969

(Legislative day of Tuesday, December 16, 1969)

(Legislative day of Tuesday, Decem-
ber 16, 1969)

The Senate met at 9 o'clock a.m., on
the expiration of the recess, and was
called to order by the Acting President
pro tempore (Mr. METCALF) .

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

O Thou creator and restorer of life, we
thank Thee for Thy mercies which are
new every morning. We thank Thee for
work to do and that it may be done for
others in this place. Enable Thy servants
here, upon whose judgment rest solemn
responsibilities of public welfare, to keep
ever before them the vision of Thy higher

kingdom. Renew them in weariness, re-
invigorate them in fatigue, and give them
inner compensation for long, strenuous,
and confining hours. Help them to bear
the fret of care, the sting of ecriticism,
and unapplauded toil. May the highest
truth of Christmas illuminate every duty,
and may they be given strength to fol-
low the One who came to set men free.

In His name we pray. Amen.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the Sen-
ator from Arizona is recognized for not
to exceed 20 minutes.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me for 1 minute,
without losing any time or his right to
the floor?

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Arizona, and I
assure him that if he needs a few more
minutes, the time will be available.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank the Sena-
tor.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Journal of
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