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the Senate and appeared in the CoONGRES-
sioNaL REcorp on December 8, 1969.
DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE
The nominations beginning Thomas D. Mc-
Kiernan, to be a consular officer of the United
States of America, and ending Mitchell
Styma, to be consular officer of the United
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States of America, which nominations were
received by the Senate and appeared in the
CONGRESSIONAL REcoORD on December 10, 1969,
U.S. ATTORNEY
James L. Browning, Jr., of California, to
be U.S. attorney for the northern district of
California for the term of 4 years.

December 20, 1969

U.S. MARSHALS
Lee R. Owen, of Arkansas, to be U.S, mar-
shal for the western district of Arkansas for
the term of 4 years,
Lynn A. Davls, of Arkansas, to be U.S. mar-
shal for the eastern district of Arkansas for
the term of 4 years.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Saturday, December 20, 1969

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Rev, Jack P. Lowndes, Memorial Bap-
tist Church, Arlington, Va., offered the
following prayer:

For unto you is born this day a Sav-
iour, which is Christ the Lord—Luke
2:11.

As the Christmas season approaches,
our hearts soften in the glow of the love
and light that shines so brightly still from
the manger of Bethlehem. Cause this
blessed influence not only to soften our
hearts but to cleanse them of sin and
selfishness and to strengthen them for
the tasks and duties of this all-important
hour. Help Christ and His way of life
and peace be in the center of our hearts
and not crowded into a corner. Bowing
now in the presence of our living Lord,
give us reverence for Thee and the life
entrusted to us. Help us to dedicate our-
selves to honesty in speech and thought.
Nourish in us the desire to seek and find
the truth about our world, about our-
selves, and above all about Thee. May
there be no lowering of our highest
Christmas standards as we celebrate the
birth of Jesus, but rather an exalting of
them during this holiday season.

Enable us to respond at this Christmas
season with love for the loveless, hope
for the hopeless, and the joy the world
can neither give nor take away.

Now we pray especially for the Mem-
bers of this 91st Congress as they ap-
proach the end of this session. After
months of labor and struggle with most
important matters, many are weary—
give them rest. Some are anxious and
troubled—give grace sufficient for every
need. Some are tempted—give strength
to resist and overcome.

Thou hast been our dwelling place in
all generations and our sure defense
today. Whether here or elsewhere, abide
in us all and give us Thy peace. In the
name of Christ we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of
vesterday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr. Ar-
rington, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate had passed without amend-
ment a joint resolution and a concurrent
resoiution of the House of the fol-
lowing titles:

H.J. Res. 764. Joint resolution to authorize
appropriations for expenses of the Presi-
dent’s Council on Youth Opportunity.

H. Con. Res. 473. Concurrent resolution
authorizing the Clerk of the House to make a
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correction in the enrollment of the bill (HR.
14751).

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:

H.R. 14733. An act t0o amend the Public
Health Service Act to extend the program of
assistance for health services for domestic
migrant agricultural workers and for other
purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (HR.
14580) entitled “An act to promote the
foreign policy, security, and general wel-
fare of the United States by assisting
peoples of the world to achieve economic
development within a framework of dem-
ocratic economic, social, and political in-
stitutions, and for other purposes.”

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
14751) entitled “An act making appro-
priations for military construction for
the Department of Defense for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1970, and for other
purposes.”

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
14794) entitled “An act making appro-
priations for the Department of Trans-
portation and related agencies for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, and for
other purposes.”

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed a bill of the following
title, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

8. 1933. An act to provide for Federal rall-
road safety, hazardous materials control and
for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendments of the
House with an amendment of a joint
resolution, of the Senate, of the following
title:

5.J. Res. 154. Joint resolution to authorlze
and request the President to proclaim the

month of January of each year as National
Blood Donor Month.

The message also announced that the
Secretary be directed to return to the
House of Representatives its message in-
forming the Senate that the House had
agreed to the amendments of the Senate
to the bill (H.R. 9634) entitled “An act

to amend title 38 of the United States
Code in order to improve and make more
effective the Veterans’ Administration
program of sharing specialized medical
resources,” in compliance with a request
of the House for the return thereof.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. DORN. 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. 344]

Edwards, Callf. May

Esch Miller, Calif.
Montgomery
Morse

Moss
O'Neal, Ga.
Ottinger
Pepper
Poage
Powell
Purcell
Quillen
Rees

Relfel
Rostenkowskl
St Germain
Sandman
Scheuer
Sisk

Snyder
Stelger, Ariz.
Stephens
Stokes
Sullivan
Tunney
Watkins
Widnall
Williams
Wilson, Bob

Abbitt
A

Alexander
Andrews, Ala.
Ashbrook
Ashley
Baring
Bell, Calif,
Berry
Bevill
Blanton
Bolling
Brasco
Brock
Cahill
Carey
Celler
Chisholm
Clancy
Clark
Clay
Collier
Collins
Conyers
Corman
Cowger
Cunningham
Dawson
Dent

Evins, Tenn.
Fallon
Findley

Fish

Fisher
Fulton, Tenn.
Gallagher
Goldwater
Gray

Green, Oreg.
Griffiths

Hall

Halpern
Harrington
Hastings
Hays

Hébert
Jarman
Jonas

Kirwan
Kleppe
EKluczynski
Landgrebe
Latia
Lipscomb
Long, La.
Lowenstein
Derwinskl Lukens Wrizht
Diggs McClory Wydler
Eckhardt Martin Zion

The SPEAEKER. On this rollcall 337
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

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

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

(Mr., NICHOLS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Speaker, on Mon-
day, December 15, when the House
unanimously passed H.R. 15095, I was
unavoidably absent from the Chamber
attending a meeting between a delega-
tion from my district and an official of
one of our Federal agencies. Had I been
present, I would have joined my col-
leagues in voting for this bill. I would like
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the Recorp to show how I would have
voted on this legislation.

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT

{Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania asked
and was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend his remarks and include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, on Wednesday, December 3,
1969, the leadership on both sides of the
House indicated there would be no legis-
lative business before the House on
Thursday, December 4, 1969. This was
due to the withdrawal of legislation
from the Education and Labor Com-
mittee.

Consequently, I scheduled conferences
at my Pittsburgh office for Thursday,
December 4, 1969, and arranged for con-
sultations with citizens and groups about
their problems—Ilegislation, appoint-
ments, and so forth.

This arrangement saved these people
from having to come to Washington,
D.C., to see me, and gave them the op-
portunity for a personal interview. I like
to take care of the needs, and follow the
recommendations of my constituents
whereI can.

Several Members who did not return to
serve their districts, but remained in
Washington, ealled two quorums. There-
fore, I missed two quorums, rollcalls
No. 302 and No. 303 because of my offi-
cial duties at my Pittsburgh office. These
quorums were unexpected even by the
leadership.

POOR LIGHTING IN THE OLD
SUPREME COURT CHAMBER

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

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Speaker, it has
been my privilege to serve on the House
Appropriations Committee for 11 years
and have participated in numerous
House-Senate conferences in the Old Su-
preme Court Chamber. The lighting in
this antiquated chamber leaves much to
be desired and was highlighted several
days ago that because of the lack of il-
lumination a Member of the other body
complained that he could not read the
dollar figures in a bill under considera-
tion. Accordingly, I am calling to the at-
tention of my colleagues a letter that I
have just delivered to the Speaker’s of-
fice:

WasHincTON, D.C.,
December 20, 1969.
Hon. JoEN W. McCORMACE,
Speaker of the House of Representatives,
The Capitol.

Dear Mr. SPEAKER: As we approach the
closing days of this first session of the 91st
Congress, it has been my privilege to serve
on two Appropriations Committee confer-
ences, held in the Old Supreme Court Cham-
ber. The fate of many billions of dollars is
being decided in those historic surround-
ings, but I would hazard the guess that we
are dolng our work by considerably less
candlepower than illuminated it during the
19th century. It is essential that we be able
to read the small print—especially the small-
er dollar figures—and, with the present
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inadequate lighting system this poses an eye-
straining problem.

Accordingly, I respectfully request that
you have the Architect of the Capitol make
arrangements for an adequate lighting sys-
tem for the benefit of the many conferences
which are held in this chamber. I recognize
and respect the desire to preserve the room
for its historic significance, but I am certain
temporary fixtures could easily be installed
for conference purposes and would cost
8 mere pittance and perhaps save the tax-
payers billions.

At this point, I feel something like the
man in Lincoln's anecdote who prayed, “Oh,
Lord, give us a little more light and a little
less noise.”

With warmest personal regards.

Sincerely yours,
Woiniam E. MINSHALL,
Member of Congress.

RINGING OF TWO BELLS ON VOTES
AND THREE BELLS ON STRAIGHT
QUORUM CALLS

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

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, I
have a suggestion to make. Since Mem-
bers are no longer required to “gualify”
to vote on record rollcalls, there ap-
pears to be no further need to differen-
tiate between “two-bell” and “three-bell”
votes.

I therefore suggest, Mr. Speaker, that
the signal system be changed and that
two bells be used for every vote and
three bells signal only straight quorum
calls,

TAKE PRIDE IN AMERICA

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

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, in
1967 the United States produced 17,-
098,000 short tons of meat, more than any
other country. This amounted to 21.6
percent of the world’s total production.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON HR.
15149, FOREIGN ASSISTANCE AP-
PROPRIATIONS, 1970

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (HR.
15148) making appropriations for for-
eign assistance and related programs for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, and
for other purposes, and ask unanimous
consent that the statement of the man-
agers on the part of the House be read
in lieu of the report.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Tlinois will state his parliamentary in-
quiry.

Mr. YATES. At what point is it in
order to make a point of order against
the conference report?

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state
in response to the parliamentary inquiry
of the gentleman from Illinois that such
a point of order would be in order after
the reading of the report or the gentle-
man can reserve a point of order now

40445

before the reading of the statement ac-
companying the report.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I reserve a
point of order on the conference report.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Illinois reserves a point of order on the
conference report.

Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Louisiana?

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object with reference to the
unanimous-consent request that the
statement of the managers on the part
of the House be read in lieu of the report,
I would like to ask the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Appropriations, the
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. Pass-
MAN), if in the event the point of order
against the conference report is not
sustained, I would like to have some as-
surance from the gentleman that we
would have an opportunity to talk about
some of the problems contained in the
report—problems which many of us find
with this conference report. We had but
very little opportunity to discuss these
matters at the time the original bill was
considered. I assume the subcommittee
chairman will indulge us in that respect?

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, under the rules on
the conference report the gentleman
managing the bill is given 1 hour, and
members of the subcommittee usually
have priority on that time.

I shall, in explaining the bill, try to
answer brief questions with brief an-
swers. I hope after I have explained the
conference report that there will be no
need for the gentleman to ask any gues-
tions. In other words, I am not going to
cross any bridges until I get to them.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the unanimous-consent request.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read
the conference report.

The Clerk read the conference report.

(For conference report and statement,
see proceedings of the House of Decem-
ber 19, 1969.)

Mr, YATES. Mr. Speaker, I make a
point of order against that portion of the
conference report which provides funds
for the purchase of planes for the Re-
public of China on the ground that it is
an appropriation that is not authorized
by law.

I read from the conference report on
the authorization bill which appears in
the ConGrESsIONAL REcORD of December
18 on page 39841 relating to the mili-
tary assistance, section 504 of the act.

The House bill authorized a total of
$454,500,000 for military assistance of
which $350,000,00 was for worldwide allo-
cation; $50,000,000 for Korea; $54,500,000
for the Republic of China,

The Senate amendment authorized a
total of $325,000,000 without any alloca-
tion to specified countries.

The managers on the part of the House
agreed to the authorization of $350,000,-
000 without specifying any country
allocation. They found it impossible to
obtain agreement to a larger total for
military assistance and believe that any
specific additional allocation for Korea
or for the Republic of China would result

in a drastic curtailment of the worldwide
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authorization which would be detri-
mental to our national security.

So in the basic law, in the authoriza-
tion law there is no allocation specifically
of funds for any country and I suggest
that the appropriation of funds in a
specific amount for military assistance to
a particular country is without authori-
zation of law.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. Passman) desire to
be heard on the point of order?

Mr. PASSMAN. I do, Mr, Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, first of all there is
nothing in the military assistance para-
graph directing the purchasing of any
type of equipment. There is language
appropriating a specific amount of funds
for China, but there is no language any-
where in the bill stating the type of mili-
tary equipment that will be provided to
any nation,

Furthermore, the military assistance
appropriation language is within the
jurisdiction of the conference committee
because the language was in the bill as
it passed the House.

As a matter of fact, everything in title
I is not yet authorized.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, may I be
heard further?

The SPEAKER. The Chair will hear
the gentleman further.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, the state-
ment of the gentleman from Louisiana
that there is no specific allocation of
funds in the bill to a particular country
apparently is at odds with the statement
in the conference report.

It is stated on page 7 of the confer-
ence report with respect to amendments
Nos. 23, 24, 25, and 28, under the head-
ing “Military Assistance’:

Insert appropriate section numbers; ap-
propriate $404,500,000 instead of $454,500,000
as proposed by the House and $350,000,000 as
proposed by the Senate;,—

Then there is this language,
Speaker:
and restore language deleted by the Senate
earmarking 54,500,000 for the Republic of
China.

Mr. Speaker, if that is not a specific
allocation, I do not know what it is.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, may I be
heard further?

The SPEAKER. The Chair will hear
the gentleman.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am go-
ing to repeat what I said previously,
and that is there is no language in this
bill designating the type of rifles, planes,
tanks, or any other type of equipment
that will be furnished to any nation.

We did, of course, earmark funds for
China and Korea but all appropriation
bills earmark funds for specific purposes
in one form or another, and it is within
the prerogative of the committee to indi-
cate, if we really wanted to, where the

funds are to go and to what nation for
every appropriation paragraph in the

I want to have it understood that there
is nothing in the bill anywhere that in-
dicates the type of equipment that will
be purchased or delivered to any nation.
That decision, of course, is made by the
Department of Defense. In addition, we

Mr.
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went to conference with the language in
the bill that had been approved by the
House and we were operating within the
rules and procedures of the House when
we did so. I do not believe that a point
of order is valid.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The SPEAEER. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. YATES. Is it in order for me to
ask the chairman of the committee, who
just made the argument, for a clarifica-
tion of his statement and representation
that there is no specific allocation of
funds in this bill for any country? Does
that mean that the President does not
have to provide these funds, but can con-
sider this fund entirely a general fund
and allocate moneys as he wishes to
without any reference to the Republic of
China?

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state
that that is a matter for discussion be-
tween the gentleman from Illinois and
the gentleman from Louisiana, and is not
a proper parliamentary inquiry.

Mr,. YATES, Mr. Speaker, the reason
I ask that question is that the gentleman
has represented to the House that this
is a general fund and that there is no
specific allocation of funds. If that is
true, then I have no point of order. But
if, in fact, as I read this point of order,
namely, that there is proposed to be an
allocation of funds for the Republic of
China, then I shall persist in my point
of order.

The SPEAKER. The Chair feels that
that is a matter about which the gentle-
man may make an inquiry of the gentle-
man from Louisiana, and it is a matfer
of the gentleman from Louisiana to re-
spond if he so desires.

The Chair will hear the gentleman
from Illinois further on his point of
order.

Mr. YATES, First, I therefore ask the
gentleman from Louisiana, in view of
his statement that this is an allocation
of general funds without a specific al-
location to any nation, does that mean,
therefore, that there is no specific allo-
cation of funds to the Republic of
China?

Mr. PASSMAN. I shall respond again
as I have previously. The gentleman un-
derstands the legislation. He wunder-
stands it as well as I do. The entire for-
eign aid program is handled on an illus-
trative hasis, and when the Congress
authorizes funds, it does not spell out in
the authorizing legislation for what pur-
pose the money is to be spent. You may
be trying to make legislative history, but
I would assume that we are going to
move on the basis of the language of the
bill and not on what the gentleman from
Illinois would like to have me say. The
President of the United States can im-
pound all of the funds. The President of

the United States could allocate all
funds, as far as I know, to one nation.

He could allocate all the funds for tanks.
He could allocate all the funds for
planes.

This program is on an illustrative
basis. The gentleman understands I
would not let him put words in my mouth
in order to make his case for some sub-

December 20, 1969

sequent motion. I rest my case on the
language in the bill. I respectfully ask
the gentleman to read the bill, and that
is my understanding as what we are go-
ing to legislate.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I should
like to make a further inquiry of the
gentleman. The conference report uses
this language—“and restore language
deleted by the Senate earmarking $54,-
500,000 for the Republic of China.”

Mr. PASSMAN. That is correct.

Mr. YATES. Do I correctly understand
that the gentleman is now telling the
House that that is purely illustrative and
is not a specific allocation of funds for
the Republic of China?

Mr. PASSMAN. You have been talking
about planes. You have not been talking
about a specific sum of money. Certainly
there is a specific appropriation for mili-
tary assistance, and then the language
also states that not less than $54,500,000
shall be available for the Republic of
China.

Mr. YATES. So that that is not illus-
trative but is a specific allocation.

Mr. PASSMAN, As the amount of
money is concerned; not so far as the
type of equipment is concerned.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I renew my
point of order.

Mr, ZABLOCKI, Mr. Speaker, may I
be heard on the point of order?

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. ZABL.OCKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the point of order and to ex-
press my strong opposition to the con-
ference report on foreign aid appropria-
tions.

This report contains a line item for
foreign military assistance of $404.5 mil-
lion. That amount is $54.5 million more
than the amount which the House au-
thorized yesterday by approving the con-
ference report on the foreign aid author-
ization bill.

For that reason, I believe that this con-~
ference report is completely and fla-
grantly out of order. Let me cite to this
body rule XXI, part 2, of the Rules of
the House of Representatives. It states:

No appropriation shall be reported in any
general appropriations bill, or be in order as
an amendment thereto, for any expenditure
not previously authorized by law.

Let me also cite the interpretation
which has been given to this rule, an in-
terpretation which may be found in par-
agraph 835 of the rules:

In the administration of the rule it is the
practice that those upholding the item of
appropriation should have the burden of
showing the law authorizing it,

I would be pleased to know where the
House conferees find anything in the law
which would authorize an additional
$54.5 million in military assistance.

Mr. Speaker, it is abundantly clear
that this conference report stands in
violation of the rules of this body.

Let me call to the attention of my col-
leagues the debate in the other body on
Thursday in which the Members of that
body only belatedly discovered that the
Comptroller General will approve the ex-
penditure of funds from the Treasury
which have been appropriated but not
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authorized by the Congress without pre-
vious authorization.

Many of us in this body of the Congress
have been aware of that situation for
some time.

It is, nonetheless, a violation of both
the spirit and the letter of the Rules of
the House for the Appropriations Com-
mittee to appropriate funds which have
not been authorized—just as it is a vio-
lation for authorizing committees to at-
tempt to appropriate funds.

If the Appropriations Committee can
appropriate funds in complete disregard
of what has been authorized—as it does
in the conference report now before us—
then why have authorizing committees?

Those of us who serve on authorizing
committees might just as well stay home.
The hours and days we spend in commit-
tee hearings and markup sessions are
simply an exercise, when our actions can
be honored, ignored, or abrogated at the
whim of an Appropriations subcom-
mittee.

Mr, Speaker, the issue before the House
today goes beyond the $54.5 million
which exceeds the authorization for mili-
tary assistance. It goes beyond the issue
of whether the United States should be
providing a down payment on jet planes
for the Republic of China.

Mr. Speaker, I therefore urge that this
conference report be defeated in order
that the appropriation conference con-
form to the authority approved yester-
day by the House.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, may I be
heard further on the point of order?

Mr. Speaker, it is my understanding
that the lateness of the so-ealled author-
ization bill, which does not exist in fact,
as yet, and the very fact that the ma-
jority leader of the other body said there
would be no authorization bill, and the
chairman of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee said there would be no authoriza-
tion bill, made it necessary for us to move
this bill through the Appropriations
Committee, the Rules Committee, and
the Rules Committee gave us a rule waiv-
Ing voints of order. We have moved the
bill, as I understand it, according to the
rules of the House, and this appropria-
tion bill became an authorization bill
also, in the absence of any authorization
act. Even at this late hour we still do not
have an authorization bill because the
conference report on the authorization
bill was only adopted yesterday by both
Houses and has not yet reached the
President for his signature.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr, Speaker,
if we follow the argument made by the
distinguished gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. ZasLockr) that the particular part
to which he objects was subject to a
point of order on that basis that it was
not authorized by law, then we would
have to take the position that no part of
this appropriation in the foreign aid
program should be on the floor at all
today. The whole bill would be subject
to a point of order. We cannot pick and
choose. We then have to make the argu-
ment the whole bill is subject to a point
of order, if we are going to argue that
a certain part of it is subject to a point
of order.

Mr. Speaker, we do as a matter of prac-
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tice appropriate money from time to
time that is not specifically authorized
as a matter of law. Furthermore, in this
particular case when the foreign aid ap-
propriation bill came to the floor of
the House, a specific rule was granted
walving points or order.

It would be my argument that the
benefit of that rule would still be appli-
cable in the consideration of the con-
ference report.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, a par-
liamentary inguiry.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will hear
the gentleman further.

Mr. ZABLOCKI, Mr. Speaker, does the
rule waiving points of order under which
the House appropriation bill was con-
sidered by the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union continue
through conference report considera-
tion? Would not the rule apply only for
consideration of the appropriation bill
waiving points of order during the time
it was considered by the Committee of
the Whole? Certainly the rule should not
carry over to the conference report? If
it does the Members of the House abro-
gate their legislative prerogatives. If
this is the case, the gentleman from Wis-
consin for one shall never vote for a rule
waiving points of order in the future.

It has been cited that the appropria-
tion bill came to this House under a rule
waiving points of order and therefore
this conference report would be in order.
The gentleman from Louisiana claims
this appropriation conference report
carries its own authorization under the
rule waiving points of order granted in
earlier consideration.

My parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Speak-
er, is: Does the rule under which the
appropriation bill came to the House
carry over and continue into the con-
ference report?

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state
that will have a bearing on the point of
order that is raised at the present time.

Mr. FRASER. Mr, Speaker, may I be
heard in support of the point of order?

The SPEAKER. The Chair will hear
the gentleman from Minnesota.,

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, let me
make clear again what I believe both
the gentleman from Illinois and the
gentleman from Wisconsin have made
clear.

There was a bill which was agreed
upon by both the House and the Senate,
which set a limit of $350 million for mili-
tary assistance. This appropriation meas-
ure seeks to appropriate $404.5 million,
earmarking $54.5 million for the Repub-
lic of China. This appropriation measure
seeks to appropriate $54.5 million more
than the $350 million agreed upon by
both the House and the Senate, after the
bill had been agreed upon in conference.

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

Mr, FRASER. I am glad to yield.

Mr, PASSMAN. Would the gentleman
please refer to the public law he is talk-
ing about and give us the number of it
so that we will know what the gentleman
refers to? If he is referring to the con-
ference authorization bill that passed the
Senate and the House yesterday, he is
making reference to a bill that the Presi-
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dent may not even sign. As of today, it
has not been signed into law.

If the gentleman is citing some other
law, we would like to know its number
also. I do not believe the gentleman
wants to argue that we should ignore the
fact that we have a precedent for mov-
ing appropriation bills under a rule. We
have moved this bill from the very be-
ginning—to the floor of the House under
a rule adopted by this House.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, I did not
say that the bill had been signed by the
President. I said both the House and
the Senate acted upon and agreed upon a
figure of $350 million. Now the appro-
priation conferees bring back a figure
of $404.5 million, with the excess to be
given to the Republic of China. I regard
this as an affront to our whole procedure.

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

Mr. FRASER. I yield.

Mr. PASSMAN. We are bringing this
conference bill back with an appropria-
ticn $50 million below what the House
previously recommended; not over,
under.

Mr. FRASER. If I may say, in response
to the gentleman——

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I demand
the regular order.

Mr., YATES. This is the regular order.

Mr. FRASER. In support of this point
of order, Mr. Speaker, it is true there is
now only one earmarking left which is
tlie excess over $350 million, apparently
due to the conference committee drop-
ping the allocation for Korea in favor of
the allocation for the Republic of China.
That does not undercut the point of
order. It emphasizes why the point of
order should be sustained.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. YATES. In stating a point of order
is it not in order for the person stating
it to make a point of order to a part of
a bill rather than to the entire bill? Is
it not periectly proper to make a limited
point of order, rather than to the entire
bill?

The SPEAEER. The Chair can only
rule upon the point of order which is
made, and the Chair is prepared to rule.

The gentleman from Illinois has raised
a point of order against the conference
report on the bill HR. 15149,

The Chair is aware of the fact pointed
out by the gentleman from Illinois—that
the authorization bill for fiscal 1970,
while passed by both Houses, has not
yet become law. As pointed out in the
debate on this point of order, the con-
ference report now before the House does
carry an amount for military assistance
that is $54,500,000 above the figure which
would be authorized by H.R. 14580, the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1969.

However, the Chair recalls that when
this appropriation bill passed the House,
it was considered under a rule waiving
points of order. The House agreed to a
total figure for military assistance of
$454,500,000. The Senate reduced this
figure to $350 million. The conferees have
reached an agreement between these
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two amounts, as they had the authority
to do.

The Chair holds that the conferees
have not exceeded their authority and
overrules the point of order.

The gentleman from Louisiana is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman
from Louisiana yield for a parliamen-
tary inquiry?

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
for a parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I desire fo
make a point of order against considera-
tion of the bill.

Mr., PASSMAN, Mr. Speaker, I yielded
to the gentleman for a parliamentary
inquiry, not for a motion.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I make a
point of order against consideration of
the conference report in toto.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I make a
point of order against consideration of
the conference report on the basis that
none of the appropriations contained in
the bill H.R. 15149 have been authorized
by law.

Mr. PASSMAN. May I be heard on
that, Mr. Speaker?

The SPEAKER. Of course, the Chair
will hear the gentleman.

Mr. PASSMAN. It is my understand-
ing that the Chair just ruled on that
specific point a moment ago. I ask for
a ruling, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state
that it overrules the point of order made
by the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
Gross), on the ground that the special
rule waived points of order against the
provisions of the House bill.

The gentleman from Louisiana is rec-
ognized for 1 hour.

Mr., PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Texas, the chair-
man of the Committee on Appropriations,
whatever time he may consume.

(Mr. MAHON asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

THE APPROPRIATIONS BUSINESS FOR FISCAL
1970

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, with the
approaching conclusion of the session
I think it appropriate that we take a
quick look at the approximate results
of our actions on the money bills of the
year in relation to the revised budget
requests from the new administration.

With respect to the current fiscal year
1970, in the appropriation bills—and at
this time I refer only to the appropria-
tion bills—and I include the conference
reports on three bills not yet cleared by
Congress; namely, Labor-HEW, foreign
assistance, and the final supplemental.

Pirst. Congress has cut the revised re-
quests by about $5,604,000,000.

Second. This, we roughly calculate,
will translate into an expenditure cut
of approximately $2,900,000,000.

Third. In Defense appropriation re-
quests, we cut—in the two defense bills—
$5,994,000,000.

Fourth. This, we roughly calculate, will
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translate into an expenditure cut of ap-
proximately $3,200,000,000.

Fifth. In respect to nondefense appro-
priations, and this includes the Labor-
HEW, foreign assistance, and final sup-
plemental conference reports, Congress
has made a net increase of $390,000,000.

This consists of foreign assistance, a
reduction of $1,120,000,000; Labor-HEW,
a net increase of $1,139,000,000; and on
the 10 other bills, a net increase of $371,-
000,000.

Sixth. The big chunks of nondefense
appropriation increases over the revised
budget are these: Education—elemen-
tary, secondary, impacted aid, higher
education, vocational education—an in-
crease of $1,093,000,000; clean water, an
increase of $586,000,000; Federal Aviation
Administration—equipment and airport
aid—an increase of $140,000,000; and the
agricultural conservation program and
special milk program, $279,000,000.

Mr. Speaker, the figures I have given
are for fiscal year 1970. There were a
handful of items for fiscal 1971 advance
funding, notably an item of $1,226,000,-
000 for elementary and secondary educa-
tion, which we disallowed in the Labor-
HEW conference report. That item can
come in the early education appropria-
tion bill next session.

The advance funding totals for fiscal
1971 are as follows:

Budget requests

Approved (mass transit).-__ 214, 000, 000

Reduction —1, 437, 000, 000

Mr. Speaker, in legislative bills, there
are certain prospective actions and inac-
tions importantly bearing on the budget.
I have confined my remarks to the appro-
priation bills only.

Next week, we will undertake to supply
more detail.

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

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

Mr. EDMONDSON. I thank the gentle-
man fo1 yielding and I want to commend
the chairman of the Appropriations
Committee and to express my deep per-
sonal appreciation to the gentleman for
bringing these figures to the attention of
the House and I hope to the attention of
the gentlemen of the press who occupy
the gallery immediately behind the
gentleman in the well.

It cccurs to me that there have been
big headlines when the President of the
United States has accused this Congress
of inflationary pressures by its appro-
priations while there have been very
few headlines and all too little responsi-
ble and careful reporting when the facts
have been made known on this subject.

The chairman of the Committee on
Appropriations has brought very clearly
to the attention of this House and to the
attention of the Nation what the record
actually is at this point. The record is
that this Congress has cut very, very sub-
stantially the budget submitted by Presi-
dent Nixon last April. The figures that
have been presented indicate that the
cut is in excess of $4 billion on the bills
that have been completed and on which
we have completed action. Also, when we
complete action along the lines that the

December 20, 1969

conference committees have recom-
mended action, if I have correctly under-
stood the chairman, those cuts will be in
excess of $5,700 million; is that correct?

Mr. MAHON. If you include all the ap-
propriation bills for fiscal 1970, dealing
with fiscal 1970 amounts, the cut is $5.6
billion in appropriations, which we
roughly estimate to translate into ex-
penditure reductions of approximately
$2.9 billion. That, as I indicated, includes
the three conference reports on which
action is not yet finalized. \

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield further, either on
the basis of expenditure budgets or on
the basis of actual appropriations that
have been discussed by the chairman—
the eut is very substantially below the
budget and there is no validity to the
administration charge that the Congress
is exerting inflationary pressures in the
appropriations procedure. On the con-
trary, and on the record, the Nixon
budget recommendations have clearly
been more inflationary in the overall
than the appropriations finalized by this
Caongress.

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle-
man yield?

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

Mr. BOW. The gentleman from Texas
has made a very important statement
here.

I would like to ask my distinguished
chairman, since he has referred to the
Labor-HEW conference having been
completed, I should like to inquire of
the gentleman when he expects to call
up the Labor-HEW conference report.

Mr. MAHON. I would like to see us
call up the Labor-HEW conference re-
port and pass it in the House and send
it to the other body, if an arrangement
can be worked out whereby this can be
done. There has been some falk to the
effect that the Labor-HEW bill will not
be sent to the President before adjourn-
ment because the President has in-
dicated that it will be vetoed, and that it
is desirable that the veto message come
to Congress after we return in January,
at which time Congress can take what-
ever action it desires in the matter.

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, if the gentle-
man will yield further, would the gentle-
man agree with me that the Labor-HEW
appropriation bill is an important one,
and since we have completed the comfer-
ence on it, it should be sent to the Presi-
dent and that, perhaps, we should not
adjourn until we have completed action
on all of the appropriation bills?

Mr. MAHON. From the standpoint of
the House, if we pass the three remaining
conference reports, we will have com-
pleted our appropriation work. The mat-
ter of a decision on a veto message, if it
is to come, could be postponed until Jan-
uary. I understand this is more or less
implicit in the letter which the President
addressed to the leaders of Congress a
couple of days ago.

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, do I under-
stand from what the gentleman has said,
that the Labor-HEW conference report
referred to will be called up in the House
before we adjourn?

Mr. MAHON. I do not know at this
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moment. I do not know what may de-

velop. That is a decision not to be made

by the gentleman from Texas, but this is

a question which is to be determined. I

would hope so.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr, Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield, as I read the remarks
made yesterday in the other body I think
the argument made by the gentleman
from Oklahomsa falls apart in that we
have better than a $3 billion increase in
appropriations over what we appropri-
ated last year.

Mr. MAHON., The gentleman is talking
in terms of comparing this year with
last year?

Mr. ARENDS. That is right.

Mr. MAHON. I do not have that figure
before me but as of this date, in appro-
priations, I think we are definitely below
last fiscal year. I will provide a full state-
ment for the REcorp next week.

Mr. ARENDS. It is somewhere over $3
billion, regardless of the $5 billion we
took out of defense.

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

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey.

Mr, PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, what job
does the President have now in the light
of the bill that we passed at the begin-
ning of the year, along with the matter
of cutting 6 percent? Have we given the
President a formidable task in the way
we have done this, or is he all right—
can he cut that 6 percent we voted
earlier?

Mr. MAHON. Of course, it is up to the
President to determine what funds he
will expend and what funds he will not
expend.

Mr, Speaker, I do not desire to consume
further time.

Under leave granted, I include two tab-
ulations of figures on the appropriation
bills—again including three conference
reports not yet finalized:

Appropriation bills for fiscal year 1970—
Changes from the revised budget (As to
fiscal year 1970 amounts) *

NONDEFENSE

Treasury-Post Office

Agriculture (principally Ag-
ricultural Conservation
Program and special milk
programs)

Independent Offices—

HUD

—§38, 482, 000

251, 341, 000

—226, 099, 000
—10, 481, 000

—121, 272, 000
—27, 826, 000

Btate-Justice-Commerce-
Judiciary _._

Legislative

Public Works-AEC (princi-
pally clean water pro-
gram)

Transportation (prinecipally
FAA facilities, equipment
and alds to airports).__.._ -89, 265, 000

District of Columbia —=860, 332, 000

Supplemental (conference

—36, 316, 000

+552, 029, 000

Subtotal, these 10
4371, 827, 000
Labor-HEW (conference re-
port), principally educa-
tional items +1, 138, 027, 000
Subtotal, these 11
—+1, 510, 854, 000
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DEFENSE BILLS
Military construction

Foreign assistance (confer-
ence report), including
$275,000,000 cut in mili-
tary credit sales...._... —1, 120, 654, 000

Totals for 1970 in the
14 bills for 1870_. —B5, 604, 276, 000

1 Change from the budget (New budget
authority).

CAPSULE SUMMARY ON_ APROPRIATION BILLS OF THE
SESSION

[In millions new budget authority]

Revised
budget
estimates

Ap-
proved Change

1. The House:
Fiscal year 1969_______. 35,400 34,819 —§581
Fiscal year 19701 126,213 1 —5,394
Fiscal year 1971 425 395 —30

138,432 131,477 -7, 005

Total- o == o

2. The Senate:
Fiscal year 1969__..__. 5, 850
Fiscal year 1970__. - 135,200
Fiscal year 1971._. 1,651

142,701 137,132

—354
—4, 882
—333

-5, 569

5,496
130, 318
1,318

3. Enacted:?
Fiscal year 1969
Fiscal year 1970
Fiscal year 1971

5,850 5, 388
135,200 2 129,596 3
1,651 1214 11,437
142,701 =135,198 *-—7,503

1 Translates into approxi y $3,000,000,000 expenditures
reduction.

2 Those figures include amounis in the conference reports
on foreign assistance, Labor-HEW, and the final supplemental
bills, on which congressional action has not been finalized.

Mr., PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, may I
inguire how much time I have left?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Louisiana has consumed 10 minutes.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may require.

Mr. Speaker, this is one of the few
times in my lifetime that I find myself
somewhat frightened because I feel that
I have not been able to impart to my
colleagues the facts of life.

Mr. Speaker, a member of the clergy
called me last night about 10:30, and he
said, “Mr, PassMaN, place the security of
your country above everything else.” He
said, “I recall when the Congress refused
to fortify Guam, and if we had, we would
not have had Pearl Harbor.”

Then he said, “I recall when those who
were opposing our military posture al-
most refused to extend the draft, and
finally by one vote the draft was ex-
tended. Just a few months later we had
Pearl Harbor.”

Then I call to your attention the de-
velopment of the A-bomb and the H-
bomb, and numerous other incidents. I
say that for the benefit of those people
who know very little about the need for
military assistance to those countries
who are willing to go all out to assist
us in our efforts to prevent a third world
war, which could well be the last one.

So it is a question as to which side
You are on. My mother taught me that
there are three sides to every question:
Your side, my side, and the right side.

Mr, Speaker, it has been a great priv-
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ilege for me to chair this committee for
the past 15 years, and to make many
recommendations contrary to my own
personal views so as to try to present
a bill that would be acceptable to all.

I was in hope that we had found the
right side; that this would be one bill
that every Member of this House who
loves his country—as I do, and I know
you all do—would support as it deals
with the security of America.

In all probability I am as conservative
a Member of the House as anyone here—
maybe more so. I have been handling this
bill for 15 years and I have always strived
for a low figure, and generally at the
expense of irritating many people.

I say when my country is at war, I will
support it. I yield, without exeeption, to
the judgment of the executive branch
and the military to protect the security
of America. For the past 5 years, without
exception, I have voted for every penny
that the President and our military lead-
ers felt we needed. I am going to pursue
this policy until we have achieved peace
around the world.

Mr. Speaker, let us discuss this bill.
There are going to be some surprises. I
want to discuss it fairly and based upon
the facts as they apply to this bill com-
pared to last year’'s bill.

The bill before you, if you include all
titles, is $378,474,000 less than we ap-
propriated last year.

It is $1,112,501,000 less than the fiscal
year 1970 budget estimates.

It is $49,110,000 less than the House
appropriation bill and, of course, $159,-
875,000 less than the Senate appropria-
tion bill.

If you look at economic aid only, which
is in title I of the bill, this year the budget
estimate is $2,285,020,000.

The House bill recommended $2,194,-
180,000.

The Senate bill recommended $1,676,-
905,000.

The conference bill recommends $1,-
462,530,000.

The conference bill is $267,650,000
above the House bill and $214,375,000,000
below what the Senate appropriated, and
we are $822,490,000 below the budget es-
timate for economic aid.

I might add that this bill is $181,220,-
000 below the authorization bill that this
House voted for yesterday.

Mr, Speaker, I want to take time now
to thank my distinguished and very able
friend, Dr. MorcaN, the chairman of the
great Committee on Foreign Affairs. He
called me to his table last evening after
we had left the conference and con-
gratulated me upon this bill and upon
the fair manner in which I handled it.
He said that he would be on the floor
of the House today and speak for the
bill. I am very grateful that this distin-
guished gentleman recognizes the im-
portance of this bill and extended me his
conégrat.ulations and his pledge of sup-
port.

Mr. Speaker, I think it is necessary to
go into some of the items in the bill be-
cause we have Members on this floor
who, looking at the authorizing legisla-
tion yesterday, think I am a miracle man
and could walk into the conference room
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where you have 22 people—Members of
the House and Senate—and order those
people to keep their mouths shut, listen
to me, and do everything I urged. Cer-
tainly, I would have been willing to bring
the bill back with less money in it, be-
cause I am not a foreign aid enthusiast.

But, nevertheless, we do have a com-
promise bill and this is the very best
compromise that we could work out. If
you will look at the bill itself, you will
see that there is very, very little, even
in title I, above what we appropriated
last year.

Let us go into some of the individual
items in the report.

First, supporting assistance. As you
know, the House appropriated $365 mil-
lion in 1969. This year we are recom-
mending $395 million, simply because
the President, and those people admin-
istering the program, feel that they need
more supporting assistance funds for our
aid program in South Vietnam.,

However, the one thing that makes
this bill higher is that we have a lot of
“strangers in the deck.” Some of you
people know what “the deck” means and
know what I am talking about. We have
several new items in the bill. For ex-
ample, there is the item for the Overseas
Private Investment Corporation. The
Senate bill recommended $75 million. We
compromised and allowed $37,500,000.
So we have to take that into account—a
brandnew program.

Then we have the prototype desalting
plant—a brandnew program. The For-
eign Affairs Committee authorized $40
million. Your committee recommended
$20 million. The Senate bill deleted the
$20 million and in this conference bill
we came back with the same figure ap-
proved by the House—$20 million.

If we move to the Alliance for Prog-
ress and development loans; for Alli-
ance loans we recommend the identical
amount we recommended last year; and
the same thing is true for Development
Loans. On AID administrative expense
the same amount as last year is provided.

If we move into the military assistance
program, the recommended appropria-
tion is $29,500,000 above last year. But
we have some people who will tell you
that the most important ally we have
anywhere in the Pacific is China. If you
read the record, you will know they are
our greatest ally, and are extending us
more privileges, and they will go further
to support the United States than any
other ally that we could find in that part
of the world.

We have many Members on this floor
who know very well that the Republic of
China is extremely important fo us at
this time for the reason that we have now
agreed to permit Okinawa to revert back
to Japan. We do not know what is going
to happen after that reversion. But we
think we know what will happen. We will
not be permitted to operate as freely in
those islands in the future as we have
in the past, and on account of the con-
cessions made to us by the Republic of
China, past presidents have recognized
the importance of Nationalist China, and
therefore they have been given a total
of $2.5 billlon in military assistance over
the years, and at this time I will repeat
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what I have said previously. The actual
amount needed is in the neighborhood of
$400 million, and I mean now, not 3 years
from now.

I am of the opinion that next year you
will see the Secretary of Defense and the
present administration request an
amount in the neighborhood of $600 mil-
lion for military assistance.

With respect to the language earmark-
ing funds for China, let me give you the
sequences: First, as you well know, lan-
guage was put in the authorizing bill by
an amendment adopted by the House
earmarking $54,500,000 for China. The
authorizing bill had $50 million ear-
marked for Korea. Then on the appro-
priations bill, in our subcommittee a mo-
tion was made to strike out the funds
earmarked for the Republic of China.
That motion was defeated 8 to 4. Then a
motion was made to strike out the funds
earmarked for Korea. That was adopted
by a vote of 8 to 4. I was one of the four
who voted to leave it in.

The bill then went to the full Commit-
tee on Appropriations. An amendment
was proposed to strike out the money for
China. That amendment was defeated
in the full Committee on Appropriations
by a vote just about 2 to 1. Then the bill
came before the House, and a motion was
made in the House to strike out the
money provided for China. Then a sub-
stitute motion was offered to put back
the money in the bill and to do the
same for Korea. On that vote the House
said, 250 to 142, “This money for China
and Korea stays in.”

Then we moved on to the conference.
In the conference the vote on the House
side was 9 to 3 to keep this money in
for China.

My friends, when we passed this pro-
posal through four important stations—
the authorization bill, the subcommittee
bill, the full committee bill, and the con-
ference bill—and the Members spoke at
every station affirmatively that we have
to have this money in the bill for China,
and I am surprised, disillusioned, and dis-
appointed to think that there is even
one Member on this floor who would at-
tempt to take it out, even after all the
affirmative votes I have just mentioned.

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

Mr. PASSMAN. I will yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa for a question.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, did the con-
ference committee take out $275 million
for foreign military credit sales?

Mr. PASSMAN. The answer to that
guestion is, “Yes,” and I am glad the
gentleman asked that question. This fur-
ther complicates the bill. The Republic
of China is one of our fine cash cus-
tomers, extremely dedicated to the poli-
cies of the United States. This year the
Republic of China has made arrange-
ments to buy $50 million worth of mili-
tary equipment out of their own strained
resources.

The $275 million is to be used to guar-
antee credits for nations unable to buy
military equipment for cash. China is
eligible for a $50 million loan with which
to buy equipment, and they plan to do
so. But striking out that title of the
bill—the $275 million—now means there
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will be no way we could handle the po-
tential sale. That is another reason why
we should not consider taking out this
money for China.

May I say this about the military sales
program. I have no right to criticize the
great Committee on Foreign Affairs but
I do not know why they have not brought
out an authorization bill for $275 mil-
lion, or for whatever amount they felt
was necessary. I do not know why their
counterpart in the Senate did not act.

Do Members realize that these military
credit sales have an average term of
T years?

Whoever borrows the money pays the
prevailing interest rate. If the prevailing
rate is 7 percent, they pay 7 percent. Of
course, under the arrangement, the pro-
ducer makes a profit. I do not believe the
U.S. Government should be selling mili-
tary equipment for a profit, but inas-
much as it is part of our overall foreign
policy, I believe in the program because
if we do not sell military equipment to
them, some other country will. The man-
ufacturers pay income taxes to the Fed-
eral Government and to the State gov-
ernments. In addition to that, if a com-
mercial bank makes the loan, it makes
a profit.

Of course, I am disappointed that I
cannot please all the Members of this
House. I wish they would take the time
and go into the library and read the his-
tory of the vote on the fortification of
Guam, then read about the debate on
the draft bill which was extended by
one vote just before Pearl Harbor.

At this particular time, our leaders say
they can prove beyond any reasonable
doubt whatsoever that we need to fur-
nish military equipment to some of our
allies, and I cannot understand why
there would be any opposition whatso-
ever to that proposition.

Why should I not be disappointed? I
have spent hundreds of hours trying to
bring in a bill that would please as many
Members as possible, including the
hawks, the doves, the hummingbirds, and
anybody else who wants to soar on birds’
wings.

I have done the very best I can. I do
not understand how some of my very
good friends seem to believe I am a mir-
acle man—that I can go into a confer-
ence and tell the Senators, “Listen to
me. I know everything.”

I cannot deal with these people on
that basis. We have to compromise.
Every piece of legislation is a matter of
compromise,

I repeat, if T may. If you take the
“strangers out of the deck”—that is,
these new programs, the many schools
for Israel, which the sponsors say are
badly needed—it is a different picture.

Others said, “We need a desalting
plant.” I said, “If you make your case,
I will support youw.”

Others on this committee felt that we
should have $75 million for this Over-
seas Private Investment Corporation. I
have never known of any proposal which
I thought was so unnecessary, but we had
able members on this committee, like my
distinguished colleague from KEansas,
who said, “I believe it is right.” I said to
him, “If you think it is right and if you
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think it is needed I am going to vote for
it.” So I defended it and fought to put
$37.5 million in the bill for this new
proposal.

I want the Members to know, I want
to be fair, and I will be fair, If the time
should ever come when I cannot be fair
and yield to the other Members and ac-
cept their judgment in place of mine on
things they know more about, I should
leave the Congress.

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

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

Mr. SIKES. I hesitate to interrupt my
distinguished friend, who is making a
most forceful and eloquent statement, but
will the gentleman please clarify this
for the benefit of the House.

Do I correctly understand that a vote
against the conference report, an effort
to reject the conference report, will be a
vote against the desalinization plant for
Israel, against the schools for Israel, and
against other important items for Israel,
all of which are needed, and which are
contained in this bill?

Mr. PASSMAN. The distinguished gen-
tleman is absolutely correct. We move
this as a package.

If you defeat this conference report,
you defeat funds for every school for
Israel in this bill. You defeat the desalt-
ing plant. You defeat supporting assist-
ance, which the President says is needed.

You defeat the Alliance for Progress.
Every item in this bill will go down to
defeat. It is all tied together.

If we go back into conference, we open
up the entire bill, and I do not know what
kind of a bill you are going to get then.

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

Mr. PASSMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa for a question.

Mr. GROSS. Are there no funds for
the Arab and other countries in the Mid-
dle East under this bill?

Mr. PASSMAN, Yes. I am pleased the
gentleman asked that question.

Yes. There is money in this bill for
projects in other countries, such as Mo-
rocco and Biafra. And, of course, that
would go out, too, if this conference re-
port is rejected.

I want to say, in a joking manner to
my very dear colleague, I am not against
everything; I am for anything, if you can
make a case for it.

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

Mr. PASSMAN, I yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts.

Mr. CONTE. I should like to ask the
gentleman a question.

Mr. PASSMAN, Surely.

Mr. CONTE. Could I have 3 or 4 min-
utes when the gentleman is through, to
discuss something?

Mr. PASSMAN. I would rather yield 4
minutes now.

I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr, CONTE. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. PASSMAN. Then I will finish my
remarks on the conference bill.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr, Speaker, a

parliamentary inquiry.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Boces) . The gentleman will state his par-
liamentary inquiry.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Under the rules
of the House, while the gentleman is on
his feet can he yield a stated time? Can
he specify the amount of time he will
yield?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The an-
swer to the parliamentary inquiry is that
the gentleman from Louisiana, as chair-
man of the subcommittee, controls the
time. He can yield while he is on his feet.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the gentleman 4 minutes.

Mr. CONTE. I thank the gentleman.

Mr, Speaker, I am more than pleased
with the conference recommendations
on economic assistance, more than I was
when this body earlier considered this
bill.

I think we are in pretty good shape
here, although I am disappointed that we
did not leave the United Nations pro-
gram in at $122 million.

I want to thank the distinguished and
able chairman of the Subcommittee on
Foreign Operations for his very strong
support for these increases in economie
assistance. This action reflected a genu-
ine concern for the needs of the less de-
veloped nations of the world.

Turning now to the recommendation
of $54.5 million for jets to China, T am
very sad and unhappy about that. This
money was knocked out in the author-
ization conference. Why? For the same
reasons that we should have knocked it
out earlier, and we must knock it out to-
day. This money was never requested by
anyone—neither the President, the Sec-
retary of State, the Secretary of Defense,
or the Administrator of the AID pro-
gram. I say this in spite of those fancy
yellow-covered top secret documents that
we saw on the floor when the bill was
debated earlier, To me the whole maiter
is just plain fishy. The top secret docu-
ments said that the jets should be re-
quested in a supplemental bill, Of course,
that is the way we should proceed, and
the authors of that document recognize
it. Why not wait for the supplemental
hearings or the hearings on the 1971
fiscal year bill? What is the hurry?

Mr. Speaker, there has been no justi-
fication whatsoever for these planes, and
I for one am not going to deceive the
American people by saying that there has
been. For all of these reasons I plan at
the appropriate time to get a vote on the
earmarking of these funds for China.

Now, I want this completely under-
stood by everyone. If I offer a motion to
recommit this bill back to conference, it
will have recommendations in there to
knock out the earmarking, but I want it
completely understood that I am not
lowering one penny of military assist-
ance. Therefore, if the Secretary of De-
fense should care to spend this money
for Taiwan, he may do so, or if he cares
to spend it for Vietnam or some other
country, he may do so. The only thing it
will knock out will be the money for
Taiwan,

Mr. Speaker, I want it completely un-
derstood that I am not cutting and I am
not proposing to cut any money from
the military assistance program.
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I have witnessed several other events
this year when we in this body have been
prevented from voting on the real issue.
I hope this will not happen today, be-
cause if it does happen today, then I have
but one alternative, and I urge all of my
colleagues to do so, namely, to vote down
the conference report. This bill passed by
five votes last time. I think with only a
little bit more work and a little better
attendance than we had last time, we
could knock down the conference report.

There are a lot of bad things in this
bill, but overall again I want to commend
the gentleman from Louisiana, because
I think he did an outstanding job in put-
ting money back in here for economic as-
sistance.

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

Mr. CONTE. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman,

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, I con-
gratulate the gentleman on his state-
ment. I hope our distinguished subcom-
mittee chairman, who has done a rather
remarkable job in improving develop-
ment loans and general economic assist=
ance—and, of course, some Taiwan items
of military assistance—will yield me some
time so that I will be able to discuss the
matter in more detail.

I wish to associate myself with the re-
marks of the gentleman from Massachu-
setts, because I feel precisely as he does.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Kansas
(Mr, SHRIVER).

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr, Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this time.

As the ranking minority member of
this subcommittee, I want to commend
all of the conferees on the part of the
House and from this subcommittee who
have worked so hard for so long to bring
forth a bill that is full of compromise, but
that is what is expected when we go into
conference, to have a certain amount of
give and take and to stay as close as we
can to the House figures and the House
desires.

The minority of this conference cer-
tainly does not agree with all of the items
contained in the appropriation bill, but
as a compromise it is satisfactory and
that is as much as we can say about most
of these conferences.

Mr. Speaker, I agree with the distin-
guished gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. ConTE) Who just said that he was
for what was good and beneficial to the
country. I, personally, think it is a mis-
take not to provide for foreign military
credit sales and to wait for a supple-
mental which will be coming up before
very long. It is an important part of this
bill but has been carried before as title
II under the act.

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

Mr. SHRIVER., Very briefly.

Mr. GROSS. That means, then, that
you are taking $275 million out of this
bill and inviting the Pentagon to come
to Congress early next year to get the
same amount of money in a supple-
mental for the military credit sales? This
kind of procedure is not a reduction in
spending for foreign aid.

Mr. SHRIVER. Let me say to the gen-
tleman from Iowa that we tried to pre-
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vail insofar as the position of the House
was concerned. We had a vote on this is-
sue and it was on your side. I went with
you in maintaining the position of the
House, but we did not prevail.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield further, for one quick
question, this bill is at least $100 million
more than the actual foreign aid appro-
priation last year; is that not correct?

Mr. SHRIVER. I will come to thatin a
moment if the gentleman will just wait a
minute.

Mr. Speaker, I was pleased also that
the conferees agreed to increase the sup-
porting assistance program. You will re-
call that I contended earlier when the
appropriation was before the House that
the supporting assistance program was
less than it should be and that we were
not properly supporting the President in
Vietnamizing the war.

Mr. Speaker, this supporting assistance
is primarily to be used in Vietnam and
to further the President’s plan to place
greater responsibility for the war in Viet-
nam upon the people of that country and
that Government. The need this year is
greater to do more in supporting assist-
ance than I can recall at any time in the
past.

The supporting assistance is now in
the amount of $95 million higher than
provided in the House version of the bill.
We have a total in supporting assistance
of $395 million and most of it—I would
say more than 90 percent of it—will be
used in eonnection with Vietnamizing the
war, in carrying on the pacification pro-
gram and in supporting the economy of
South Vietnam as well as the refugees of
which there are thousands who need this
supporting assistance.

Mr. Speaker, I say let us bring the boys
back in the mannmer in which the Presi-
dent has announced it will be done and
in withdrawing our troops it is extremely
important that we have these funds for
Vietnamization. A great portion of this
bill has to do with needed spending in
Southeast Asia, not only in connection
with supporting assistance but also in
connection with technical assistance
which is in the amount of $16,750,000
over the House version.

Let me remind you that this is $181,-
220,000 less than the authorization bill.
It is approximately $265 million over the
House bill, but it is about haliway be-
tween the House and the Senate versions.
Therefore, we had to give and take as I
mentioned a moment ago. It is a true
compromise representing approximately
the same amount of give and take on the
part of the conferees of the two bodies.

Mr. Speaker, the bill is $378 million
below 1969, $181 million below the au-
thorization, and $1,222 million below the
1970 estimates.

Mr. Speaker, the bill is important to-
ward settling and Vietnamizing the war
in Vietnam. It continues funds for the
Overseas Private Investment Corpora-
tion to the extent of $37.5 million. This
was a request of President Nixon.

The grand total of this bill & $378 mil-
lion less than the 1969 appropriation.

Mr. Speaker, I support the conference
report and urge all Members to support
the report.
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Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr, Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SHRIVER. I yield to the gentle-
man from New Jersey.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr,
ConTtE) for his statement. I shall sup-
port his motion to recommit this report.
As a House conferee on the authorization
for foreign aid I feel strongly that we
should increase our military assistance,
but keep it untied, in view of unsettled
world circumstances.

Mr. Speaker, I have listened with in-
terest to the discussion of this confer-
ence report. As one who is anxious to
see foreign aid continue, with sufficient
funds to provide for adequate programs,
I have been disheartened by what has
occurred, true, it looks now as if an aid
program may be approved. But even now
there is no assurance on this point. And
it shocks me that Congress, seems to take
pride in slashing so deeply into the Pres-
ident’s request. Economic assistance is
badly needed, and needed now, but we
are obviously not responding to that
need.

I have been disheartened also by the
difficulty this year of going through the
necessary legislative processes. I am well
aware, for example, that the foreign aid
authorization conference report passed
this body only yesterday. That this was
the case does not, however, excuse us
from refusing to take that report into
consideration today.

The authorization bill conference re-
port provided for no earmarking of funds
for military assistance. In view of earlier
House action with respect to military aid
to both Korea and Taiwan, the House
conferees, naturally, would have pre-
ferred to see some reference to at least
one or both of these countries in the
authorizing legislation. The Senate con-
ferees felt strongly on this point, how-
ever, and the House conferees recognized
that because of the substantial reduction
in the military assistance funds re-
quested, a case could be made against
specific earmarking of funds.

It is primarily for that reason, Mr.
Speaker, that I find the proposal of the
gentleman from Massachusetts persua-
sive. He advocates that the full $40,-
500,000 for military assistance be made
available, but with the spending of that
money not earmarked but left up fo
the President.

The contention has been made here
again today that there is an immediate
need for hundreds of millions more dol-
lars in military assistance than will be
provided in this conference report. If
that is so, Mr. Speaker, I hope the Presi-
dent makes a prompt request for the
funds needed. I assume that such a re-
quest—if it is forthcoming—will be sub-
mitted to the appropriate committees
and not to an individual Member.

It strikes me as irregular and unfortu-
nate that the Appropriations Committee
should attempt—as it has this year—to
arrogate to itself the responsibility of
responding to needs of this type. If China
or Korea, or any other friend of ours, is
in need I am confident that Congress
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will respond appropriately. It is impor-
tant, however, that Congress be given
a full opportunity to evaluate the need
for funds through the normal legislative
process.

The legislative history of the foreign
aid program this year is not a happy one,
Mr. Speaker. As a member of one of the
committees involved, I can only hope
this history will serve as a lesson so that
at least some pitfalls can be avoided
next year. These close votes on foreign
aid—and I have no doubt that another
close vote is imminent—are not simply a
reflection of Members' disillusionment,
or hostility, to the programs themselves.
The individual Member this year may be
justifiably voting against the parlia-
mentary tangle in which these foreign
aid bills have been enmeshed. This
tangle, which finds friends of the pro-
grams voting for foreign aid, is both un-
desirable and unnecessary.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr, PASSMAN, I vield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
as I have said at the time when we were
considering the appropriation biill for
the foreign aid program that the Secre-
tary of Defense called me prior to the
consideration of the foreign aid authori-
zation hill, indicating the support of the
Department of Defense for the particular
program, the military assistance, for the
Republic of China. I said that then, and
I reiterate it now. I have been told that
the Secretary of Defense has repeated
that statement to one or more Members
of this body on this side of the aisle, I
would not want to rpeak for them, but
they have told me that the Secretary has
reiterated his request.

In addition, let me say this: The over-
all funding for this program in this con-
ference report, I believe, is very satis-
factory. Additional money has been made
available in the supporting assistance
account, which is a very important part
of our overall foreign aid program.

Also other items have been increased
to more nearly coincide with the recom-
mendations of the President. I think
those additional amounts are highly sig-
nificant, and very badly needed.

I am very fearful, as a practical mat-
ter, that if this is returned to confer-
ence, those additional sums in economic
aid could easily go down the drain.

Now, Mr. Speaker, I am not threaten-
ing anybody. However, I think I know a
little bit about the conferences on for-
eign aid appropriation bills, having
served in that capacity for 12 years.
Those conferences, I know from personal
experience, are very difficult conferences,

To achieve a compromise in this in-
stance of substantial increases for eco-
nomic aid I think is a great victory for
a constructive foreign aid program. So,
as I say, I would hate to have those par-
ticular economic aid programs ending
up slashed by sending this bill back to
conference. I believe it would be a very
serious mistake for those who believe in
foreign aid.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. GERALD R, FORD. I yield to the
gentleman from Minnesota

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, would the
gentleman agree that the proposed mo-
tion of the gentieman from Massachu-
setts would only remove the earmarking
of the funds, and would not reduce the
total fund made for this program, so that
the way that that $404.5 million could
be spent would then be left to the sole
discretion of the executive branch in-
stead of being restricted as it is now?
Would that not be more nearly in accord
with the desires of the administration?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Assume that
that is the case—once this bill, however,
goes back to conference its fate overall
and its fate in reference to these eco-
nomic aid programs could be in serious
jeopardy.

The gentleman may be right on the
point that he makes, but I have to lock
at it from an overall viewpoint of get-
ting as nearly as we can an appropri-
ation bill for the foreign aid program
that coincides to the recommendations
of the President.

I firmly believe that if the motion
to recommit prevails, even though it is
less objectionable than it might have
been, I am very concerned that the over-
all appropriation bill could be in
jeopardy.

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman from Massachusetis.

Mr. CONTE. I just want to say to
my leader who has been very fair about
this thing, of course, we have elim-
inated the argument that this is cutting
military assistance, all I am doing is
eliminating language to earmark money
for Taiwan.

But let me point out two things in the
conference and may be happening over
in the other body right now. One of the
Senators said that they anticipated great
trouble in the Senate—Senator FuL-
BRIGHT was going to insist on this ear-
marking for Taiwan being taken out of
the bill—and they may be attempting to
do this now in the other body—so it may
go back to conference as a result of what
is going to happen over there.

Second. I do not see anything being
endangered in this bill. As you know, I
have been a champion of all these causes
for the past 12 years, and I do not see
anything being endangered because the
recommendation is only limited to strik-
ing out the money being earmarked for
Taiwan which the Senate wants to do. So
we go over there and in 3 minutes knock
it out.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. May I re-
spond to that point?

The gentleman from Arizona and I
were discussing this precise point just a
minute ago, and it certainly is not a for-
mal ruling, but the information I have
is once it goes back to conference even
with the limited focus in this motion to
recommit, the whole conference is open,
it is open as to every item and, every de-
cision within the conference can be re-
considered.

I think the add-ons, that are desir-
able in my judgment in some of these
economic programs, could be really in
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jeopardy if the motion to recommit pre-
vails.

I do not want to foreclose what might
happen. But I know a little bit how
these conferences work. The gentleman
from Massachusetts and I served on
those conferences for a good many
years—and I do not want the House to
take that gamble. I think it would be
a serious step and put in jeopardy these
good programs in the economic field that
are highly significant and badly wanted
by the administration.

May I just close with this comment.
I am not going to be intimidated and
I hope that this House is not going to
be intimidated by the threat of the Sen-
ator that the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts named. He is not running this
body and I am not going to let him have
any influence on it, if I can help it.

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. WAGGONNER. I want to com-
ment on the statement the gentleman
just made at the conclusion of his re-
marks by saying that what the Senator
to whom the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. ConTe) referred, is at-
tempting to do in the Senate is exactly
the same thing that Mr. ConTE is at-
tempting to do here in the House.

Let the Senate go their way and we
will do exactly what we want to do. I do
not think we should be intimidated by
them.

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman from Massachusetts, if he wiil
save at least 30 seconds of my time.

Mr. CONTE. Certainly, these are two
different things. The gentleman from
Arkansas is tryving to strike money, $54,-
500,000 from the bill. I am not trying to
do that. I am just trying to strike the
earmarking. I say that this thing
stinks—it stinks—there is some terrible
smell about it and I am not going to
stand for it and it is that pure and
simple.

I am willing to give military assistance
all the money it needs, but I am not go-
ing to buy this when ncbody from the
administration has asked for it.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
let me conclude with this final observa-
tion.

The Secretary of Defense has spoken
to me and others officially indicating that
they want the money.

Second, if this is recommitted even
with this limited focus, it opens up the
whole conference and the gains that have
been made in the economic aid field will
be in jeopardy.

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

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

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Speaker, I want to
ask the gentleman from Massachusetts
a8 question or two about his motion to
recommit.

As I understand it, the gentleman from
Massachusetts’ motion proposes to take
out the earmarking for the Republic
of China, and I would like to ask the
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gentleman—can you give us any assur-
ance that if the earmarking of this
monay for Taiwan is removed from the
bill, that Taiwan will actually receive any
of these funds for the purposes for which
the House voted the other day?

Mr. CONTE. If Mr. Laird, the Secre-
tary of Defense, is behind it, it will go
to them. He is the boss. He will be the
boss in handling this money.

Mr. WYMAN. He may be boss but a lot
of other people have something to say
about the implementation of the foreign
aid program; do they not?

Mr. CONTE. General Warren is head
of the military assistance program, and
he is under Mel Laird.

Mr. WYMAN. But not all these men
or others administering aid programs are
sympathetic toward Nationalist Chinsa;
are they?

Mr. CONTE. I could not tell you. I
happen to be a friend of Nationalist
China and have been for 12 years. I just
do not like the procedure that has oc-
curred here. Ten years ago I voiced ex-
actly the same objection when they tried
to earmark $25 million for Spain.

Mr, WYMAN. I am merely trying to
make the point that in that part of the
world, the Far East, Nationalist China is
one of our strongest allies. The House
has voted the money for military assist-
ance to Taiwan. What sense does it make
to withdraw the earmarking? Earmark-
ing merely reflects the will of this body.
Some in this body are opposed, of course,
but we made that determination by ma-
jority vote of this body the other day.
I reject the gentleman’s suggestion that
there is something fishy or that some-
thing stinks about this. I fear that the
gentleman is attempting to confuse the
issue. The issue is whether our strongest
ally in the Far East is going to have this
money for the stated purpose by direc-
tion of this Congress.

The majority opinion of the House is
that they ought to have the money for
that purpose that it is needed and jus-
tified, and I hope the gentleman’s mo-
tion to recommit is defeated.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, may I re-
iterate for clarification the points that
I explained earlier. I shall not do or
say anything that would offend any indi-
vidual in this House, but it would appear
to me that just about the same rule is
being practiced in both bodies. Some gen-
tleman in the other body is determined
that he shall have his way, even if there
is a chance he may risk the security of
this country. I do not mean as it would
apply to our own security. I am talking
about security as it would apply to our
concessions, interests, and base rights
in the Far East.

Let me say this if I may. On this bill
the authorizing committee of the House
put this money into the bill. At a sub-
sequent date the Committee of Appropri-
ations and the subcommittee sustained
that amount by a vote of 8 to 4. Later we
moved into the full committee, and the
full committee by a vote of 2 to 1 de-
feated the amendment to take this item
out.

Then when the bill came to the floor,
as you well know, on a motion, by a vote
of 250 to 142, the language was retained
to keep this money in the bill for Korea.
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Subsequently the House also approved
the language and approved the amount.

The bill moved into conference. The
conference likewise by a vote of 9 to 3
approved this package that we agreed
upon. At five different important stations
along the way in our process of legislat-
ing the Members have spoken their
minds on the subject. They have set forth
rightly that this amount should be in
the bill. I cannot understand at this late
date why there are a few Members of
the House and a few Members of the
Senate who may want to change some-
thing that has been said several times,
“This is the thing to do.”

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

Mr. PASSMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from California for a question.

Mr. COHELAN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. PASSMAN. I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman,

Mr. COHELAN. As a member of the
subcommittee, I would like to express
myself on the conference report.

Mr. PASSMAN. I wish you would.

Mr. COHELAN, I would like to votfe for
this bill, I want to vote for the bill. But
I shall not vote for it if we have the
Taiwan reference in the bill.

As I understand, this is what is going
to happen.

The gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. ConTE) will introduce a motion to
recommit. The gentleman from Massa-
chusetts has very generously drafted it in
such a way that if the State Depart-
ment, which, by the way, nobody has re-
ferred to in this entire discussion—not
one word have we heard from the State
Department indicating that this lan-
guage was warranted or justified.

However, on the motion to recommit,
the gentleman has left it so that the
money is not affected. If the powers that
be in the administration, including the
Secretary of State, as well as the Secre-
tary of Defense—who incidentally, I sug-
gest, is not running the foreign policy
of this Government—determine that
something should be done in military as-
sistance, it could be done.

I will support the motion to recommit
after striking the language that the gen-
tleman referred to, and if I get that op-
portunity, I intend to vote for the bill.

However, if we do not, I intend to vote
against the bill. I do not think a vote
against the bill will be jeopardizing any-
thing. I suggest to Members what will
probably happen. We will be back here s0
fast it will make our heads swim. But
we shall have dealt a blow to a very of-
fensive procedure.

The issue of the Taiwan jets needs
very little explanation. We have been
over this terrain before. First, there was
no testimony before the authorizing
committee—the Committee on Foreign
Affairs. There was no testimony before
the Appropriations Subcommittee on
Foreign Operations—the Committee on
Foreign Operations on which I serve. The
only data that have been submitted by
the administration is a letter from a
faceless bureaucrat in the DOD in re-
sponse to Mr PassMan’s question. This
answer, I submit, does not represent the
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position of the administration. I, for ex-
ample, could ask if we should increase
$54 million to Timbuktu and I am sure
I would get the same type of general
answer that was circulated to justify the
Taiwan jets.

Most important, the questionable jus-
tification for these jets is the foreign
policy implication of these jets. The
President has indicated lafely, in his
steps to begin lifting trade restrictions
with mainland China, a new flexible ap-
proach to the Far East. The Sato-Nixon
agreement, and movements to Viet-
namize the war, are further indications
of what I consider to be a constructive
step in the Far East. Now this House
is asked to accept a $54 million item for
Taiwan jets that could have foreign pol-
icy implications far in excess of the dol-
lar figure.

There is another issue here. This
House yesterday passed an authorization
bill that did not include this item. Thus,
there is no authority for earmarking this
money for Taiwan jets.

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion, I feel that
the foreign policy implications of ac-
cepting this amendment are so over-
whelming that this bill should be re-
turned to conference and have this item
deleted. Unless this is done, I may be
forced to vote against this foreign as-
sistance appropriation.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, that is
according to the gentleman’s interpre-
tation and not according to the votes
of the majority committees, the House,
and the conferees of both bodies. These
votes speak for themselves,

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield for a parlia-
mentary inquiry?

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield

1 minute to the gentleman from Michi-
gan.
Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
a parliamentary inquiry. If the motion
to recommit reads as follows, will it limit
the conference to the consideration of
this particular issue, or will the confer-
ence as a whole be open for the consid-
eration of all issues in the conference?
Let me read the motion to recommit, Mr.
Speaker, that will be as follows:

I move to recommit the conference report
on the bill HR. 16149 with instructions to
the managers on the part of the House to
agree with the amendment of the Senate
Na. 25.

Mr. Speaker, if that is offered and does
prevail, is the conference as a whole free
to discuss and decide issues involving
the whole bill or all issues within both
the House and Senate versions?

The SPEAKER. In response to the par-
liamentary inquiry, if the motion to re-
commit with instructions on one item
should prevail, then all items in disagree-
ment are open for further consideration
by the conference committee,

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I thank the
distinguished Speaker.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the remainder of my time to the distin-
guished gentleman from Florida (Mr.
SIKES) .

My, SIKES. Mr. Speaker, this foreign
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aid appropriation bill is nearly $200 mil-
lion below the authorization which has
been approved but has not been signed
into law. I think this will be an important
consideration for many of those, includ-
ing myself, who feel foreign aid has been
excessive.

I hope and I believe the House will give
overwhelming endorsement to the con-
structive labor of those members of the
conference committee whose dedication
is producing direction for America’s for-
eign aid program. It allows the Congress
to speak. It has been a long time since
that could be said.

By placing aid specifically in the hands
of our friends, by helping those who help
us, we make our aid meaningful, and we
make it productive. For too long a period,
we have handed out foreign aid to every-
body who came along, and often as not,
they showed the measure of their appre-
ciation by giving their support to the
Communists. Here we have an opportu-
nity to say that we do not approve of
that kind of policy and we do not approve
of policies which get us nowhere. We
want a meaningful aid program and it
woilld be heartening to the American
people if we specified that we reject the
use of the American taxpayers’ money
where it is not going to do America any
good. It is time to help our friends, and
time to begin to specify what we are
doing. Here we do that by helping Israel,
by helping Korea, and by helping Tai-
wan.

I believe, Mr. Chairman, that to reject
what is proposed by the conferees here
would be one of the worst defeats for a
strong American diplomatic policy this
House has ever voted. I am confident
that is not what the House is about to do.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, the con-
ference report on the foreign aid appro-
priation clearly violates the intent of the
rules of this House. It specifically ap-
propriates $54,500,000 for the Republic of
China although this was stricken from
the authorization bill which has passed
both the Senate and the House and is
now on its way to the President for en-
actmenst into law. The authorization ceil-
ing for military assistance is $350 mil-
lion. This conference report calls for an
appropriation of $404,500,000. I can only
regard this as a deliberate flouting of
the authorizing process in which ad-
vantage is taken of parliamentary tech-
nicalities to circumvent the authoriza-
tion ceiling. While I will reluctantly vote
for the conference report because of the
urgency of the time element, I am con-
strained to voice my concern over the
danger which is posed to the whole legis-
lative process and the work of the legisla-
tive committees. If it had been possible
for the authorizing bill to have already
been signed by the President, I believe
the rules would have made this confer-
ence report subject to a point of order.
It is a violation of the rules which can-
not be enforced because of the present
circumstances. I am gravely concerned
over what I can only regard as an usurpa-
tion of the legislative function by a non-
legislative committee.

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, this con-
ference report making appropriations for
foreign assistance for fiscal year 1970
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includes $54,500,000 for the Republic of
China which has not been authorized in
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1969, H.R.
14580.

Yesterday we adopted the conference
report on the Foreign Assistance Act of
1969, and funds for jet fighter planes for
Taiwan were not included although pre-
viously the House had adopted the Sikes
amendment, against which I voted, both
on the teller vote and on the separate
rollcall vote, when it was before the
House on November 20. When the foreign
assistance appropriation bill, HR. 15149,
was before the House on December 9, 1
supported the Conte amendment fto
strike the $54,500,000 earmarked for the
Republic of China. I also voted both on
the teller vote and on the separate roll-
call vote against the Broomfield substi-
tute which not only included the $54.5
million for the Republic of China, but
added $50 million for the Republic of
Korea.

Having made my position clear on the
authorization and appropriation bills,
I voted to send each bill to conference,
so that the foreign aid program could
move forward and in the hope that the
Senate conferees would not agree to the
additional $104.5 million. And the con-
ferees on the authorization bill did reject
it. Now we have before us the conference
report on the appropriation bill, HR.
15149, and the conferees have agreed to
amend Senate amendment No. 24 by
inserting the sum of $404,500,000 and to
amend Senate amendment No. 25 by re-
storing the language deleted by the Sen-
ate earmarking $54,500,000 for the Re-
public of China. In other words, the con-
ference report now earmarks $54.5 mil-
lion for the Republic of China. I sup-
port the motion to recommit to be offered
by the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. ConTE) to strike out the language
earmarking funds for the Republic of
China.

According to Mr. Sikes, who offered
the original amendment, the $54.5 mil-
lion was authorized, “for the purpose of
providing a squadron of F-4D aircraft
to the Republie of China in Taiwan.” Not
only was there no budget request for
funds for sophisticated military aircraft
for Taiwan, but absolutely no justifica-
tion was made before the Foreign Affairs
Committee; it was never considered in
hearings before the Foreign Affairs Com~
mittee. It was a surprise amendment
adopted on the floor of the House after
some very fancy footwork. This is a
totally unacceptable way to legislate.
Despite the fact that no agency of the
Federal Government has recommended
funds for sophisticated military aircraft
for Taiwan, the House, without reflection
upon the serious foreign policy implica-
tions, proceeded to approve this unjusti-
fled expenditure of the taxpayers’ money.
This is another example of the distor-
tion of our national priorities which the
Congress has tolerated for too long. Blind
approval of funds for military assistance
is one of the principal reasons why U.S.
foreign policy produced the tragic war in
Vietnam with its dire consequences both
at home and abroad.

I am a strong supporter of foreign
economic assistance fo help developing

nations and support the economic pro-
grams recommended in the conference
report. Many of them are urgently
needed and are in the national interest.
It is regrettable that the conference re-
port has been tainted by the inclusion
of a squadron of jet fighter planes for
Chiang Kai-shek.

If the motion to recommit fails, then
the only way to obtain a vote on this
issue would be upon the defeat of the
conference report. If the conference re-
port were voted down, then the House
would have the opportunity to vote sep-
arately on each of the 42 Senate amend-
ments. I support Senate amendment No.
24 which eliminates $54.5 million for a
squadron of jet fighter planes for Tai-
wan, and also Senate amendment No.
25 which strikes the language earmark-
ing those funds for the Republic of
China. Under the circumstances, in view
of the parliamentary situation, unless
the motion to recommit succeeds, the
only way to obtain a separate vote on
those two amendments is to defeat the
conference report—a procedure which
will make it possible for us to vote for
the important economic programs in
title I without having to accept the en-
tire military assistance package.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the conference
report.

The previous question was ordered.
MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. CONTE

Mr, CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo-
tion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op-
posed to the conference report?

Mr. CONTE. I am, Mr, Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the motion to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr, CoNTE moves to recommit the confer-
ence report on the bill HR. 15149 with in-
structions to the managers on the part of
the House to agree with the amendment of
the Senate numbered 25.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the motion to
recommit.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion to recommit.

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

Mr. CONTE. 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 136, nays 220, not voting 77,
as follows:

[Roll No. 345]

YEAS—136
Brooks
Broomfield
Brown, Calif.
Broyhill, N.C.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton, Calif.
Button
Byrne, Pa.
Cleveland
Cohelan

Adams
Anderson,
Calif,
Ashley
Barrett
Biester
Bilngham
Blatnik
Boland
Brademas

Conte
Coughlin
Culver
Daddario
Daniels, N.J.
Davis, Wis.
Delaney
Dellenback
Dwyer
Eilberg
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Erlenborn
Esch

Evans, Colo.
Farbstein
Fish

Foley

Ford,

William D.
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Gaydos
Gilbert
Green, Pa.
Gross
Gude
Halpern
Hamilton
Hanley
Hanna
Hansgen, Idaho
Harvey
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Helstoskl
Hogan
Holifield
Horton
Howard
Hungate
Jacobs

Kastenmeier
Eeith
Koch

Abernethy
Adair
Addabbo
Albert
Alexander
Anderson, Il
Anderson,

Tenn.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Arends
Aspinall
Ayres
Baring
Beall, Md.
Belcher
Bell, Calif,
Bennett
Betts
Biaggl
Blackburn
Blanton
Boges
Bow
Bray
Brinkley
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.

Bush
Byrnes, Wis.
Cabell
Caffery
Camp
Carter
Casey
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Colmer
Conable
Corbett
Cramer
Crane
Daniel, Va.
Davis, Ga.
de la Garza
Denney
Dennis
Devine
Dickinson
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn
Dowdy
Downing
Dulski
Duncan

Leggett
Lowenstein
MeCarthy
McCloskey
McDade
Macdonald,
Mass.
Mailliard
Matsunaga
Mayne
Meeds
Melcher
Mikva
Minish
Mink
Monagan
Moorhead
Mosher
Murphy, N.Y.
Nedzi
Nix
Obey
O'Hara
Olsen
Ottinger
Patten
Pike
Podell
Quie
Rallsback
Reid, N.Y.
Reuss
Riegle
Eyl
Kyros
Robison
Rodino

NAYS—220

Edmondson
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, La.
Eshleman
Fascell
Feighan
Flood
Flowers
Flynt

Ford, Gerald R.
Foreman
Fountain
Frey

Friedel
Fulton, Pa.
Fuqua
Galifianakis
Garmatz
Gettys
Giaimo
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gray

Griffin
Grover
Gubser

Hangen, Wash.
Harsha
Henderson
Hicks
Hosmer
Hull
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn,
EKazen
Kee
King
Euykendall
Landgrebe
Landrum
Langen
Lennon
Lloyd
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lujan
McClory
McClure
McCulloch
McDonald,
Mich.
McFall
McEneally
McMillan
MacGregor
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Roe
Rogers, Colo,
Rosenthal
Roth
Roybal
Ruppe
Ryan
St. Onge
Saylor
Scheuer
Schneebell
Schwengel
Shipley
Smith, Iowa
Stafford
Taft
Thompson, N.J.
Tlernan
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldie
Weicker
Whalen
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson,
Charles H.
Wyatt
Yates
Yatron
Zablocki
Zwach

Natcher
Nelsen
Nichols
O'Konskl
O’Neill, Mass.
Passman
Patman
Pelly
Perkins
Pettis
Philbin
Plckle
Pirnie

Poff

Pollock
Preyer, N.C.
Price, I1l.
Price, Tex.
Pryor, Ark.
Pueinski
Purcell
Randall
Rarick
Reid, Ill.
Rhodes
Rivers
Roberts
Rogers, Fla.
Rooney, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Roudebush
Ruth
Satterfleld
Schadeberg
Scherle
Scott
Sebelius
Shriver

Smith, Calif,
Smith, N.¥.
Springer
Staggers
Stanton
Steed
Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Btratton
Stubblefield
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Stuckey
Symington
Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.

Ott
Waggonner
Wampler
Watson
Watts
Whalley

Thompson, Ga. White
Thomson, Wis. Whitehurst

Abbitt
Andrews, Ala.
Ashbrook
Berry

Bevill

Bolling
Brasco

Brock
Burton, Utah
Cahill

Carey

Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif,
Evins, Tenn.
¥Fallon
Findley
Fisher
Fulton, Tenn.
Gallagher
Goldwater
Green, Oreg.
Griffiths

Hall
Harrington
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Whitten
Wilson, Bob
Winn

Wold

Wolff

Wylie
Wyman
Young

NOT VOTING—177

Montgomery
Morgan
Morse

Moss

O'Neal, Ga.
Pepper
Poage
Powell
Quillen
Rees

Reifel
Rostenkowskl
St Germain

Sandman
Sisk
Snyder
Stephens
Stokes
Sullivan
Tunney
Watkins
Widnall
Wright
Wydler
Zion

Hastings
Hays
Hébert
Kirwan
Kleppe
Eluczynski
Latta
Lipscomb
Lukens
McEwen
Martin

Cunningham
Dawson

Dent
Derwinskl Michel
Diggs Miller, Calif.
So the motion to recommit was re-
Jjected.
The Clerk announced the following
pairs:
M.,

comb,
Mr.

Miller of California with Mr, Lips-

Hays with Mr. Widnall,

Mr. Hébert with Mr. Hall.

Mr. Dent with Mr. Watkins.

Mr. Fisher with Mr. Burton of Utah.
Mr. Clark with Mr. Cunningham,

Mr. Gallagher with Mr. Sandman.

Mr, Fulton of Tennessee with Mr. Quillen.
Mr. Eckhardt with Mr. Reifel,

Mr. Morgan with Mr. Morse.

Mr. Fallon with Mr. Martin.

Mr, Casey with Mr. Wydler.

Mr. Wright with Mr. Zion.

Mr, Rostenkowskl with Mr, Michel.

Mr. Celler with Mr. McEwen,

Mr. Pepper with Mr. Lukens.

Mrs. Sullivan with Mr. Latta.

Mr., Brasco with Mr, Hastings.

Mr. Corman with Mr, Kleppe.

Mrs. Green of Oregon with Mr. Ashbrook.
Mr, Stephens with Mr. Berry.

Mr. Montgomery with Mr. Snyder.

Mr, Sisk with Mr. Cowger.

Mrs. Griffiths with Mr. Derwinski.

Mr, St Germain with Mr. Cahiil,

Mr, Moss with Mr, Clancey.

Mr. Kluczynski with Mr. Collier.

Mr. Rees with Mr. Goldwater.

Mr. Harrington with Mr. Findley.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Brock.
Mr. O’'Neal of Georgia with Mr. Collins.
Mr. Tunney with Mr. Stokes.

Mr. Edwards of California with Mr. Diggs.
Mr. Kirwan with Mr. Conyers,

Mr, Bevill with Mr. Clay.

Mr. Abbott with Mr. Andrews of Alabama,
Mrs. Chisholm with Mr. Powell.

Mr. HALEY, Mr, FLOOD, and Mr.
MOLLOHAN changed their votes from
uyean tO anay.n

Mr. BIESTER changed his vote from
unayn tO "Yea."

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
conference report.

Mr. GROSS. Mr, Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there

were—yeas 181, nays 174, not voting 78,

as follows:

Addabbo
Albert
Alexander
Anderson, II1.
Anderson,

Tenn.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Arends
Ashley
Aspinall
A

yres
Barrett
Beall, Md.
Belcher
Bell, Calif.
Betts
Biaggl
Biester
Bingham
Blatnik
Boggs
Bow
Brooks
Broomfleld
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Buchanan
Burke, Mass.
Bush
Button
Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis.
Cabell
Cederberg
Conable
Corbett
Coughlin
Daddarlo
Daniels, N.J.
Davis, Ga.
Davls, Wis.
de 1a Garza
Dellenback
Dennis
Dingell
Donohue
Dulski
Dwyer
Edmondson
Edwards, La.
Ellberg
Esch
Farbstein
Fascell
Feighan
Fish
Flood
Ford, Gerald R.
Frelinghuysen
Fulton, Pa.

Abernethy
Adalr
Adams
Anderson,

Calif.
Baring
Bennett
Blackburn
Blanton
Brademas
Bray
Brinkley
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo,
Burton, Calif.
Caffery
Camp
Carter
Casey
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clausen,

Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cohelan
Caolmer
Conte
Cramer
Crane
Culver

[Roll No. 246]
YEAS—181

Friedel
Garmatz
Giaimo
Gilbert
Gonzalez
Gray
Gubser
Gude
Halpern
Hamilton
Hanley
Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Heckler, Mass.
Helstoski
Hicks
Hogan
Holifleld
Horton
Hosmer
Johnson, Calif.
EKazen
Eee
Eeith
King
EKuykendall
Leggett
Lloyd
Long, Md.
MecClory
MecCloskey
McCulloch
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McEneally
Macdonald,
Mass,
MacGregor

Melcher
Minish
Minshall
Mize
Monagan
Moorhead
Morgan
Morton
Mosher
Murphy, 111,
Murphy, N.Y.
Nelsen
Nix
O'Hara
O'Neill, Mass,
NAYS—1T4

Danlel, Va.
Delaney
Denney
Devine
Dickinson
Dorn
Dowdy
Downing
Duncan
Edwards, Ala.
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Flowers
Flynt
Foley
Ford,
William D.
Foreman
Fountain
Fraser
Frey
Fuqua
Galifianakis
Gaydos
Gettys
Gibbons
Goodling
Green, Pa.
Griffin
Gross
Grover
Hagan
Haley
Hammer-
schmidt
Harsha

Passman
Patman
Patten
Pelly
Perkins
Philbin
Pickle

Pike

Pirnie
Podell
Preyer, N.C.
Price, I11.
Pryor, Ark.
Pucinski
Purcell
Quie
Railsback
Reid, I11,
Reid, N.Y.
Rhodes
Riegle
Rivers
Raoberts
Robison
Rodino
Rogers, Colo.
Rooney, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Roth

St. Onge
Scheuer
Schneebell
Schwengel
Shriver
Sikes
Smith, Iows
Smith, N.Y.
Stafford
Stanton
Stelger, Wis.
Stratton
Symington
Taft

Talcott
Teague, Callf.
Teague, Tex.
Thomson, Wis.
Udall
Vigorito
Weicker
Whalen
White
Wiggins
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.
Wold
Wolff
Yatron
Zwach

Harvey
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hechler, W. Va.
Henderson
Howard

Hull
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jacobs
Jarman
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas

Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Earth
Eastenmeler
Eoch

Kyl

Kyros
Landgrebe
Landrum
Langen
Lennon
Long, La.
Lowenstein
Lujan
MeCarthy
MecClure
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Roe
Rogers, Fla.
Roudebush
Roybal
Ruppe
Ruth

Ryan
Batterfield
Saylor
Bchadeberg
Scherle
Scott
Sebelius
Shipley
Bkubitz
Slack

Smith, Calif,
Staggers
Bteed
Steiger, Ariz.
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Taylor

Thompson, N.J.
Tiernan
Ullman

Utt

Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Waggonner
Waldie
Wampler
Watson
Watts
Whalley
Whitehurst
Whitten
Williams
Winn
Wyatt
Wylie
Wyman
Yates
Young
Zablocki

Thompson, Ga.
NOT VOTING—T78

Diggs
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Erlenborn
Evins, Tenn.
Fallon
Findley
Fisher
Fulton, Tenn.
Gallagher
Goldwater
Green, Oreg.
Griffiths

Hall
Harrington
Hastings
Hays

Hébert
Kirwan
Kleppe
Eluczynskl
Latta
Lipscomb
Lukens

Abbitt
Andrews, Ala.
Ashbrook
Berry

Bevill

Boland
Bolling
Brasco

Brock
Burton, Utah
Cahill

Carey

Celler
Chisholm
Clancy

Clark

Clay

Collier
Collins
Conyers
Corman
Cowger
Cunningham
Dawson

Dent Martin
Derwinskl Michel

So the conference report was agreed

Miller, Calif,
Montgomery
Morse

Moss
O'Neal, Ga.
Pepper
Poage

Powell
Quillen
Rees

Reifel
Rostenkowski
8t Germain
Sandman
Bisk
Snyder
Springer
Stephens
Stokes
Sullivan
Tunney
Watkins

The Clerk announced the following
pairs

On this vote:

. Moss for, with Mr. Andrews of Ala-

bama against,

Mr. Boland for with Mr. Montgomery
against.

Mr. Hébert for, with Mr. Bevill against.

Mr. Harrington for, with Mr. Conyers
against.

Mr. Rees for, with Mr. Stokes against.

Mr. Rostenkowskl for, with Mr. O'Neal of
Georgla against.

Mr. Kluczynski for,
against.

Mr. Morse for, with Mr. Snyder against.

Mr. Springer for, with Mr. Ashbrook against,

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

Mr. Celler for, with Mr. Quillen agalnst.

Mr. Carey for, with Mr. Watkins against.

Mrs. Green of Oregon for, with Mr. Zion
against.

Mr. Hays for, with Mr. Collins against.

Mr. Sandman for, with Mr. Goldwater
agalnst.

Mr. Hastings for, with Mr. Clancy against.

Mr. Erlenborn for, with Mr. Berry against.

Mr. Cunningham for, with Mr. Kleppe
agalnst,

Mr. Cahill for, with Mr. Latta against.

Mr. Findley for, with Mr. Lipscomb against.

Mr. Brasco for, with Mr. Lukens against.

Mr. Clark for, with Mr. Michel against.

Mr. Corman for, with Mr, Derwinski
against.

Mr. Fallon for, with Mr. Brock against.

Mr. Gallagher for, with Mr. Relfel against.

Mr. Sisk for, with Mr. Hall against.

Mrs. Sullivan for, with Mr. Abbitt against.

Mr. Miller of California for, with Mr,
Stephens against.

with Mr., Martin
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Until further notice:

Mr. St Germain with Mr. Evins of Ten-
nessee.

Mr. Wydler with Mr. Collier.

Mr. Kirwan with Mrs. Chisholm.

Mr. Dent with Mr. Dawson.

Mr. Diggs with Mr. Edwards of California.

Mrs. Grifliths with Mr. Pepper.

Mr. Fisher with Mr. Wright.

Mr. Eckhardt with Mr. Fulton of Tennes-
see,

Mr. Tunney with Mr. Powell.

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia, Mr, BOW, Mrs.
REID of Illinois, Mr., MINSHALL, and
Mr, KUYEENDALL changed their votes
from “nay” to “yea.”

Mr. McCARTHY, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr.
CULVER, and Mr. TIERNAN changed
their votes from “yea” to “nay.”

Mr. SCHEUER changed his vote from
unayn t10 “yea.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

AMENDMENTS IN DISAGREEMENT

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 6: Page 2, line 20
insert: ', except projects or activities relat-
ing to the reduction of population growth:
Provided further,”.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. PASSMAN

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

Mr. PassmMan moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 6 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. 8: On page 3, line
7, strike *$24,050,000” and insert “$24,-
550,000".

MOTION OFFERED BY MR, PASSMAN

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. PassmMan moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 8 and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of
the sum proposed by sald amendment, insert
“$26,050,000",

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re-
port the next amendment in disagree-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 31: On page 18,
strike out:

“Sec. 121. None of the funds contained in
title I of this act may be used to carry out
the provisions of section 401(a)(2) of the
Forelgn Assistance Act of 1960.”

MOTION OFFERED BEY MRE. PABSMAN

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr., PassMaN moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 31 and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows: Restore the
matter gtricken, amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 121, None of the funds contained in
title I of this act may be used to carry out
the provisions of section 401(a)(2) of the
Forelgn Assistance Act of 1969.
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“Sections of this title which refer to au-
thorizing legislation are hereby amended to
conform to the appropriate sections of the
Forelgn Assistance Act of 1969."

The motion was agreed to.

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

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks in the REcorD on
the conference report just agreed to.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Lou-
islana?

There was no objection.

CORRECTION OF THE RECORD

Mr. PASSMAN, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the permanent
REecorp be corrected in ftwo instances
where erroneous figures appear in the
temporary Recorp at page 40262, In
the lefthand column, under amendment
No. 16, the figure of *$255,000,000"
should be “$12,500,000”; and under
amendment No. 17, the figure of “$255,
500,000” should be “$255,000,000”.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Lou-
isiana?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, it has been virtually
impossible to obtain any time or even
ask a question in consideration of this
conference report. Practically all of the
discussion connected with the bill was
on the subject of planes for Taiwan. We
learned almost nothing about the other
provisions of the conference report.

After that exhibition in the well of
the House, where at least one Member
changed his vote at least three times, I
wonder if we ought to give unanimous
consent to anything at this stage of the
game in connection with this legislation.

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

Mr. GROSS. No, I do not yield at this
time.

I call the attention of the House to
the fact that during consideration of the
foreign aid appropriation bill in the
House a few weeks ago, I offered an
amendment to include Communist China
in the provision of the bill which pro-
hibited economic assistance by the
United States to any country which sells,
furnishes, or permits any ships under its
registry to carry items of economic as-
sistance to Cuba or North Vietnam.

My amendment to include Communist
China was adopted without any contest
whatever, but in the conference between
the House and Senate it was dropped
from the bill with the greatest of ease.
Why?

Communist China is the prineipal sup-
plier of arms and ammunition to the
North Vietnamese. Why should we give
a dime’s worth of ald to any country
that helps Communist China maintain
its supply line to the North Vietnamese
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whose prineipal business is the killing of
Americans and South Vietnamese?

Why penalize those who traffic with
Cuba and not Communist China? Who
was responsible for the elimination of
this amendment? There has been no
time to discuss it and therefore the rec-
ord is silent. Who in the conference com-
mittee had such an affinity for the Com-
munist Chinese that they threw out the
amendment?

The conferees say that the planes for
Nationalist China are necessary because
of the threat from Communist China,
but through some sort of mental gym-
nastics they have refused to put pressure
on those who are helping the economy
of the Red Chinese. This is unbelievable.

This conference report, Members of
the House, will provide at least $100 mil-
lion more for foreign economic and mili-
tary assistance than was appropriated
last year. It is more nearly $400 million
because $275 million for foreign military
credit sales was dropped from this bill,
but with the open invitation to the Pen-
tagon to request in the first supplemental
bill next year the replacement of the
$275 million.

This is the kind of skulduggery that
has been practiced in this bill and I, for
one, refuse to be hoodwinked.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reser-
vation.

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

There was no objection.

WORDS OF ADVICE FOR AND MERRY
CHRISTMAS TO MR. GROSS OF
IOWA

(Mr. PASSMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am very
fond of the distinguished gentleman
from Iowa.

I want to say to this fine American that
he should do a better job on the com-
mittee on which he has the privilege of
serving; namely, the Committee on
Foreign Affairs, and do his work there,
rather than to try to “‘cut me up” when I
try to do a creditable job. If he did then
I am sure we would get an authorization
bill earlier, and we would not have this
annual hassle over who precedes whom.

I recommend to this distinguished
American, this distinguished Member of
Congress, that he have a close look at the
operations of his own committee. Then
we would not get into these parliamen-
tary involvements almost on Christmas
Eve.

However, I do wish this fine American
a Merry Christmas.

AUTHORIZING PRESIDENT TO PRO-
CLAIM JANUARY 1970 AS “NA-
TIONAL BLOOD DONOR MONTH"

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to take
from the Speaker’s Desk the Senate joint
resolution (S.J. Res. 154) entitled
“Joint resolution to authorize and re-
quest the President to proclaim the
month of January of each year as ‘Na-
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tional Blood Donor Month’,” with a Sen-
ate amendment to the House amend-
ments thereto, and concur in the Senate
amendment to the House amendments.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
joint resolution.

The Clerk read the Senate amendment
to the House amendments, as follows:

Page 1, after line T of the Senate engrossed
resolution, insert:

“Sec. 2. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, the citizenship or nationality of
Erneido A. Oliva shall not prohibit the Sec-
retary of the Senate from paying compensa-
tion, for a period not to exceed six months,
to the said Erneido A. Oliva while serving
as an employee of the Senate.”

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

Mr. WIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I take this reserva-
tion only for the purpose of asking my
colleague from Colorado to explain the
nature of the Senate amendment,

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. The nature
of the Senate amendment is to straighten
out their own bookkeeping in connection
with an employee who is employed by the
Secretary of the Senate, to pay compen-
sation for a period of 6 months.

Mr. WIGGINS. I thank the gentleman.

Mr, Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion.

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

There was no objection.

The Senate amendment to the House
amendments was concurred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE CABI-
NET TASK FORCE ON OIL IMPORT
CONTROL

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

Mr. MAHON, Mr, Speaker, I have been
very distressed by recent reports as to
recommendations that apparently are
being advanced by the President’s Cabi-
net Task Force on Oil Import Control.

Apparently the plan is to force a re-
duction in the price of crude oil by in-
creasing the level of imports.

Mr. Speaker, our country is already
dependent on foreign sources for a siz-
able portion of our total oil require-
ments. Our national oil policy has recog-
nized that a healthy and growing do-
mestic oil industry is essential to na-
tional defense and to our national in-
terests generally, Any action to make
us further dependent on foreign sources
threatens grave conseguences.

The present import program has
served the Nation well buf even so dis-
covery of new domestic reserves has not
kept pace with increases in consump-
tion. It is more important now than ever
before that we have conditions which
will promote exploration and develop-
ment of the domestic oil industry.

The implementation of what appears
to be the recommendations of the task
force increasing imports and sharply re-
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ducing prices will hit hardest at the
smaller independent producers. And, it
should be kept clearly in mind that the
independents are the most active in the
field of oil exploration and have been re-
sponsible for the discovery of 85 percent
of new reserves.

Mr. Speaker, irrecoverable losses would
accrue to large segments of the domestic
oil industry should the recommendations
developed by the staff of the task force be
implemented. Further, it seems to me
that the underlying economic assump-
tions upon which the recommendations
are apparently based are thoroughly
unsound.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to document the
views which I have expressed by placing
in the Recorp a letter which was sent to
President Nixon a short time ago by
some 90 Members, including myself, on
the subject of oil imports. I hope the let-
ter will have the favorable attention of
the President.

The letter follows:

CoNGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HoUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., December 4, 1969.
The PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MRr. PRESIDENT: The undersigned wish
to take this means of expressing to you our
deep concern about the persistent reports in-
dicating that the Cabinet Task Force on Oil
Import Control may propose radical changes
in the oll import program. Most disturbing
are reports that the present level of imports
will be increased and that this action 1s to be
taken for the purpose of forcing & reduction
in the price of crude oil.

It is our firm conviction that an increase
in the present level of imports would se-
riously jeopardize our national security and
constitute a disservice to the consumers of
both oll and natural gas. In this regard, the
following considerations appear to us to be
conclusively persuasive.

1. Imports of crude oll and refined prod-
ucts now equal more than one third of total
U.8. crude oll production. This already is a
dangerous dependency, and under no circum-
stances should 1t be increased. For example,
during the Middle East crisis of 1967, we
were barely able to meet the emergency
requirements for domestic oil, even for a
short duration. Since that time, our petro-
leum reserve position has deteriorated. Last
year, for the first time in our history, crude
ofl producing capacity declined. In contrast,
authoritative forecasts show that our require-
ments by 1980 will be some 30 percent greater
than at present.

2, The Eastern States, including Maine,
New Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts,
Rhode Island, Connecticut, New York,
Pennsylvania, New Jersey, Delaware, West
Virginia, Virginia, Maryland, North Carolina,
South Carolina, Georgia, and Florida, are
now dependent on foreign source petroleum
for 40 percent of thelr requirements. Any
further dependence of this important indus~
trial area on uncertain foreign sources, which
experience has indicated would be cut off in
time of emergency, could result in critical
shortages because domestic supplies and
transportation facilities would no longer be
avalilable.

8. We already face a most critical natural
gas supply problem. The Federal Power Com=-
mission and also officials in the Department
of the Interior recently have publicly recog-
nized the serlousness of the natural gas sup-
ply problem and have called for immediate
remedin]l actlons. Increased imports of ofl
would discourage and further depress the
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search for new gas fields and new oll flelds—
an inseparable activity.

4. All forms of energy are essential to
national security. Increased oil imports ad-
versely affect not only domestic supplies of
oil and natural gas but also of coal and
synthetics such as shale oll.

5. The use of low~-cost imported oll appears
at first glance to be attractive, and it might
very well be so for the short term. But, to do
50 would put the Nation in a very vulnerable
position for the long term, During the 1967
Middle East Crisis, we were the victims of an
embargo. It is obvious from previous experi-
ence that foreign oil will be cheap only so
long as we are not dependent upon it for our
needs and security.

6. There have been clalms made that the
present Mandatory Oil Import Program costs
consumers billions of dollars annually. These
claims are totally misleading because they
are based upon the fallaclous assumption
that Middle East oil will remain cheap even
after we are dependent upon it., Further-
more, these claims disregard the losses to our
economy that would result from disman-
tling the domestic industry which generates
billions of dollars annually in revenues to
the economy and tax revenues throughout
more than half our States which produce oil
and gas.

7. Oil imports now constitute the largest
commodity deficit item in our balance of
trade, totalling $2.6 billion annually. If the
import level is increased, the serious balance
of payments problem will be further aggra-
vated.

8. The petroleum industry now markets
more Btu's in the form of natural gas than
in the form of liquid petroleum, The com=-
bined wellhead price of these two products
on a crude oil equivalent basis, is less than
$1.90 per barrel. This is lower than the cost
of imported oil or natural gas from any
source of the world.

9. In 1957-59, the combined weighted
wholesale price of the four principal petro-
leum products was $3.09 a barrel. In the
latest month, September, 1969, these weighted
product prices averaged $3.90. Prices of pet-
roleum are therefore lower today than in the
1957-59 price, while the wholesale price level
for all commodities i1s up almost 14 percent.
If price behaviour of all other industries
had been as favorable as the oil industry,
there would be no problem of infiation today.

10. Recent discoveries in Alaska have been
cited by some as providing security of sup-
plies for the future. We think prudence re-
quires caution as to (1) these preliminary
but optimistic estimates of reserves and (2)
the cost to consumers in the other 49 states.
Furthermore, it should be kept in mind that
our requirements are growing at a rapid rate;
for exampde, during the past 10 years we
found about 35 billion barrels of oll whereas
during the next decade If we are to remain
secure we must find about 60 billion barrels.

We are also very much concerned about
the Impact increased Imports would have
upon the economy of the oil producing
states. The cost to the total U.S, economy
would aggregate billions of dollars annually
through reductions in state and local tax
revenues; lower bonuses and rentals from
Federal and state lands; losses in employ-
ment; and decreases in purchases of equip=-
ment, supplies and services from allied in-
dustries,

We ‘'wish to urge with all the persuasion
and force at our command that in our opin-
ion the Nation’'s security will be dangerously
impaired if the level of imports is increased.
We direct your attention particularly to the
uncertain conditions in Libya and the Middle
East which serve to remind us of the folly of
becoming dependent upon these sources. In
addition, we are firmly convinced that in-
creased imports would bring about serlous
economic¢ problems, Including what we be-
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lieve would be a crippling impaect upon the
already serious balance of payments problem.
Respectfully,

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM FOR THE
BALANCE OF THE DAY

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

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, we hope to
take up the conference report next on
the OEO bill which I understand has
just been voted on by the Senate but has
not been messaged over here. Pending re-
ceipt of it, I ask unanimous consent that
the Speaker may declare a recess at any
time this afternoon subject to the call of
the Chair and that the bells may be rung
15 minutes prior to our reconvening.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

Mr., WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, re-
serving the right to object, and I will not
object, may I ask is it the intention of the
leadership not to call up any other con-
ference report today except the OEO au-~
thorization bill?

Mr. ALBERT. None of the rest of them
are ready. May I answer the gentleman
in that way?

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, that is hardly an
answer to the gentleman’s question. Is it
proposed to run into tonight?

Mr. ALBERT. No.

Mr. GROSS. Then, the other confer-
ence reports that are not ready will not
be called up today? Is that correct?

Mr. ALBERT. Would the gentleman
be satisfied with the answer that none of
them are ready now and we do not antic-
ipate that any of them might be ready
this afternoon? But if they are, we would
like the indulgence of the House to call
them up.

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD, Mr. Speaker,
further reserving the right to object,
there is one in which I have a particular
interest. I have spoken to the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Appropriations concerning the supple-
mental appropriation bill which I under-
stand has not yet been filed although
permission has bheen granted to file it
tonight. I would want some assurance
that unanimous consent would not be
asked for consideration of that confer-
ence report today.

Mr., ALBERT. I can assure the dis-
tinguished minority leader that no effort
to bring up the supplemental appropria-
tion bill will be made today.

Mr. GERALD R, FORD. I withdraw
my reservation of objection, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

There was no objection.

RECESS

The SPEAKER. Accordingly the Chair
declares the House in recess subject to
the call of the Chair.
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Accordingly (at 3 o’clock and 32 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker at
4 o’clock and 21 minutes p.m.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate by
Mr. Arrington, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate agrees to the
report of the committee of conference
on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendments of the House
to the bill (S. 3016) entitled “An act to
provide for the continuation of programs
authorized under the Economic Oppor-
tunity Act of 1964, to authorize advance
funding of such programs and for other
purposes.”

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendments of the
House to bills of the Senate of the follow-
ing titles:

8. 65. An act to direct the Secretary of Agri-
culture to convey sand, gravel, stone, clay,
and similar materials in certain lands to
Emogene Tilmon of Logan County, Ark.;

8. 80, An act to direct the Secretary of Agri-
culture to convey sand, gravel, stone, clay,
and similar materials in certaln lands to
Enoch A. Lowder of Logan County, Ark.;

B. 81. An act to direct the Secretary of Agri-
culture to convey sand, gravel, stone, clay,
and similar materials in certaln lands to J. B.
Smith and Sula E. Smith, of Magazine, Ark.;

S. 82. An act to direct the Secretary of Agri-
culture to convey sand, gravel, stone, clay
and similar materials in certain lands to
Wayne Tilmon and Emogene Tilmon of Logan
County, Ark.; and

5. 2325. An act to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide for additional posi-
tions in grades GS-18, GB8-17, and GS-18.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON HR.
15209, SUPPLEMENTAL APPRO-
PRIATIONS, 1970

Mr. MAHON submitted the following
conference report and statement on the
bill (H.R. 15209) making supplemental
appropriations for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1970, and for other purposes.

CoNFERENCE RErorRT (H. REPT. NO. 91-780)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
15200) “making supplemental appropriations
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 Senate recede from its amend-
ments numbered 2, 5, 7, 14, 22, and 25.

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendments of the Senate num-
bered 11, 15, 17, 20, 21, 23, 30, and 31, 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 sald amend-
ment insert “$300,000"; and the SBenate 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-
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ment insert “§700,000"; and the Senate agree
to the same,

Amendment numbered 6: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 6, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “$1,250,000"; 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 sald amend-
ment insert “$310,000"; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 10: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 10, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert *$2,300,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 12: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 12, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum named in said amend-
ment Insert: “$50,000"; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 18: 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 lleu of the sum named in said amend-
ment insert: “$2,048,000"”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 18: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 18, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum named in said amend-
ment insert: *“$1,000,000""; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 24: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 24, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert. “$1,040,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 26: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 26, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lleu of the sum named in sald amendment
insert: “$50,000"; and the Senate 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 named in sald amendment
insert: ““$1,000,000"; and the Senate agree to
the same.

The committee of conference report in
disagreement amendments numbered 4, B8,
18, 19, 27, 29, 32, and 33.

GEORGE MAHON,
Jamme L. WHITTEN,
JorN J. ROONEY,
Tom STEED,
Dawier J. FLoOD,
Joria BuTrpEr HANSEN,
CHARLES R. JoNas,
ELrOoRD CEDERBERG,
Jorw J. RHODES (ex-
cept amendment No.
32),
Managers on the Part of the House.
ERoeerT C. BYRD,
JorN O. PASTORE,
SPESSARD L. HOLLAND,
Avren J. ELLENDER,
JOHN L. MCCLELLAN,
Warren G. MAGNUSON,
JoHEN STENNIS,
Munron R. Youwa,
MAarGARET CHASE SMITH,
RoMaN L. HRUSKA,
GORDON ALLOTT,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.
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STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at
the conference on the disagreeing votfes of
the two Houses on the amendments of the
Senate to the bill (H.R. 15209) making sup-
plemental appropriations for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1970, and for other purposes,
submit the following statement in explana-
tion of the effect of the action agreed upon
and recommended in the accompanying con-
ference report as to each of such amend-
ments, namely:

CHAPTER IO—INDEPENDENT OFFICES

Amendment No. 1: Appropriates $300,000
for Federal Labor Relatlons Council, salaries
and expenses instead of $260,000 as proposed
by the House and $400,000 as proposed by the
Benate.

Amendment No. 2: Authorizes compensa-
tion of mediators at the rate of not to ex-
ceed 8100 per day as proposed by the House
instead of $160 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 3: Appropriates §700,000
for Commisslon on Government Procurement,
salaries and expenses, instead of $500,000 as
proposed by the House and 82,500,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 4; Reported in technical

isagreement.

Amendment No. 5: Deletes $1,443,000 for
Commission on Population Growih and the
American Future proposed by the Senate.

CHAPTER III—DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Amendment No. 6: Appropriates $1,250,000
for Bureau of Land Management, manage-
ment of lands and resources instead of $1,-
000,000 as proposed by the House and $1,-
500,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No, T: Appropriates $7,500,000
for Office of the Territories, Trust Territory
of the Pacific Islands as proposed by the
House instead of §8,380,000 as proposed by
the Senate,

Amendment No. 8: Reported In technical
disagreement.

Amendment No, 9: Appropriates $310,000
for Bureau of Sport Fisherles and Wildlife,
management and investigations of resources,
including #$105,000 for preservation of the
steamboat Bertrand and its cargo, Instead of
$205,000 as proposed by the House and
2414,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No, 10: Appropriates $2,300,-
000 for Bureau of Sport Fisherles and Wild-
life, construction, instead of $2,200,000 as
proposed by the House and $2,600,000 as
proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 11: Inserts heading.

Amendment No, 12: Appropriates $50,000
for National Park Service, management and
protection, instead of $220,000 as proposed
by the Senate.

Amendment No. 13: Reported In technical
disagreement.

Amendment No. 14: Deletes appropriation
of $190,000 for National Park BService, con-
struction, proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 15: Inserts heading.

Amendment No. 16: Appropriates $2,048,~
000 for Indian Health Services instead of
£3,000,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 17: Appropriates $1,952,-
000 for Construction of Indian Health Fa-
cilitles as proposed by the Senate.

CHAPTER IV-—DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, AND
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

Amendment No, 18; Inserts chapter num-
ber and appropriates $1,000,000 for Wage and
Labor Standards Administration instead of
£2,000,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 19: Reported in technical
disagreement.

Amendment No. 20: Deletes appropriation
of 875,000 for salaries and expenses and $239,-
000 for construction at Gallaudet College as
proposed by the Sensate.

CHAPTER V-—LEGISLATIVE BRANCH

Amendment No. 21: Appropriates §24,966
for the Office of the Vice President as pro-
posed by the Senate.
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CHAPTER VI—DEPARTMENTS OF STATE, JUSTICE,
AND COMMERCE, AND RELATED AGENCIES

Amendment No. 22: Deletes £310,000 for
Department of State, salaries and expenses
proposed by the Senate for the Passport
Office.

Amendemnt No. 23: Appropriates $618,000
for Department of Commerce, Environmental
Science Services Administration, salaries and
expenses, as proposed by the Senate instead
of $418,000 as proposed by the Hcuse.

Amendment No. 24: Appropriates $1,040,000
for Department of Commerce, Environmental
Sclence Services Administration, facilities,
equipment and construction instead of
$440,000 as proposed by the House and 83,-
582,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 25: Deletes $5,000,000 for
Department of Commerce, Office of State
Technical Services, grants and expenses pro-
posed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 26: Appropriates $50,000
for Department of Commerce, Maritime Ad-
ministration, State Marine Bchools instead
of $130,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 27: Reported in technical
disagreement.

CHAPTER VII—DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Amendment No. 28: Appropriates $1,000,-
000 for United States Coast Guard, operating
expenses instead of $1,200,000 as proposed
by the Senate.

CHAPTER VIII—TREASURY DEPARTMENT

Amendment No. 29: Reported in technical
disagreement.
CHAPTER IX—CLAIMS AND JUDGMENTS
Amendments Nos. 30 and 31: Appropriate
$25,021,852 for claims and judgments as
proposed by the Senate instead of $24,481,.-
433 as proposed by the House.
CHAPTER X—GENERAL PROVISIONS
Amendment No. 32: Reported in technical
disagreement.
Amendment No. 33: Reported In technical
disagreement.
GEORGE MAHON,
Jamie L. WHITTEN,
Joan J. ROONEY,
Tom STEED,
DawntEL J. Froob,
JuLia BUuTLER HANSEN,
CHARLES R. Jonas,
E. A, CEDERBERG,
JoHN J. RHODES
(except amendment
32),
Managers on the Part of the House.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON 8. 3016,
ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY AMEND-
MENTS OF 1969

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (8.
3016) to provide for the continuation of
programs authorized under the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964, to authorize ad-
vance funding of such programs, and for
other purposes, and ask unanimous con-
sent 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 Ken-
tucky?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement,
see proceedings of the House of Decem-
ber 19, 1969.)

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. PErRKINS) is recognized
for 1 hour.
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HAFPPY BIRTHDAY, MRE. SPFEAKER

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

Mr. PERKINS. I am happy to yield
to the distinguished majority leader.

Mr. ALBERT. I appreciate the gentle-
man yielding. I take this time to advise
the House that this is the eve of the
birthday of the world’s greatest living
legislator, our distinguished and re-
spected Speaker. I join all Members of
the House in wishing that tomorrow
may be the happiest birthday in the life
of our great Speaker, and that he may
have many more of them as well as many
more years of service in this House and
to the people of this great country.
Happy birthday, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
will the distinguished gentleman from
Eentucky yield?

Mr. PERKINS. I am happy to yield to
the distinguished minority leader.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I can only
echo, reiterate, and magnify the words
spoken by the distinguished majority
leader. It has been a great privilege to
serve with the Speaker this year, and
I wish him happiness for many more
years in the future.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I likewise
echo what has been said by both the ma-
jority leader and the minority leader. All
of us wish you well for many, many more
happy birthdays. You have served this
House so ably and well for a long period
of time. We all appreciate it.

Mr. Speaker, I call up the conference
report on the bill S. 3016 to provide for
the continuation of programs authorized
under the Economic Opportunity Act of
1964, to authorize funding for those pro-
grams, and for other purposes.

I am happy to tell the Members that
the bill we have brought back from con-
ference is in substance the same bill
passed by the House 8 days ago.

There were some slight modifications
in which both sides gave ground. This is
as it should be, and as it has to be in good
faith negotiations between the two bodies
of this Congress. The essential thing to
remember as far as the House is con-
cerned is that we did not give away any-
thing.

The bill agreed to in conference au-
thorizes the appropriation of $2,195,500,-
000 for the fiscal year 1970 to carry out
the programs established under the act.
This is a down-the-middle split between
the lesser amount authorized by the Sen-
ate bill and the greater amount con-
tained in the House version.

For fiscal year 1971, the House bill had
authorized the appropriation of such
sums as were necessary. The Senate bill
set a specific figure of $2,148,000,000,
plus $240,000,000 for Project Headstart;
$14,000,000 for special impact programs
under part D of title I; $32,000,000 for
legal services; $80,000,000 for compre-
hensive health services; $150,000,000 for
emergency food and medical services;
$3,200,000 for senior opportunities and
services programs; $15,000,000 for as-
sistance for migrant and seasonal farm
workers programs under part B of title
III; and $50,000,000 for day-care proj-
ects, part B of title V.

The bill we brought back from con-
ference authorizes $2,295,000,000 for the
fiscal year beginning next July 1, plus
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the amounts authorized by the Senate
bill, with these three exceptions:

First, an additional $15,000,000 for
family planning programs;

Second, the additional amount for
Headstart would be $180,000,000; and

Third, the additional amount for
emergency food and medical services
would be $112,500,000.

Among other items, the Senate receded
from its so-called Murphy amendment.
That amendment would have permitted
a Governor to veto any legal services
contract, agreement, grant, loan, or oth-
er assistance, and permitted only a non-
delegable override authority to the
President.

This feature did not occur in the House
bill, and it aroused the stringent objec-
tions of the American Bar Association, an
organization that has been in the fore-
front of the fight to bring legal rep-
resentation within reach of the very poor.

The Senate also gave ground on the
Legal Services amendment by the House,
which limited the types of “counseling,
education, and other appropriate serv-
ices” which could be provided under legal
services programs to “legal counseling,
education in legal matters, and other ap-
propriate legal services.” The House
amendment remains in the bill.

Mr. Speaker, one of the most difficult
issues we had to resolve with the Senate
concerned section 616 of the act, provid-
ing for the transferability of funds from
one program to another.

This section presently authorizes and
permits 10 percent of the amount ap-
propriated for carrying out any program
under the act to be transferred to any
other program under the aci. But this
transfer may not result in increasing the
amount otherwise available to the bene-
ficiary program by more than 10 percent.

The Senate bill would have permitted
15 percent to be transferred during the
first fiscal year of the new authorization,
and 20 percent during the second. It took
the ceiling off the amount by which the
beneficiary program could be increased.

The House was content to let present
law stand. Nothing to disturb those per-
centages was included in the House bill.

In the negotiations of Wednesday and
Thursday, however, we were obliged to
recede somewhat, and accept some of the
Senate demands.

The conference bill leaves the 10-per-
cent transferability fiesure intact for
fiscal year 1970, but Inereases it to 15
percent for fiscal 1971. With respect to
the limitation on the amount a bene-
ficiary program can receive from such
transfer, we agreed that in the case of
a program for which $10,000,000 or less is
available, a maximum of 100 percent may
be added. For any program with more
than $10,000,000 available, no more than
35 percent may be added.

Now, Mr. Speaker, the House bill did
not provide allocations for specific pro-
grams of the amounts appropriated, ex-
cept for a few instances involving special
work and career development programs,
Headstart and Headstart Follow Through
programs, and the intensive programs to
eliminate hunger and malnutrition.

The Senate bill provided special al-
locations for a number of programs ear-
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ried out under the act. Briefly, these
included:

First, $890,300,000 for work and train-
ing programs;

Second, $46,000,000 for special impact
programs;

Third, $1,012,700,000 for community
action programs including $338 million
for Headstart, $60 million for Headstart
Follow Through, $58 million for legal
services, $80 million for comprehensive
health, $25 million for emergency food
and medical, $15 million for family plan-
ning, and $8.8 million for Senior Oppor-
tunities.

Fourth, $12,000,000 for rural loans;

Fifth, $34,000,000 for migrant and sea-
sonal farm workers;

Sixth, $16,000,000 for administration
and coordination under title VI; and

Seventh, $37,000,000 for VISTA.

The conference bill adopts the plan of
the Senate bill, with a major change. As
adopted by the conferees, $328,900,000
must be reserved and made available for
each of the 2 fiscal years involved for
local initiative programs carried out
under section 221 of the act. Only the
remainder of the appropriations for each
fiscal year would be allocated in the
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prescribed manner. The amounts so re-
served are not subject to transfer under
section 616 of the act.

Mr. Speaker, for the better under-
standing of the Members of the earmark-
ing features of the House bill, the Sen-
ate bill, and the conference bill, I in-
clude these tables:

Fiscan 1871

The earmarks in fiscal year 1971 are iden-
tical to those in fiscal year 1970. However,
several new authorizations are provided as
additions to those already contained in the
bill. These are as follows:

Conference

Senate bill report

$100, 000, 0O
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The fiscal year 1971 authorization in the
Senate bill was 2,732,200,000. The House bill
was open-ended. The conference report total
for fiscal year 1971 is 2,831,900,000:
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Operation Mainstream and New Careers

Snecialimpaats . < L ETNE S rma i LN e

Total, title 1

Title 11:
Headstart. _
Follow Thmugh
Legal services
Comprehensive health__
Emergency food and medical..
Family planning.........
Senior opportunities
Alcoholic recovery.
Drug rehabilitation_
Other—title 11

Total, title 1lae e e cocoicanaas

Title 112
Rural loans.

igra
Title VI, Administration.
Title VIlf, VISTA ...

$2, 343, 000, 000 32 195 500, 000

890, 300, 000
20, 000, 000
46, 000, 000

956, 000, 000

g

88888888

REgs!
g888E222

F N0 0o Lh

| -
slE
r'm =
18| 2
[o =
818

I,

%]
Bael

8828
ggss

1 $328,900,000 is for local initiative.

Mr. Speaker, I personally feel that
the most important feature of the con-
ference hill is the implicit endorsement
of the principle of community action,

Title IT of the 1964 act begzan:

The purpose of this part is to provide stim-
ulation and incentive for urban and rural
communities to mobilize their resources to
combat poverty through community action
Programs.

I submit that this bill, like the House
bill, is a ringing restatement of our be-
lief in that purpose.

Efforts have been made, in and out of
the Congress, to divert us from our
course; to turr our backs on the local
communities; and to give major respon-
sibility to the State governments for op-
eration of the antipoverty programs.

That issue was fought out on the floor
of this House last week. The House acted
decisively to head off the drive toward
a State takeover.

The House said—clearly enough to be
heard all over this land—that the focus
of our antipoverty efforts must be where
poverty is, and that is in the local com-
munities.

It said that the local people, the local
elected officials and community social
service agencies, the local poor people
themselves, should have the lead in de-
veloping and carrying out their programs.

There can be no misunderstanding
about tl:at.

I know there may he some disappoint-
ment in some of the State OEO offices
in State capitals around the country.
Some of them were gearing up for the
seizure last week.

I am told that on Thursday evening,
December 11, some fellow from the office
of the Governor of my State held a meet-
ing with the CAP directors and outlined
to them the plans that were ready to go
into effect.
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Generally, I do not like to discommode
a fellow who has his heart set on some-
thing as strongly as that. But, Mr.
Speaker, he jumped the gun. He was
halfway around the track before the
House blew the whistle on him last Fri-
day night, December 12, and said: “Look
here, boy, you are going in the wrong
direction.”

We told him in no uncertain terms
that it was not going to be his responsi-
bility to take over and run this or that
CAP agency; that he was not going to
get to say which agency gets closed down
and which is allowed to operate. We told
him that those matfers are going to be
left up to the local communities, acting
within the guidelines of the Economic
Opportunity Act, as amended in 1967.

This House and the Congress specially
declined to amend the act in 1969 in this
report. The preference for local desig-
nation and local running of community
action programs remains the law of the
land. The law expresses an intention
that this preference not be tampered
with.

The conference bill underlines that re-
solve in two particularly clear instances.
These were the elimination of the Mur-
phy amendment relating to the Gov-
ernor's veto over legal services pro-
grams; and by providing a special reser-
vation of funds for local initiative pro-
grams.

Those actions spell out the intention
of the conferees and the Congress itself
that the community action programs are
and are intended to be locally designated
and locally administered.

It was explicitly brought up during the
conference by Representative BrRADEMAS
that the report should make clear that
nothing in this legislation is intended to
expand the role of the States in plan-
ning, designing, or administering the
antipoverty programs. There was no ob-
jection raised on either side of the con-
ference table.

On behalf of the people of the local
communities, we are saying to the Gov-
ernors and to the State governments,
“We welcome your cooperation and your
help.”

And we are saying to Director Rums-
feld that we encourage exploration of
ways to improve the coordination of
State and Federal with local poverty
efforts. But we do not intend that you
should reverse the decision so forcefully
made by this House on December 12 that
the preference for local power and local
decisionmaking in the poverty area is to
remain.

The defeat of those who would have
taken loeal power and local control and
replaced it with State control and State
power to run poverty programs is a clear
expression of the will of this Coneress.
Any retreat in the direction of surren-
dering power to the States will be a clear
violation of congressional intent.

The degree to which Governors and
State economic opportunity agencies
should be permitted to expand their
efforts in the poverty area must depend
upon the degree to which they are will-
ing to cease interference with the local
decisionmaking process; the degree to
which they cooperate with the Federal
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poverty program and with the policy that
the Congress is enunciated; and to the
degree to which they are willing to sup-
plement Federal and local resources with
meaningful financial assistance from the
States.

The past record of a number of Gov-
ernors and State agency personnel is
replete with attempts to use these pro-
grams for political purposes; with efforts
to override or interfere with local deci-
sion as to the hiring of staff and with
local decision with respect to the nature
of programs. This sort of interference
must cease.

Mr, Speaker, I submit that the bill
we have returned from conference is a
good bill and a constructive bill. It is
substantially what the President said he
wanted, and what Director Rumsfeld
said he wanted.

It will, I believe, give the Director the
tools he needs to carry out the great pro-
gram begun with the 1964 act.

Mr. Speaker, I would be remiss if I did
not at this point recognize the hard work
and the dedication of the participating
House conferees throughout the 2 days
of sessions we held with the Senate.

I appreciate their good work, and their
diligence in upholding the position of the
House.

We had not really anticipated a
lengthy conference, since the issues out-
standing between the two bills were not
major. But it was prolonged over 2 days,
and Senator Nerson of Wisconsin, the
conference chairman, was eminently fair
and took pains to see that everyone had
an opportunity to speak his piece.

Again I thank all of the conferees for
their patience and their tremendously
valuable eontributions in perfecting the
economic opportunity legislation.

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

Mr. PERKINS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. PUCINSKI., Mr. Speaker, I con-
gratulate the distinguished gentleman
from Kentucky for the manner in which
he handled this conference and the man-
ner in which he preserved so excellently
the position of the House in this.

Particularly am I impressed by the
statement the gentleman made just now
that we have through this action sus-
tained and retained the complete au-
tonomy and authority and emphasis of
the urban areas and the rural areas in
trying to resolve the problems where they
are the greatest. I think as time goes on
and we see the various programs which
the communities are developing within
their own resources and their own com-
munities, we will see the wisdom of the
Congress in remaining with this prin-
ciple.

I would certainly like to congratulate
the chairman. I remind him of the
letter I read here on the floor of the
House at the time of the debate, from my
own mayor, Mayor Daley, in which he
pointed out many of these poverty pro-
grams are a continuation of the local
community programs to deal with the
problems and that we should preserve
that principle.

I thank the gentleman and congratu-
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late him for indeed preserving that prin-
ciple in this bill.

Mr. PERKINS. That was the issue be-
fore the House, and the vote preserved
that principle, to make sure that the
local initiative amd the local programs
were not destroyed.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PERKINS. I am going to vield to
you right away.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. On this
point?

Mr. PERKINS. All right. On this point.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I simply
want to make the record clear on your
statement that—

Nothing in this legislation is intended to
expand the role of the States in planning,
designing or administering the antipoverty
program—

Reading language that was deleted
from the conference report, and I simply
cannot let this time go by without ob-
jecting to the language used by the gen-
tleman from Kentucky in the statement
he has just made about any agreement
that may or may not have been reached
in the conference on the gquestion of in-
creasing the State role. The gentleman
from Kentucky is well aware that the
conference report to which I affixed my
signature on the basis of a language
change that was made, which was not, I
must say, as much as I would have pre-
ferred, says this:

The managers on the part of the House en-
courage the Director of OEO to explore, along
the lines previously mentioned in the House
committee report, the opportunities for in-
creased State involvement in poverty pro-
grams. It must be quite clear, however, that
State domination over program planning,
conception, or administration is not intend-
ed. Any changes in policy or regulation that
would establish a preference for State rather
than local determination and local control
of community action programs will be in-
consistent with the intention of the Con-
gress.

I will say to my friend from Kentucky
that this is the intent of the conference.
That is the intent of the managers on
the part of the House and I do not wish
the Recorp to show you or I or any other
Members of the Congress have decided
to go beyond that. That is the language
to which we have agreed. Beyond that
we have not gone.

Mr, PERKINS. Let me say to my dis-
tinguished colleague that I do not think
there is much difference in our view-
points. I agree to the language that you
just read: That the States should not
dominate and overrun a local CAP agen-
cy, and that is the part you put your sig-
nature to and agreed to, and there is
1i:t;;;ist’hing' in here that is inconsistent with

at,

Nowhere in this bill do we increase
the authority of the States anywhere,
and we do not diminish that authority,
either. We simply state where a State
tries to dominate a local community ac-
tion agency that a preference goes to
the local community action agency and
the State cannot interfere.

Mr., STEIGER of Wisconsin, Will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. PERKINS. I yield further.

Mr,
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Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin, For one
further statement on this matter?

Mr. PERKINS. Yes.

Mr, STEIGER of Wisconsin. I value
and appreciate the statement of the gen-
tleman from Kentucky. We have not in-
creased nor have we diminished that
which is presently in the act insofar as
the authority and the direction for oper-
ation in cooperation with the States, if
he so desires, so long as this is consistent
with the Economic Opportunity Act of
1964 as amended previously and as
amended by this conference report. I will
say further, Mr, Speaker, that I support
this conference report and trust it will
be adopted by the House.

I am pleased that the provisions
adopted by the other body relating to
legal services were dropped. I regret that
the House provisions regarding provid-
ing funds on an unearmarked basis were
not maintained and that less flexibility
was given the Director than provided in
the Senate-passed bill.

I appreciate the cooperation of the
chairman of the full committee in en-
abling me to serve as a member of the
conference.

Lastly, Mr. Speaker, adoption of this
report grants to OEO and its Director,
Don Rumsfeld, the charter they have
for so long been denied. Approval does
not indicate agreement with the way
this agency has operated in the past.
Change is needed but I am confident Mr.
Rumsfeld will now be able to get about
the business of administering the agency
and fulfilling the important role given
to it by President Nixon.

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

Mr. PERKINS. I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
BRADEMAS) ,

Mr. BRADEMAS. Because the chair-
man of our committee mada reference to
my own remarks during the conference,
I want simply to affirm that I did go to
some pains to express my own feelings
and I felt it was concurred in certainly
by those of us on the majority side that
nothing in the language of the report
should be permitted to be interpreted as
providing authority to the Director of
the Office of Economic Opportunity to
be delegating authority for programs to
the State governments.

The reason why I offered that obser-
vation was twofold: In the first place,
the House of Representatives had, on the
Friday before our conference made
abundantly clear, a rollcall vote, the
margin of which was 68 votes, that we
rejected the effort that was made by a
number of our colleagues in the House
to take the programs of the Office of
Economic Opportunity and substantially
turn them over to the State governments.
It was very clear, therefore, that when
I made the observation I did that I was
able to point to the strongly expressed
attitude of the House of Representa-
tives on that particular point. That is
what the fight was all about a few days
ago.

And the second reason that I offer my
observation with respect to this particu-
lar point is that I felt it should be made
afirmatively clear in the report so there
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would be no misunderstanding that the
Director of OEO is not going to be able
to come up with some contrived justi-
fication whereby he might say, “Oh, well,
I do have authority over there or over
here in this part of the bill to give
some authority or other over to the con-
trol of the States.” This statement on
my part in no way diminishes my agree-
ment with the language of the report
that it is appropriate for the Director
of OEO to explore along the lines as pre-
viously mentioned throughout the House
committee report, avenues for greater
State involvement in the proverty pro-
gram.

I thank the chairman for yielding and
I hope this helps clarify the subject of
our discussion.

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

Mr. PERKINS. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. QUIE. I thank the chairman for
yielding.

I would say to the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. BrRapEMAS) when he said
he went to great pains, that I did go
through some pain—I felt the pain when
he made clear in the conference that
the substitute concept did not prevail. I
recognize—although I did not say any-
thing about it in cornference—that the
House refused to take the action which
would have required the Director to enter
into agreements with the States. How-
ever, I heard no agreement on the part
of the conferees of the Senate nor any
agreement on the part of the members
of the House conferees on the Republican
side of the aisle to what he said. I noticed
that, they too, had a few pained looks.

What I would like to have clear is that
the words that were stated in the re-
port of the House on H.R. 12321 were to
the effect that the Governors of the sev-
eral States would be quite satisfied with
the effective implementation of the 1967
amendment, and the chairman has no
desire, I ask, or the conference report to
remove any of the opportunity the Di-
rector has to involve the States as was
written into the 1967 amendment?

Mr. PERKINS. I think it has been the
intent of the Congress all the way along
to maintain State involvement where
they have good technical assistance pro-
grams like they have in some of the
States and where there is splendid co-
operation. There is room under the leg-
islation for constructive involvement on
the part of the States. But on the other
hand where the States are not compe-
tent and refuse to cooperate and coordi-
nate poverty programs with the loeal
agencies and just want to dominate the
local communities—we, by our vote last
week and by this conference report cer-
tainly, say to those States that want to
go beyond the existing authority and
dominate local programs, that you do not
have any such authority to dominate and
overrun and overpower the local CAP
agencies, local municipalities, and coun-
ties involved in the local effort where
there is a dispute. We are saying that
the decision should be made in favor of
the local agency.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, if the gentle-
man will yield further, the gentleman
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did not answer the question which I
asked,

The 1967 amendments were not re-
versed in any way by the language in the
conference report. Am I correct?

Mr, PERKINS. The 1967 amendments
are not reversed. But in those cases
where the States are not competent and
where they are interfering with the local
CAP agencies, then it is the clear intent
of this conference report to put the Di-
rector on notice that the decisionmak-
h;g role belongs to the local CAP agen-
cies,

But on the other hand, when there is
perfect cooperation we do not under-
take to diminish any authority that ex-
isted in the 1967 limitation.

Mr. QUIE. If the gentleman will yield
further, let me ask the gentleman spe-
cifically, because the same sentiments
that the chairman is now indicating were
the same sentiments that I made on the
floor about the substitute: That it does
not permit the State to dominate, or if
the State could not put together a devel-
opmental and coordination program ac-
ceptable to the Director of OEO, he
would not approve it. However, the Di-
rector has the power to initiate the
purposes of the substitute offered by Mr.
AYRES. Let me read the language in sec-
tion 231(c). It says:

In order to promote coordination in the
use of funds under this Act and funds pro-
vided or granted by State agencies, the Di-
rector may enter into agreements with States
or State agencles pursuant to which they will
act as agents of the United States for pur-
poses of providing financial assistance to
community action agencies or other loecal
agencies in connection with specific projects
or programs involving the common or joint
use of State funds and funds under this title,

This is in the present act.

What I ask the gentleman from Ken-
tucky is this: Has section 231(¢) been
repealed at all by the intent of the con-
ference report?

Mr. PERKINS. My answer to the ques-
tion asked by the gentleman from Min-
nesota is that we do not diminish the
authority of the States——

Mr. QUIE. No, I was referring to
section 231(c).

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

Mr. PERKINS. I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding, and I would
ask the gentleman that the answer,
would the gentleman not agree, to the
question posed by the gentleman from
Minnesota is a clear and categorical
“no.” We leave the present law as we
find it in this conference report. A State
may under the 1967 amendments become
a community action agency. It may, if
it so elects. But under the Hawkins
amendment to the 1967 amendment
offered by the gentlewoman from Ore-
gon, a local community, be it a city, a
county, a township, or a local commu-
nity, may opt out, and it then retains
its full control, full autonomy over the
management of its programs subject
only to the agreement and arrangements
with the Director of OEO. Is that not
correct?

Mr. PERKINS. That is correct.
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Mr. Speaker, I want to refer the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Minnesota to
page 18 of the conference report, and I
think we should read this language at
this point:

It should be noted that in at least two
respects the agreement of the conferees
underscores the overwhelming determina-
tion by the House of Representatives on
Friday, December 12, that title II and the
programs sauthorized thereunder are and
must remain community action programs.
The elimination of the Murphy amendment
relating to the Governor's veto power over
legal services programs and the provision of a
special reservation of funds for local initia-
tive programs underscore the intention of
the conferees that the community action
program was, and is intended to be, a pro-
gram locally designed and locally adminis-
tered. The managers on the part of the
House encourage the Director of OEO to
explore, along the lines previously men-
tioned in the House committee report, the
opportunities for increased State involvement
in poverty programs. It must be quite clear,
however, that State domination over pro-
gram planning, conception, or administra-
tion is not intended. Any changes in policy
or regulation that would establish a pref-
erence for State rather than local deter-
mination and local contrel of community
action programs will be inconsistent with
the intention of the Congress.

I think that answers the gentieman’s
question. We do not want to diminish the
authority where there is cooperation be-
tween the loeal Community Action
agencies and the States, and no authority
is diminished. But where there is domi-
nation and they are trying to overrun
local control, the conference report
makes it clear that the preference must
be in behalf of the local agency.

Mr. QUIE. I thank the chairman for
his answer which was an affirmative
answer to the gentleman from Illinois.

Let me just ask one last question in
this regard, and that is in regard to
changes presently proposed for increas-
ing the State involvement and participa-
tion by the Director of the OEO—and I
am talking specifically of the proposals
spelled out by his assistant, Frank
Carlucei. Can the Director make the
changes for increased State involvement
which he has proposed?

Mr. PEREKINS. It is not the intention
of the conference report to inhibit State
involvement where there is complete co-
operation and coordination between the
State offices and the local CAP agencies
and local municipalities. But where there
is a disagreement and a State under-
takes to dominate or overrun & commu-
nity and we have conflict between a State
and a local CAP agency, the regulations
should not contravene the principle of
giving priority to the local communities.
If they do, then to that extent there
would be a conflict with our intent and
the regulations would have to be modi-
fied.

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

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

Mr. QUIE, In the gentleman’s estima-
tion, then, the State can assist but not
dominate. As the gentleman knows, I
strongly favored earmarking the local
initiative funds in the conference report,
as indlcating also my strong desire that
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the local communities be able to have
the final say in anything in their local
community.

Mr. PERKINS. Yes, You and I agree.
The local community should have the
final say.

Mr. QUIE. That is correct.

Mr. PERKINS. That is what this con-
ference report says.

Mr. QUIE. Mr, Speaker, I did not sign
the conference report on the Economic
Opportunity Act authorizing legislation
for a number of reasons.

No. 1, the President stated earlier this
year that OEO was to become a research
and innovative agency, and operating
programs would be spun-off to tradi-
tional agencies. So far, Legal Services, an
operating program remains with OEO,
I know there are no plans at present to
transfer or delegate Legal Services, nor
is there an existing agency which would
easily assume the administration. How-
ever, we should be aware that at present,
this program is beginning to fragment
in OEO, since VISTA has now gotten
into the act and a substantial number
of attorneys are assigned to VISTA.
Model Cities in HUD has Legal Service
attorneys. If the administration should
want to consolidate Legal Service pro-
grams outside of OEO, the provision in
the conference report accepted from the
Senate bill would prohibit any delegat-
ing of legal services.

Another feature of which I did not
agree was the change in section 616 of
the Economic Opportunity Act. The pres-
ent law provides that the Director can
shift up to 10 percent of the funds away
from any program over which he has
authority and may also add 10 percent to
any program over which he has author-
ity. I always felt that this was too great
a latitude to give the previous Director
of the OEQ, and therefore feel that a lib-
eralization of this proposal would not be
wise at present, If the present Director
wants to make a substantial change in
programs with shifts in funds from that
of which he has already indicated he
would expend in his budget presentation
to the Appropriations Committee, he
should come to the Congress and ex-
plain those changes. The Senate amend-
ment to section 616 would have changed
the section so funds could be shifted
away from any program in the amount of
15 percent in fiscal year 1970 and 20 per-
cent thereafter. No limit was placed on
the amount that could have been added
to any program. As you see, the confer-
ence report changed the above 15 percent
pack to 10 percent for fiscal 1970 and it
permits the shifting of 15 percent away
from any program after this fiscal year.
The conference agreement, with which I
do not agree, also permits a transfer re-
sulting in increases up to 100 percent
for a program which is funded at $10
million or less and an increase of 35 per-
cent if a program is funded at $10 million
or more.

I am not in disagreement, however,
with all changes in the House bill where
the House conferees accepted Senate
amendments. The program on alcoholism
is well advised and I do hope the Director
will fund it as best he can, since alco-
holism is undoubtedly one of the major
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causes of poverty, malnutrition and fam-
ily suffering.

Another change which was well ad-
vised is the amendment to Headstart
which will permit commingling of Head-
start funds for poor children with other
funds for nonpoor children in order that
Headstart programs may be integrated.
While I strongly support integration on
the basis of race, I also believe strongly
in integration of people of different eco-
nomic levels. I believe that it can be as
debilitating to segregate people who are
poor as it is to segregate people who are
of a minority race group.

The conference agreed to a change in
the Senate language which I proposed,
which wil require rather than permit the
payment of cost of Headstart for the
nonpoor either from the family or from
other local sources and in the case of
the children of the near-poor who need
some Headstart experience, a partial
payment would be all that was required.
I hope in the case of partial payment,
the OEO Headstart costs will never be
any greater than the present costs for
the 10 percent of each class whose par-
ents exceed the poverty level.

I do want to reiterate, however, the
words of the conference report that
“participation by persons who are not of
low income makes a positive contribution
to the programs.” Persons who are not
of low income refers here not only the
near poor, but the will to do as well.

Lastly, while I said above there should
be no State domination and my efforts
for the substitute indicated that it would
not have provided for State domination,
I also oppose Federal domination. I be-
lieve there should be Federal, State and
local partnership. The only way that can
occur is for State to have an opportunity
to coordinate programs to help the poor.
I am still convinced that our efforts in
the House to substitute were right though
unsuccessful. Unless the Director comes
to that conclusion, the programs will
continue to be dominated by Washing-
ton.

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

Mr. PERKINS. I yield.

Mr. DELL.ENBACK. I do not want to
replow the ground that has been dis-
cussed for the last 15 or 20 minutes, but
I just want to be absolutely certain, if
I may direct an inquiry to the gentleman
in the well, that the statement of the
managers on this measure, as signed by
13 members of the chairman’s party
and as signed by 5 members of our party,
is, as I understand it, a statement to
which we all have agreed on this point
which has been under discussion.

Mr. PERKINS. The statement of the
managers has been given to you along
with the signatures of those who agree
with it. As the gentleman knows the
conference report is controlling and its
language is explicit and clear. I do not
think it can be misunderstood. It con-
tinues the Director’s authority to seek
the cooperation of the States. But where
there are politics being played and the
State tries to dominate the local com-
munities, at that point we give prefer-
ence to the local communities to make
the determinations.
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Mr. DELLENBACK. I want to pin this
point down because there seems to be
some difficulty in staying on the spe-
cific point involved.

Things that are stated in conference
are interesting but not binding, and
things that are said here on the floor——

Mr. PERKINS. I do not agree. Things
that we say in conference may not be
binding, but what we say in the confer-
ence report is binding.

Mr. DELLENBACK. Exactly.

Mr. PERKINS. That is correct.

Mr. DELLENBACK. Any references
that are made by any of us, including the
gentleman in the well, to discussions that
may have taken place in the conference
committee, but are not reflected in the
conference report, are not to be inter-
preted as binding upon any of us.

Earlier reference was made by the gen-
tleman to a statement allegedly made by
the gentleman from Indiana with which
some of us do not agree. We did not
agree at the time. The statement to
which we do not agree is that which is
spelled out in the conference report. I
do not think the language is ambiguous.
State operation not being intended is
very clear. But I think also the state-
ment that, “The managers on the part
of the House encourage the Director of
OEO to explore opportunities for in-
creased State involvement,” in accord-
ance with the law, is also equally
clear.

Mr. PERKINS. Let me say to my dis-
tinguished colleague from Oregon, on be-
half of the people of the local communi-
ties, we are saying in the conference re-
port to the State Governors, “We wel-
come your cooperation and your help.”
We are saying to Director Rumsfeld,
“We encourage exploration of ways to
improve local, State, and Federal coordi-
nation. But we do not intend that you
should reverse the decision so forcefully
made by this House on December 12 that
the preference for local power and local
decisionmaking in the poverty area is to
remain.”

That is what we are saying, and that is
my answer to the gentleman, The degree
to which Governors and State economic
opportunities agencies should be permit-
ted to expand their efforts in the pov-
erty area must depend upon the degree
to which they are willing to cease inter-
ference with the local decisionmaking
process, the degree to which they coop-
erate with the Federal poverty program
and with the policy that the Congress has
enunciated, and the degree to which
they are willing to supplement the Fed-
eral and local resources with meaningful
financial assistance from the States.
That is what we state in the conference
report.

Mr. DELLENBACK. I appreciate the
statement of the chairman that it is the
language of the conference report that
is binding upon the House.

Mr. PEREKINS. The language of the
conference report is binding.

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

Mr. PERKINS. I yield to the distin-
g:r.lllshed gentleman from South Caro-
lina.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, included
in the conference agreement is language
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which, among other things, amends
existing law allegedly giving to members
of the Armed Forces and their immedi-
ate families certain legal assistance if
they come within the poverty laws. This
is existing law. It is section 222(a)(3)
of 43 U.S.C. 2809, and these people are
covered now. Should they come within
the poverty laws? This seemed to me to
be so unnecessary that I called on the
Secretary of Defense to see whether or
not we had people living in poverty and
what his opinion was of this, which
seemed to me an unnecessary, almost
ridiculous amendment. If military peo-
ple are living in poverty, they come un-
der the Poverty Act, but because they
aire, after all, citizens as well as anybody
else.

If every time they get help the Depart-
ment of Defense has to go and transfer
money, this seems to me just doubly
ridiculous—the transferring of money
for services people are entitled to also
within the military. We have our Judge
Advocates General of the three services
located throughout the country. Wher-
ever anybody needs help within the mili-
tary they always get it. Here is my ques-
tion. It seemed to me highly unnecessary.
We do not need it.

The Secretary of Defense has said this
is unwarranted and unneeded. I ask
unanimous consent that I may include
in the Recorp at this point a letter from
the Secretary of Defense on the subject.

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

There was no objection.

The letter is as follows:

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, D.C., December 20, 1969.

Hon. L. MeNDEL RIVERS,

Chairman, Committee on Armed Services,
House of Representatives, Washington,
D.C.

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This s in response to
your request for comments on a proposed
amendment to Section 222(a) (3) of the Eco-
nomic Opportunity Act of 1964, as amended.

The proposed amendment provides as
follows:

“Members of the armed forces, and mem-
bers of their immediate families, shall be
eligible to obtain legal services under such
programs in cases where extreme hardship
(determined in accordance with regulations
of the director issued after consultation with
the Secretary of Defense): Provided, That
nothing in this sentence shall be so con-
strued as to require the director to expand
or enlarge existing programs or to initiate
new programs in order to cary out the provi-
sions of this sentence unless and until the
Secretary of Defense assumes the costs of
such services and has reached agreement
with the director on reimbursement for all
such additional costs as may be incurred in
carrying out the provisions of this sentence.”

This amendment is unnecesary in view
of the specific language in the present law
which provides that legal services may be
provided for persons living in poverty. Mili-
tary personnel who are deemed to be “per-
sons living in poverty"” are presently covered
in the law.

Since the amendment 1s unecessary, its
net effect is to transfer appropriated funds
from the Department of Defense to reim-
burse the Office of Economic Opportunity
for any services provided for members of
the armed forces and their immediate fam-
illes, a clearly inefficlent arrangement.

As you know many types of legal services
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are provided to our military personnel by
legal assistance offices established in the
headquarters and field offices of the Judge
Advocates General of the three military
departments.

If the intent of the amendment is to as-
sure more complete legal services for extreme
hardship cases of military members, it is our
view that such services could be more effi-
clently administered by the Department of
Defense.

I understand that members of our respec-
tive staffs have met on this matter. At that
time we furnished your staff a detailed anal-
ysis and supporting data.

Sincerely,
MEL LAIRD.

I would like to ask the distinguished
gentleman what his opinion is of this
amendment.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I person-
ally believe that the Secretary of De-
fense controls this amendment alto-
gether. I personally feel that the amend-
ment is meaningless for all intents and
purposes, because a close reading of the
amendment with respect to legal pro-
grams in the conference report will show
the gentleman the last sentence states:

Provided, That nothing in this sentence
shall be so construed as to require the Di-
rector to expand or enlarge existing programs
or to initiate new programs in order to carry
out the provisions of this sentence unless
and until the Secretary of Defense assumes
the cost of such services and has reached
agreement with the Director on reimburse-
ment for all such additional costs as may be
incurred in carrying out the provisions of
this sentence.

In other words, there must be a meet-
ing of the minds between the Secretary
of Defense and the Director of the Office
of Economic Opportunity. If the Secre-
tary of Defense takes a notion not to sit
down with the Director of the Office of
Economic Opportunity and agree on
something, the amendment is perfectly
harmiess and does not carry any import
I can see.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, this is my
construction. I thank the gentleman.

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

Mr. PERKINS. I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
AYRES).

(Mr. AYRES asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp, and to include a
letter from the assistant director of the
National Governors' Conference to Mr.
AvYrEs, and a copy of the assistant direc-
tor’s letter to OEO.)

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Speaker, under per-
mission granted, I include the following
letters :

NATIONAL GOVERNORS' CONFERENCE,

Washington, D.C., December 15, 1969.
Hon. Winrtam H. AYRES,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. AYRES: Thank you for your per-
sonal leadership to make OEO programs
more responsive to the needs of the poor
through a closer coordination with related
programs at the state level.

I am convinced that the substitute bill
would have made it possible in many states
to shift from token orlented, project by
project grants to a fully coordinated, state-
wide effort to eliminate the causes of pov-
erty.

Enclosed is a copy of my letter to Director
Rumsfeld in which we pledge our continued
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cooperation. Perhaps, through a more ag-
gressive implementation of OEO guidelines
we can achieve some of the objectives of
the substitute bill.

Please call upon me or this office when-
ever we may be of assistance to you. Kindest
regards for the holidays and the new year.

Most sincerely,
James L. MARTIN,
Assistant Director.
NATIONAL GOVERNORS' CONFERENCE,
Washington, D.C., December 15, 1969.
Mr, DONALD RUMSFELD,
Director, Office of Economic Opportunity,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. RumsreLp: Congratulations on
your hard-won victory to extend OEO au-
thorization for two years without amend-
ments. However, I must agree with Congress-
man Ayres that the substitute amendments
would have made services for the benefit of
the poor more effective through a new part-
nership with the states,

If you can continue your efforts to redraft
and strengthen the guidelines for state par-
ticipation in OEO programs, I am confident
that we can not only avoid future confronta-
tions but work together for the strengthen-
ing of OEO and its programs.

We stand ready, as in the past, to assist
you and your staff whenever possible.

Most; sincerely, -
James L. MARTIN,
Assistant Director.

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

Mr. PERKINS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

(Mr. PUCINSKI asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and fo include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I will
insert in the Recorp an article from the
Chicago Tribune from this morning, call-
ing attention to some of the practices of
the OEO attorneys in Chicago.

I was happy to join my distinguished
chairman in voting against the Murphy
amendment because I had great confi-
dence in our former colleague, Mr. Rums-
feld, and his ability to bring some order
to this agency.

I hope the gentleman discussed in this
article will be one of those to be severed
from this agency for his foolishness as
reported in the article this morning.

Mr. Speaker, I include at this point the
clipping from the Chicago Tribune:

PatrioTisM A Bap Worp TOo OEO
(By Willard Edwards)

‘WasHINGTON, December 19.—The principal
of the Church Rock, N. M., elementary school
was staggered last Nov. 12 to receive a threat-
ening letter from the government, It warned
him that he was polluting the youthful
minds entrusted to his care and might be the
subject of legal action if he persisted in his
“offensive” tactics.

The letter was signed by Stephen B. Elrick,
an attorney employed at taxpayers’ expense
in the legal services sectlon of the office of
economic opportunity. He is one of 1,850
lawyers now on the federal payroll who pro-
vide “legal assistance” to poor people.

Claude Hinman, principal of the school,
which has an enrollment of 99 per cent Indi-
an children, learned that he had been guilty
of the crime of stimulating patriotism in his
charges. He had approved a program to give
them “an awareness of the greatness of their
country."

“They ought to have an awareness of the
faults and errors of their country, as well,”
wrote Elrick. “It is especially appalling that
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Indian children are being forced to particl-
pate in this program, when 1t is their people
who have been treated most shabbily of all
by the United States.”

Elrick expressed his horror at a statement
by a Mrs. Stafford, a Negro teacher in the
school, who had said: “We should indoctri-
nate every child with the idea of being loyal
to his country.”

That was a “sorry philosophy,” Elrick de-
clared, for a public school “which should be
dedicated to the concept of . . . the presen-
tation of all sides of disputed issues.” He
continued:

“I find it particularly offensive that you
are apparently associating ‘patriotism’ with
support of the war in Viet Nam, which is un-
questionably the most controversial war of
our time and, in the opinion of many, the
most brutal and unjustified.”

Elrick then turned his attention to the
school bulletin board on which some child
had printed “God Bless America.”

“It is deplorable,” he wrote, “for you to
stimulate the expression of what is, in effect,
a prayer in violation of the Supreme court's
ruling that public schools are to refrain from
such activities.

“There is simply no need to offend the
sensibilitles of some persons by Indirectly
stimulating the establishment of the Chris-
tlan (or Jewish) faith among a people who
have traditionally held conflicting religious
beliefs.”

The letter concluded with an ultimatum.
If “balance” was not restored to the school
programs, “I shall take whatever steps I can
to investigate the matter myself and, if nec-
essary, institute legal proceedings.”

Principal Hinman referred the letter to
School Supt. W. B. Fitzsimmons, who ap-
pealed to Sen, Paul J, Fannin (R., Ariz.).

“This is both incredible and awesome,”
remarked Fannin, “Here we have an OEO
staff member who apparently thinks that
loyalty to one’s country is a ‘disputed issue." "

He fired off a letter Dec. 8 to Donald Rums-
feld, OEO director, suggesting that he inquire
into “the continued usefulness of Mr. Elrick
in this or any other program in which he is
paid by tax money.”

Such incidents, he noted, had caused the
Senate to approve an amendment to the
OEO authorization bill, sponsored by Sen.
George Murphy (R., Cal.), giving governors
of states control over legal programs for the
poor. The House balked and the amendment
died in conference.

Rumsfeld, who has been very busy fighting
for the life of his agency, hasn't yet replied,
but Fannin is confident that the former
Illinois congressman will join him in agree-
ment that the teaching of loyalty to the
United States 1s not taboo in American
schools.

Mr. SCHERLE. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. PERKINS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. SCHERLE, Mr. Speaker, I appreci-
ate the gentleman from Kentucky yield-
ing.

M-, Speaker, I want to make this state-
ment before we proceed. Historically
speaking, this OEO program has no re-
spect whatsoever for any existing Gov-
ernment agency. They have shown a
determination to usurp practically all the
powers and rights and functions of these
other offices. They are involved in al-
most everything and nothing is sacred.
It is an ineffective, bureaucratic, bum-
bling, corrupt, scandal-ridden organiza-
tion to the core and does more to bring
alienation against all phases of govern-
ment than all other departments com-
bined.

Mr. Speaker, our office is going to keep
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a daily running account of the OEO just
to prove that this leopard cannot change
its spots.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I strongly
support the activities of CLEO, the Coun-
cil on Legal Education Opportunity,
which was established for the purpose of
expanding and enhancing the opportu-
nities to study and to practice law for
members of culturally and economically
disadvantaged groups. I am advised that
during its 2 years of existence, the coun-
cil has worked toward bringing about a
significant increase in the number of law
students from these groups, assisting
them financially and otherwise while in
law school, and increasing career oppor-
tunities for them in the legal profession.
I am also advised that of the 377 stu-
dents who have successfully completed
the CLEO prelaw summer institutes and
thereby become eligible for admission to
law school, a large proportion will go on
to productive roles in our society within
the important profession of law.

I commend the public spirited attitude
of the American Bar Association, the
National Bar Association, the Association
of American Law Schools, and the Law
School Admission Test Council, which
have cooperated in sponsoring CLEO's
activities. And I congratulate the Office
of Legal Services of the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity for its role in devel-
oping and supporting this worthwhile
project. A large part of the council’s pro-
gram—including recruitment, adminis-
tration, and the summer prelaw insti-
tutes—is supported by an annual grant
from that Office. In addition, financial
assistance to law students has been made
possible by grants from the Ford Foun-
dation, the Rockefeller Bros. Fund,
the American Bar Endowment, and sev-
eral other private sources. The law
schools have also entered into this sig-
nificant team effort through providing
tuition and fees by scholarships or loan.

CLEO deserves the praise it has re-
ceived and our continued support. This
program can serve as a model for other
examples of public-private cooperation
to improve the economic and cultural op-
portunities available to the disadvan-
taged of our country.

I have no further requests for time,
and I move the previous question on the
conference report.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. The ques-
tion is on the conference report.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that the
ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. SCHERLE. 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 243, nays 94, not voting 96,
as follows:

[Roll No. 347]
YEAS—243

Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.

Adalir
Adams
Albert

Anderson, I1l.
Anderson,
Tenn.
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Andrews,
N. Dak.
Annunzio
Ashley
Aspinall
Barrett
Beall, Md.
Bell, Calif.
Biaggi
Biester
Blanton

Brown, Calif,
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Burke, Mass,
Burlison, Mo,
Burton, Calif.
Button
Byrne, Pa.
Cabell

Carter

Casey
Cederberg
Chamberlain

Cohelan
Conable
Conte
Corbett
Coughlin
Culver
Daddario
Davis, Ga.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn
Dulski
Dwyer
Edmondson
Edwards, La.
Eilberg
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Fish

Flood

Foley
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Friedel
Fulton, Pa.
Galifianakis
Garmatz
Gaydos
Gibbons
Gllbert

Halpern

Hamilton

Hammer-
schmidt

Hanley

Hanna

Hansen, Idaho

Hansen, Wash.

Abernethy
Arends

Ayres

Belcher
Bennett
Betts
Blackburn
Erinkley
Broyhill, N.C,
Broyhill, Va,
Buchanan
Burke, Fla,
Burleson, Tex.
Bush

Caffery

Camp
Chappell
Clawson, Del
Colmer
Cramer
Crane
Danfiel, Va.

Harvey
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hechler, W. Va.
Helstoskl
Hicks
Hogan
Holifleld
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Hungate
Hunt
Jacobs
Johnson, Calif,
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, Tenn,
Earth
Eastenmeler
Kazen
Eee
Eeith
Eing
Koch
Kyros
Langen
Leggett
Lloyd
Long, Md.
Lowenstein
Lujan
McCarthy
MeClory
McCloskey
McCulloch
McDade
MecDonald,
Mich,
McEwen
McFall
McKneally
Macdonald,
Mass.
MacGregor
Madden
Mahon
Mailllard
Mann
ﬁsthl.as
atsunaga
Ma,

v
Meeds
Melcher
Meskill
Mikva
Mills
Minish
Mink
Mollohan
Monagan
Moorhead
Morgan
Morton
Mosher
Murphy, I11.
Murphy, N.Y.
Natcher
Nedzi
Nelsen
Nix
Obey
O'Hara
O'Eonskl
Olsen
O’'Neill, Mass,
Ottinger
Patman
Patten
Pelly
Perkins

NAYS—94

Davis, Wis.
Denney
Dennis
Devine
Dickinson
Dowdy

Flynt
Ford, Gerald R.
Foreman
Fountain
Frey
Fugqua
Gettys
Giaimo
Goodling
Griffin
Gross
Hagan
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Pettis
Philbin
Pickle
Pike
Pirnie
Podell
Pollock
Preyer, N.C.
Price, I11.
Pryor, Ark.
Pucinski
Ralilsback
Reid, N.Y.
Reuss
Rhodes
Riegle
Roberts
Robison
Rodino
Roe

Rogers, Colo,
Rooney, N.Y,
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Roth
Roybal
Ruppe
Ryan

St. Onge
Schadeberg
Scheuer
Schneebeli
Schwengel
Shipley
Shriver
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Towa
Smith, N.Y.
Springer
Stafford
Staggers
Stanton
Steed
Steiger, Wis.
Stratton
Stubblefield
Symington
Taft
Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Calif,

Thompson, N.J.

Tiernan
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vigorito
Waldie
Wampler
Watts
Weicker
Whalen
Whalley
White
Whitehurst
Wilson,
Charles H.
Winn
Wolff
Wright
Wyatt
Wylle
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young
Zablocki
Zwach

Haley
Harsha
Henderson
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Jonas
Jones, N.C,
Euykendall
Kyl
Landgrebe
Landrum
Lennon
Long, La,
McClure
MeMillan
Marsh

Mayne
Miller, Ohio
Mize
Mizell
Myers

Nichols Roudebush
Ruth
Satterfield
Scherle

Scott

Sebelius
Steiger, Ariz,
Stuckey
Teague, Tex,
Thompson, Ga.

NOT VOTING—96

Diggs Miller, Calif.
Downing Minshall
Eckhardt Montgomery
Edwards, Calif. Morse
Evins, Tenn. Moss
Fallon O'Neal, Ga.
Farbstein Pepper
Fascell Poage
Feighan Powell
Findley Purcell
Fisher Quillen
Ford, Rees
William D. Reifel
Fulton, Tenn. Rostenkowski
Gallagher St Germain
Goldwater Sandman
Green, Oreg, Saylor
Griffiths Sikes
Hall Sisk
Harrington Smith, Calif.
Hastings Snyder
Hays Stephens
Hébert Stokes
Heckler, Mass. Sullivan
Hull Tunney
Kirwan Vanik
Kleppe Watkins
Kluczynski Watson
Latta Widnall
Wydler
Zion

Thomson, Wis.
Utt

‘Waggonner
Whitten

Reid, I11.
Rivers
Rogers, Fla.

Abbitt
Addabbo
Andrews, Ala.
Ashbrook
Baring

Berry

Bevill
Bingham
Blatnik
Boland
Bolling
Brasco

Bray

Brock
Burton, Utah
Byrnes, Wis.
Cahill

Carey

Celler
Chisholm
Clancy

Clark

Clay

Collier
Collins
Conyers
Corman
Cowger
Cunningham
Daniels, N.J.
Dawson
Dent Martin
Derwinski Michel

So the conference report was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Moss for, with Mr. Hébert against.

Mr. Boland for, with Mr. Andrews of Ala-
bama against.

Mr. Addabbo for, with Mr. Bevill against,

Mr. Farbstein for, with Mr. Montgomery
agalnst.

Mr. Kluczynski for, with Mr., O'Neal of
Georgla against,

Mr. Rostenkowskl for, with Mr. Collier
against.

Mr. Brasco for, with Mr. Sikes against.

Mr. Widnall for, with Mr. Baring agalnst,

Mr. Saylor for, with Mr. Ashbrook against.

Mr. Sandman for, with Mr, Berry against.

Mr. Morse for, with Mr. Bray against.

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

Mr. Cahill for, with Mr. Watson against.

Mr. Cowger for, with Mr. Hall against,

Mrs. Heckler of Massachusetts for, with
Mr. Snyder agalnst.

Mr. Wydler for, with Mr. Smith of Cali-
fornia against,

Mr. Cunninghasa for, with Mr. Lipscomb
agalnst.

Mr. Findley for, with Mr. Latta against,

Mr, Minshall for, with Mr. Martin against.

Mr. Watkins for, with Mr. Michel agalnst.

Mr. Lukens for, with Mr, Quillen against,

Mr. Fallon for, with Mr. Clancy against.

Mr. Hastings for, with Mr, Collins against,

Mr. Evins of Tennessee for, with Mr, Der-
winski against,

Mr. Celler for, with Mr, Goldwater against.

Mr. Hays for, with Mr. Kleppe against.

Mr. Harrington for, with Mr. Reifel against.

Mr. Dent for, with Mr. Brock against,

Mr. William D. Ford for, with Mr. Byrnes of
‘Wisconsin against,

Until further notice:

Mr, Abbitt with Mr. Hull.

Mr. Bingham with Mr. Clay.

Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Carey.

Mr. Pepper with Mr, Stephens.

Mr, Clark with Mr. Daniels of New Jersey.

Lipscomb
Lukens
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Mr. Edwards of California with Mrs.
Chisholm.

Mr. Stokes with Mr. Corman.

Mr. Downing with Mr, Fascell.

Mr. Vanik with Mr. Conyers.

Mr. Feighan with Mr. Miller of California.

Mr. Diggs with Mr. Rees.

Mrs. Green of Oregon with Mr. Fisher.

Mrs. Griffiths with Mr. Purcell,

Mr. Sisk with Mr. St Germain,

Mr. Kirwan with Mr. Powell.

Mr. Gallagher with Mr. Fulton of Ten-
nessee,

Mr. Tunney with Mr. Dawson.

Mrs. Sullivan with Mr. Eckhardt.

Mr. LUJAN changed his vote from
“my" w “yeﬂ.."

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the

ble.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate by
Mr. Arrington, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate agrees to the
report of the committee of conference
on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendments of the House
to the bill (8. 1075) entitled “An act to
establish a national policy for the en-
vironment; to authorize studies, surveys,
and research relating to ecological sys-
tems, natural resources, and the guality
of the human environment; and to es-
tablish a Board of Environmental Qual-
ity Advisers.”

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed a concurrent resolu-
tion of the following title, in which the
concurrence of the House is requested:

8. Con. Res. 51. Concurrent resolution to
authorize the Secretary of the Senate to
make a technical correction in the enroll-
ment of the bill (8. 3016) to provide for
the continuation of programs authorized un-
der the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964,
to authorize advance funding of such pro-
grams, and for other purposes,

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT

Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall
No. 320, I was necessarily absent and
not recorded.

ask unanimous consent that the
Recorp show that had I been present
and voting I would have voted “nay.”

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

There was no objection,

ENROLLMENT OF S. 3016, ECONOMIC
OPPORTUNITY AMENDMENTS OF
1969
Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent for the immediate

consideration of the Senate concurrent

resolution (8. Con. Res. 51).

The Clerk read the Senate concurrent
resolution, as follows:
8. CoN. REs. 51
Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That the Secretary
of the Senate, In the enrollment of the bill

(5. 3016) to provide for the continuation

of programs authorized under the Economic

Opportunity Act of 1964, to authorize ad-
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vance funding of such programs, and for
other purposes, is hereby authorized and
directed to make the following correction:

In sectlon 114 strike out “‘section 620(d)™
and insert “section 802(d)".

Sec. 2. That the Senate recede and con-
cur in the House amendment to the title of
S. 3016.

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

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object, I would like to ask the
gentleman from Kentucky if he would
explain the change that he has discussed.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, as I un-
derstand it, the concurrent resolution is
to correct certain typographical errors,
and also a decision is made as to which
title is to be used, whether the Senate
title or the House title is to be used. That
is all the concurrent resolutior. consists
of.

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

(Mr. QUIE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorbp.)

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

There was no objection.

The Senate concurrent resolution was
concurred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, T would
like the REcorp to show that I was called
to the telephone, but had I been present,
I would have voted “yea” on the last
vote, on the OEO conference report.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 2 legislative days in which
to revise and extend their remarks on
the OEO conference report.

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

There was no objection.

HOUR OF MEETING ON MONDAY,
DECEMBER 22

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the House
adjourns today, it adjourn to meet at
10:30 o’clock a.m. on Monday next, De-
cember 22,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

There was no objection.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF ORDER OF
BUSINESS

(Mr. ALBERT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, we still
have undisposed of some five conference
reports. Under the present plans, we will
take up the Labor-HEW report first on
Monday, and the gentleman from Arkan-
sas (Mr. Minrs) has advised me he will
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call up the conference report on the tax
bill not later than 2 o'clock on Monday
afternoon.

Mr. Speaker, I submit that for the in-
formation of the Members of the House.

DEAN RUSK AS PROFESSOR OF
INTERNATIONAL LAW

(Mr. PUCINSKI asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I was
deeply concerned to read earlier today
an AP dispatch from Atlanta, Ga., that
the appointment of Dean Rusk as a pro-
fessor of international law at the Uni-
versity of Georgia may run into a con-
flict with the Georgia Board of Regents.

Mr. Rusk has been offered a position
as professor of international law at this
school, and apparently some of the re-
gents are questioning the appointment.

AP says a split could be expected when
the formal vote is asked some time in
January.

Mr. Speaker, Dean Rusk is one of the
truly great statesmen of our time. I can-
not imagine that anyone, anywhere,
would oppose his appointment as a
member of a university faculty.

Dean Rusk is one of the truly great
international minds of our time. When
the final chapter of freedom’s triumph
over communism is written, Mr. Rusk's
name will be emblazoned in glorious let-
ters as one of the chief architects of that
victory. He is one man who over the
years understood the full depth and
menace of international communism,

Time and again as U.S. Secretary of
State, Dean Rusk has shown courage
beyond desecription, simply because he
believed in a cause.

There were many times when he could
have compromised with principle.

I would hope that a highly respected
institution like the University of Georgia
could certainly set aside any prejudices
as to his personal political views, or of
those who think perhaps he is too liberal
in one respect or another, and welcome
him to that impressive university as one
of the great statesmen of our time.

I would think that every university of
this country would give its eye teeth to
add this distinguished American and
great patriot to its faculty.

For that reason, I hope the board of
regents would unanimously welcome this
great son of Georgia to the university.
He would be an impressive addition to
any faculty, whether in Georgia or any-
where else in the world.

We as Americans can thank the Lord
that we had a man of Dean Rusk’s stat-
ure, wisdom, knowledge, perseverance,
integrity, intellectual honesty, patriot-
ism, and dedication as Secretary of State
during one of the most turbulent periods
of our history. I would think Georgia
University ought to lock up the contract
with no delay before some other great
institution of learning steals him away.

SCANDAL AT SBA—XI

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GoNzALEZ) is recognized for 10 min-
utes.
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Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, last
April 28 I had the duty to report to this
House a scandal at the Small Business
Administration. I had evidence that the
special assistant to the Administrator of
the SBA had participated or attempted
to participate in shakedowns of prospec-
tive applicants for SBA loans. At the
time I asked the Administrator to under-
take an immediate investigation and to
suspend his special assistant, Mr. Al-
bert Fuentes, pending the outcome of the
investigation.

Administrator Sandoval, for reasons
best known to himself, merely replied
that he was asking the Department of
Justice to investigate, but in the mean-
while Fuentes would remain on the job.
As evidence continued to mount in the
case, the Administrator continued to re-
fuse to suspend the special assistant,
whether out of some personal loyalty, or
partisan myopia I cannot tell. Finally,
after a series of events that can only be
called tragicomedy, Administrator San-
dovial dismissed the man, and a few days
later, Fuentes was indicted on charges
of conspiracy.

Albert Fuentes has now been con-
victed of conspiracy, and along with a
confederate, one Eddie Montez, sen-
tenced to 2-5-year terms in prison. It
is the end of a sorry tale.

I did not make my charges lightly, for
I do not take lightly my responsibilities
as a legislator. I did not expect the mat-
ter to receive the cavalier treatment that
it did from Administrator Sandoval.

Even though the case of Albert Fuentes
is closed, the scandal at SBA is not over.
There are questions that remain to be
answered.

For example, it is a serious reflection
on Administrator Sandoval that he ac-
cepted uncritically the claims of Albert
Fuentes that he, Fuentes, was a vastly
successful businessman when in fact
Fuentes’ financial statement was filled
with deceit and perjury. It is a mystery
to me how the Administrator allowed
himself to be conned and gulled by a man
so unskilled that he could not fool or
intimidate a very poor, very small busi-
nessman. Yet it is a fact that this man
Fuentes, who was unmasked by the most
humble of men, moved about freely and
had the full confidence of a man respon-
sible for the operation of a large and
very sensitive agency. Surely Mr. San-
doval must have known Fuentes well, or
he would have never made the man his
special assistant. Or did he? Either way
Mr. Sandoval has much to answer for.
The silence from his office has been
deafening.

In the course of the Fuentes frial
statements were made in press accounts
that lead me to believe that there may
still be serious deficiencies, and possible
malpractices in the SBA in the San An-
tonio region. I am accordingly obtaining
a copy of the trial transeript for further
study, and will make such further in-
vestigations as may be necessary.

I intend to see what can be done to get
SBA to function as it ought to. An agency
that a year ago was filled with promise
is now going forward on blind inertia,
and that is shameful. Programs that
were beginning to show real promise now
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le crippled and useless. An agency that
formerly had good leadership and ex-
cellent ideas is now freighted with polit-
ical appointees of dublous quality and
little merit.

Political payoffs may belong to the
victor, but it is the responsibility of the
President to govern. I pray that what I
have seen at SBA is not an example of
that government.

THE THREAT TO OUR
ENVIRONMENT

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. HamrLton) is recognized for 60
minutes.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, surely
one of the most crucial and complex is-
sues facing the American people today is
how we can restrain the headlong de-
struction and fouling of our environment.

The Department of the Interior has a
pamphlet entitled, “Man: An Endan-
gered Specles?” It pictures man standing
at a fork on his environmental road. One
signpost reads, “Man, Master of Him-
self,” and the other signpost reads,
“Man—An Extinet Species.”

The direction man chooses now will
move him rapidly along the path toward
one or the other destination.

No graver mistake could be made than
to think that man, because of his own
wit and wisdom, is immune from taking
the path toward extinction. A formidable
case can be built showing that he is rush-
ing headlong in that direction—corrupt-
ing and destroying his lands, rivers, for-
ests, and the atmosphere itself.

The other path open to man we know
to be expensive and demanding, but its
promise is clear rivers, tall forests, and
clean air.

AWAKENING CONCERN FOR ENVIRONMENT

One of the heartening signs of Ameri-
can life today is the really fantastic ac-
celeration in the awareness in this coun-
try of the dangers to the guality of our
environment.

We have in recent years produced a
cascade of legislation, and, as a nation,
we have made a legal commitment to
clean up our water and air. We have
added millions of acres to our national
park system, expanded our wildlife ref-
uge system, and established scenic rivers
and trails.

I believe that the American people are
ahead of the politicians on this issue of
pollution. Those of us in public life have
not adequately, or accurately, assessed
their mood. They understand better than
we the pace at which pollution is ad-
vancing and they are not disturbed
greatly by the philosophical niceties of
political debate concerning whose re-
sponsibility—Federal, State, or local—it
is to clean it up. They want us to get on
with the job quickly and effectively.
They are willing to foot the bill for the
costs of it.

Rising concern about the environmen-
tal crisis is sweeping the Nation's cam-
puses; the “green power movement” is
vying with Vietnam as the student’s pri-
mary consideration.

We all know the increased activity by
State and local governments in pollution
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control. The private sector, as well, is
acting; many industries are spending
large sums of money to assure us that
they are good, cooperative citizens.

Members of the Congress are finding
that an increasing amount of their time
is given to the environment of their dis-
triets and the problems of pollution con-
trol throughout the Nation.

The evidence is clearly mounting that
this Nation is stirring itself about pol-
lution control. We are beginning to un-
derstand that America's resources are
not limitless and that they have to be
wisely used. Men like George Perkins
Marsh and Carl Shurz, who were among
the first to sound the alarm to conserve,
are becoming national heroes.

Our appreciation is growing for Presi-
dent Theodore Roosevelt with his great
interest in the outdoors and his concern
to preserve the grandeur of the West.

He said:

To skin and exhaust the land, instead of
using it as to increase its usefulness, will
result in undermining, in the days of our
children, the very prosperity which we ought
by right to hand down to them amplified and
developed.

The American people are beginning to
see what can happen to a big country
when unplanned growth and exploita-
tion go on. We remember the decade of
the 1930’s when, in the Great Plains
States, thousands of acres of soil which
had been stripped of natural grass simply
dried up and blew away when the drought
came, Soil blew all the way to Washing-
ton, D.C,, as the dust buried farms in the
plains.

We remember the Mississippi fish kill,
the death dealing smog in Donora, Pa., in
the 1940’s, and we are seeing clearly the
current byproducts of aflfluence and tech-
nological progress like congestion, pollu-
tion, water shortage and ail the rest.

Chilling estimates of the threat to our
environment shake us out of inertia and
complacency. U Thant, the United Na-
tions Secretary General, estimates, for
example, that the world has 10 years in
which to avoid destruction by improving
the environment.

We are beginning to see that man is
indeed an endangered species. There is
greater awareness that our ecological sys-
tem is a closed one with all of its ele-
ments—land, water, and air—inter-
related. The ruination of the land is not
an isolated incident. It affects the water
we drink and the air we breathe. It up-
sets the delicate chemical and climatic
balances upon which we depend.

SOME FRIGHTENING STATISTICS THE URGENCY OF
THE CRISIS

The evidence is conclusive that this
awakening concern for the environment
comes none too soon.

Consider some of the general statistics:

First, water: Today every river system
in America suffers from some degree of
pollution. Industrial discharges, both
treated and untreated, into our rivers
and streams equal the raw sewage from
almost 170 million people. The sources
of usable water are running out.

The Interior Department reports that
more than 15 million fish were killed last
year by municipal and industrial wastes,
which totaled over 18 billion gallons. By
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1975, a growing population and increas-
ing urbanization rate will require from
$30 to $50 billion for municipal sewerage
systems, industrial waste treatment fa-
cilities, separation of combined storm
and sanitary sewers, and for research
and development of pollution control
methods.

Rivers and lakes receive great quanti-
ties of industrial chemicals, debris, pol-
lutants, and oil and these things kill fish
a.?d pose hazards to human and animal
life.

In the Great Lakes, many recreation
and swimming areas have been closed
because the water is unsafe for human
beings. Lake Erie is practically a dead
body of water—its oxygen content is ap-
proaching zero. Over 3 million tons of
debris and filth pour into it every day,
Some of our best fresh water fish have
almost become extinct.

The sign, “Polluted Water, No Swim-
ming,” has become all too familiar on
the beaches and rivers of this Nation.
One recent study indicated that about 30
percent of the Nation’s public drinking
and water systems may fall below Federal
standards. Sometimes there is too much
water, sometimes too little, sometimes
it is too dirty to use. But the basic prob-
lem is that we do not manage properly
the water resources we have.

Second, air: Air pollution thickens our
skies, offends our senses, obscures our
visibility, costs us money, destroys plants
and property, sickens and kills people—
and it is getting worse.

Industrial chimneys in the United
States belch 37 million tons of sulfur
dioxide every year. Over 90 million autos
add 66 million tons of carbon monoxide.
Electrical incinerators produce another
5 million tons to help foul the air. These
gases kill or stunt plants, affect human
nerves—causing irritation and decreased
normal brain function, damage build-
ings and personal property, and leave a
depressing, sometimes even fatal, pall
over the urban landscape.

Since 1860, the carbon dioxide content
of the atmosphere has increased 14 per-
cent, thus reducing oxygen regeneration
and adversely affecting the process of
photosynthesis whereby all plants require
oxygen and sunlight to grow. A recent
analysis shows that simply by walking
the streets of the New York City for a
day, a person would breathe in the toxic
equivalent of close to two packs of ciga-
rettes.

According to John Gardner, former
Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare:

There is not a major metropolitan area in
the United States without an air pollution
problem today, and the problem is getting
worse. By 1980, this nation's urban popula-
tion will increase by a third, the number of
motor vehicles by 40 percent, and our de-
mands for energy by 60 percant.

Third, solid wastes:.we are surrounded
by junk, and we do not know what to do
with it.

This Nation produces and discards
each day millions of tons of garbage,
rubbish, automobile hulks, abandoned re-
frigerators, slaughterhouse refuse. Each
year this waste is enough to fill the
Panama Canal four times over. It mars
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the landscape, breeds disease-carrying
insects and rodents, and much of it finds
its way into our air and water.

In my hometown, the city of Colum-
bus, Ind.—a town of only 28,000 people—
it is estimated that 130 tons of solid
wastes have to be disposed of each day.

The U.S. consumer actually consumes
very little. He merely uses things and he
never really disposes of them, They sur-
vive in some form. A good example is the
nearly indestructible aluminum can, pro-
duced in the-United States at an annual
rate of 48 billion. The rate for bottles
and jars is 28 billion per year.

By the year 2000, 270 million Ameri-
cans will live in urban environments. As
it is, 70 percent of the population lives
on 2 percent of the land. When cou-
pled with the fact that the average Amer-
ican’'s annual output of 1,800 pounds of
solid waste—5 pounds a day—is rising
4 percent a year, the outlook for waste
is bleak, Disposal already costs us $4.5
hillion a year.

It is no wonder then that we stand
at a critical juncture in the fight against
pollution. The erisis is upon us. As Rep-
resentative Morris UpALL says:

In the pursuit of progress man has put
strontium ninety in his bones, iodine 131
in his thyroid, DDT in his fat, and asbestos in
his lungs. That kind of progress can kill us.

So we come to a new year and find
ponds and lakes polluted, air filled with
dirt, and solid waste piled high.

They are part of the wreckage and
debris of the march of “progress.” This
should not be the legacy of our great
technology.

The Environmental Pollution Panel of
the President’s Science Advisory Com-
mission wrote in 1965:

Pollution touches us all; we are at the
same time polluters and sufierers from pol-
lution. Today pollution adversely affects the
quality of our lives. In the future, it may
affect their duration.

THE CAUSES OF POLLUTION

Why have these things come about?
Why do we now find ourselves with our
health threatened and our lives at stake?

Pollution of the environment is a com-
plex phenomenon and, as might be ex-
pected, the causes are many. They are
rooted in the attitudes of the American
people.

We have had a country richly blessed
and we saw no need to conserve it. The
vastness of our resources and the open
spaces in this land made planning un-
necessary, or so it seemed.

Although there have been prophetic
voices of warning—for instance, Wash-
ington and Jefferson warned against soil
erosion—to most of us the land seemed
unlimited.

The farmers who were ruined by soil
damage could abandon their gullies, and
move inland, There was always more
land available.

When the saws ripped through the
giant trees, there was not much con-
cern because there was an abundance of
these giants in the forests.

When we stripped the land, devastating
beautiful forests, it did not really matter
because there were acres of beautiful
land left.

When the cities sprawled scores of
miles into the surrounding countryside,
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it did not alarm us—there was lots of
open space left.

And when the factories belched clouds
of black smoke into the air, that did not
bother us either, because the big sky
could absorb it.

We pride ourselves on individualism—
but individualism can make planning
and cooperation more difficult, because
the private interest is raised above the
public welfare.

Sheer carelessness causes much pollu-
tion. A 10-year-old boy throws a tin-
foil chewing gum wrapper or tin can
into a stream, and it seems such a nat-
ural and innocent act. Everybody thinks
that his little bit of waste in this vast
country just will not ereate any problems.
But in a country with a population of
200 million, one man’s small disregard
for the health of our environment is
multiplied a millionfold.

‘We must realize that we are all pollut-
ers, and an effort to find someone else
to blame only delays a solution. The
average American simply does not recog-
nize his own culpability as he continues
to treat air and water as something to be
used, abused, and wasted.

The affluent technology means in-
creased waste. We have always thought
that pollution was the price of progress,
but now, as many of the experts point
out, the opposite is true and unless we
stop pollution, it will stop our progress.

For too long we have worshipped eco-
nomic growth without qualification. But
it is not enough to grow. As Senator
AIxeEN of Vermont says, “We must grow
right.”

So it is not very hard to understand
why we are in trouble in pollution con-
trol. It is no great compliment to us as
a people but at least it is understandable.
And the important thing is that there
is the time and the opportunity to do
sumething about it.

A CLOSER LOOK

To grasp the magnitude of the chal-
lenge before us, a closer look is in order
at the sources and effects of the pollu-
tion, the efforts to limit it, the problems
encountered, the solutions proposed, and
the cutlook.

I. AIR POLLUTION
A. SBOURCES

The sources of air pollution are essen-
tially two: automobiles and industry.
More than half of the contamination in
the air over the United States consists of
carbon monoxide, most of it issuing from
cars, trucks, and buses. More than a
tenth of air polution is hydroearbons,
most of which emanate from auto ex-
hausts as partially burned gaseous com-
pounds.

The second most plentiful gas pollu-
tant is composed of oxides of sulfur, pro-
duced by home and factory combustion
of sulfur-containing coal and oil.

In 1967, these and other sources hurled
133 million tons of contaminates into the
atmosphere. In 1969, the annual rate is
142 million tons—more than our annual
production of steel. The increase comes
from more people, more autos, more in-
dustry, more refuse disposal and largely
inadequate control activities. A single
four-engine jet expels 88 pounds of pol-
lutants during each takeoff.
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This pollution is the direct result of
afluence.

We are proud of the 90 million auto-
mobiles on the roads of America. We do
not think about these cars adding 66
million tons of carbon monoxide, 1 mil-
lion tons of sulfuroxide, 6 million tons of
nitrogenoxide, 12 million tons of hydro-
carbons and 1 million tons of particu-
lates annually to the air we breathe.

We are proud of our capacity to pro-
duce great amounts of electricity to
power this Nation. To do so we annually
put into the air more than a million tons
of carbon monoxide, 12 million tons of
sulfurdioxide, 3 million tons of nitrogen-
oxide, over 1 ton of hydrocarbons, and 3
million tons of particulate matter due to
incomplete combustion.

We are proud of our disposable pack-
aging—metal, paper, glass, plastics. So
each of us throws away 1,800 pounds of
trash annually which in turn is burned
in municipal incinerators, adding a mil-
lion or more tons each of carbon monox-
ide, sulfuroxide, nitrogenoxide, hydro-
carbons, and particulate matter to the
air.

We are proud of the productivity of
the American economy and of the major
industries like pulp and paper mills, iron
and steel complexes, petroleum refineries,
smelters, inorganic and organic chemi-
cal manufacturers. But each year these
plants release into the atmosphere 2 mil-
lion tons of carbon monoxide, 9 million
tons of sulfuroxide, 2 million tons of ni-
trogenoxide, 4 million tons of hydrocar-
bons, and 6 million tons of particulates.

We are also proud of individual home-
ownership in Ameriea, but family home
construction results in the installation of
millions of small furnaces and incinera-
tors that are designed without any
thought of air pollution control.

B. EFFECTS

Tomorrow morning when you get up, take
a nice deep breath. It'll make you feel rot-
ten—

Thus read a recent New York City
newspaper ad. Although it may strike us
as humorous, the ad was in deadly ear-
nest.

We are not merely dealing with a suf-
focating haze that offends our senses,
soils our laundry, damages our buildings
and crops, and corrodes metal.

We are dealing with a killer. People
become sick and die from breathing dirty
air.

Some complain that pollution soils the
paint on their homes and interferes with
their ornamental shrubbery.

Some complain that they are tired of
brushing soot off the sill every time they
open the window for a breath of fresh air.

Some want to end pollution because
their citrus groves will not flourish or
their cattle will not develop properly in
a contaminated atmosphere.

Some—the city planners, airline pilots,
farmers, manufacturers—want to end
pollution because it interferes with the
proper performance of their profession.

Many want to end pollution just be-
cause they do not like the smell of it
and because the esthetic pleasures of the
mountains and the forests cannot be en-
joyed.

All of these people have good reason
far wanting to stop air pollution, but the
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primary reason for controlling it is be-
cause it threatens human health.

For example, there have been dra-
matic instances when air pollution has
overtaken both large and small com-
munities.

In December 1930, the thick and stag-
nant fog enveloped the Meuse Valley in
Belgium. Many persons developed throat
irritations, coughs, breathlessness, some
became nauseated; some died.

In October 1948 a similar fog blanketed
the small industrial town of Donora,
Pa. Before the afternoon rain cleared the
fog away 4 days later, 6,000 persons of
the town’s 14,000 had come down with
an assortment of ills, coughs, sore
throats, chest constrictions, headaches,
burning sensations, nasal discharge, and
vomiting. Twenty persons died.

In December 1952 the city of London
had a similar experience causing 4,000
deaths during a 7-day period. Similar
episodes occurred again in London in
1962 and in New York City in 1953 and
again in 1962.

The occasional air pollution disasters
are alarming enough, but to those who
live in polluted air, and that includes
most of us, the long-term effects of air
pollution are more serious.

These include the ills and diseases of
the broncial tree from the common cold
to lung cancer. Emphysema is the fastest
growing cause of death, and studies have
demonstrated that emphysema patients
improve sharply when they are protected
from air pollution.

In Great Britain the mortality rate
from chronic bronchitis varies directly

with the amount of air pollution. Chronic
constrictive ventilatory disease is aggra-

vated by pollution; so is bronchial
asthma.

Air pollution is even connected to the
common cold. Study after study has
shown that the levels of air polution cor-
relate directly with increased frequency
of acute infections of the upper respi-
ratory tract.

Deaths from lung cancer have been
increasing rapidly in recent years ang,
while many factors are involved, the
striking difference between the urban
and rural mortality rate for lung cancer
points sharply to one of them—air pol-
lution, the levels of which are directly
proportional to city size.

But threat to human health is not the
only effect of pollution:

First. Air pollution obscures visibility.
It is a definite hazard to air, land, and
water transportation.

Second. Air pollution attacks mate-
rials, and they tarnish, corrode, crack,
weaken and discolor.

Women in more than one U.S. city
experience the sulfur pollution problem
when they develop runs in their nylons
while out to walk for lunch.

Sulfur pollution attacks stone statu-
ary and buildings. Cleopatra’s needle has
deteriorated more since its arrival in
New York City in 1881 than it did during
the more than 3,000 years it spent in
Egypt.

Third. Electrical equipment manufac-
turers are forced sometimes to use gold
for electrical contacts because other met-
als such as silver corrode in sulfur at-
mospheres, and the corroded metal re-
sists the passage of electrical current.
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Fourth. Air pollution injures and kills
plants. Orchids cannot be raised in the
metropolitan areas of California, and the
growers have had to relocate. In the
Garden State, New Jersey, pollution in-
jures the vegetation and damage has
been reported to at least 13 commercial
crops, including spinach, beets, and
others.

The most dramatic destruction of veg-
etation by air pollution takes place in
the vicinity of smelters which discharge
large amounts of sulfur pollution in the
atmosphere and devastate the country-
side.

Fifth. Air pollution hits us squarely
in the pocketbook.

We usually are unaware of the money
losses chargeable to air pollution and the
enormous waste of fuel and sacrifices of
efficiency associated with it. Whenever
we see that dense black smoke coming
from the exhaust pipe of a motor vehicle
it is evidence of incomplete combustion
and waste.

The annual cost to the Nation in
wasted fuel runs into the billions of dol-
lars. Agricultural losses probably exceed
$500 million a year. Exact data are not
available on the total cost of air pollu-
tion in damage to property, but various
estimates have been made. The one most
frequently cited is $65 per capita per
year, or an annual cost to the Nation
of over $12 billion. In New York City
air pollution adds about $600 per year
in washing, cleaning, repairing, repaint-
ing bills to the budget of a family of
four.

C. GOVERNMENT ACTIVITIES

The Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare first authorized an air
pollution control program in 1955. The
legislation in that year called on the
States and local governments to assume
the basic responsibility for preventing
air pollution. It authorized the Depart-
ment to conduct research and to provide
technical support.

Between 1955 and 1963 it was obvious
that the efforts being made to deal with
the problem were obsolete and inade-
quate. This led to the Clean Air Act of
1963 which reaffirmed the policy of State
and local responsibility, while authoriz-
ing HEW to undertake many nevw activ-
ities in support of State and local efforts.
Federal grants resulted in an unprece-
dented 65-percent expansion in 33 State-
controlled programs. Federal abatement
actions were initiated, and expanded re-
search efforts got underway.

There were stirrings on other fronts,
too, as industry began to think seriously
about the problem. As a result, air pol-
lution received more scientific attention.

The amendments to the act in 1965
authorized national standards for the
control of motor vehicle pollution in the
1968 model year. The 1966 amendments
authorized increased grants to State and
local units to maintain air pollution con-
trol programs.

In 1267 the Air Quality Act provided
a blueprint for a systematic effort to deal
with air pollution problems on a regional
basis. It calls for coordinated action at
all levels of government, with the Fed-
eral Government assuming an advisory
role in the establishment and publica-
tion of strict air quality criteria.

Under the provisions of this act, HEW
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defines the broad atmospheric areas of
the Nation and designates specific air
quality control regions. There are cur-
rently 57 air quality control regions in
operation, including one in Indianapolis,
under the supervision of the National
Air Pollution Control Administration—
NAPCA—at HEW. The Department also
develops and publishes air pollution eri-
teria, indicating the extent to which air
pollution is harmful to health and dam-
aging to property, and provides detailed
cost-effectiveness information on the
techniques for preventing and control-
ling this pollution.

As soon as the criteria and informa-
tion are available, the States are expected
to develop air guality standards and im-
plementation plans, which are coordi-
nated on a regional basis.

If the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare finds that the air quality
standards and implementation plans are
consistent with the provisions of the Air
Quality Act, then these standards and
plans will take effect. If the States fail
to establish the standards, or if they are
not consistent with the act, the Secre-
tary can initiate actions to insure that
appropriate actions are set.

In brief, the Air Quality Act of 1967
does these things:

First, it expands and improves research
programs;

Second, it provides for planning and
control programs on a regional basis;

Third, it requires the establishment of
standards and enforcement plans by the
States;

Fourth, it establishes a Presidential
Air Quality Advisory Board:

Fifth, it requires registration of fuel
additives; and

Sixth, it provides for a study of na-
tional emission standards for jet air-
craft.

According to NAPCA, the total amount
of funds budgeted from all sources for
fiscal year 1970 to finance the 200 rele-
vant regional, State, and local air pollu-
tion control agencies is $47 million. It
was only $12 million prior to the Clean
Air Act of 1963. Some $20.5 million of
this total, however, are Federal funds—
indicating a definite lack of adequate lo-
cal concern and support. Private industry
has spent, to date, an estimated $900 mil-
lion on control techniques, but this is a
small figure considering the need.

J. SOLUTIONS

Although we must be alert to the need
for additional legislation, the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare
feels that the present legislation is suf-
ficient to achieve the degree of air qual-
ity sought, provided it is fully funded
and the States cooperate. The primary
concern now is to encourage the States
to provide funds to finance control activi-
ties and to take other necessary restric-
tive steps. Perhaps the President’'s rev-
enue-sharing plan—which is to provide
States with Federal income tax revenues
to use at their own discretion—would be
of assistance to State and local control
agencies. At the local funding level, of the
7,300 communities—as of 1966—with air
pollution, less than 20 came close to the
per capita expenditure rate of only 35
cents considered a minimum for effective
abatemnet and control.
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Funding at higher levels is not going
to solve the whole problem, however.

As has been indicated, future legisla-
tion is tied to the state of the art of pollu-
tion control and to the willingness of the
States to carry their essential part of the
burden. There are many areas of the law
where procrastination by the States could
delay effective action for years. Some
latitude and freedom is necessary to give
the States time to actn o their own, with
Federal encouragement and support.
However, their past record of perform-
ance is not encouraging—although it has
become more encouraging in recent
months—and it is possible that stiffer
legislation may be necessary, especially
in policing interstate pollution.

Air pollution abatement is going to re-
quire a search for alternatives as well.
Controlling it might require community
decision to invest in mass transportation
facilities rather than new highways or a
decision to call for the dispersal of fac-
tories and plants which spill contami-
nates into the air, or the use of new types
of fuel and new sources of power. Modern
civilization would collapse if we were to
stop all the activities that contribute to
air pollution, but with every advance
more attention must be given to its im-
pact on pollution levels.

We need to develop pollution-free
alternative sources of power. This means
that we look at the electric car, the
turbine car and other means of pro-
pulsion, as well as other ways of moving
large numbers of people around. The
convenience of the private automobile
may have to be sacrificed in order to
insure our future survival.

We have to move rapidly forward in
research. There is much we just do not

know. Of the three most important
aspects of the national air pollution
problem—motor vehicle pollution, sulfur
oxide pollution from fuel combustion,
and nitrogen oxide pollution—only
motor vehicle pollution is subject to
widely applicable control techniques
now available.

As important as it is to expand re-
search and to improve our pollution
control efforts, it is even more important
to put to work now the techniques and
practices we have already developed. As
we do, we will find better and cheaper
ways to curb pollution.

A stronger Federal-State-local part-
nership is also obviously needed. In this
there are many questions that need to
be asked and answered, including: the
appropriate responsibility of each part-
ner, how adjoining States and commu-
nities can iron out intricate political and
social problems to attack a common
problem, and the proper place and limi-
tations of Federal incentives to develop
air pollution programs.

Above all else, effective pollution con-
trol will not occur until there is devel-
oped a widespread public attitude on the
necessity for aggressive action to clean
the air.

E. PROGNOSIS

The prognosis allows us no optimism.
As Gladwin Hill said recently in a New
York Times article:

As America’s alr becomes steadlly more
contaminated, activities across the nation
to cope with smog appear to be lagging fur-
ther behind actual needs.
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There are some heartening signs of
concern on the part of enlightened busi-
ness leaders, who are responsive to the
problems of air pollution control, and
people in all sections of the country are
more aware than ever before of air pollu-
tion. But there is also an abundance of
public inertia and outright obstruction.
States and localities have penalties for
air pollution that are little more than
wrist slaps—with fines as low as $10.

Some say we are actually losing ground
in the fight against pollution. Smog
grows dense even as we talk about it.

Some scientists say that if we reach
the point at which the rate of combus-
tion exceeds the rate of photosynthesis—
oxygen production—we shall start run-
ning out of oxygen. Then, it will be too
late. We will have made our choice. There
is clearly no room for complacency.

II. WATER POLLUTION
A. SOURCES

The principal sources of water pollu-
tion are:

First, municipal sewage: One third of
the 19,200 communities with municipal
water systems fail to meet existing Public
Health Service standards, which gener-
ally are not stringent enough and, in
some cases, meaningless from the stand-
point of pollution control. More than
1,300 communities discharge their wastes
into the waters without any treatment;
an equal number use only primary treat-
ment, which removes only 30 to 40 per-
cent of the pollutants. Secondary treat-
ment removes 85 to 95 percent of the
pollutants.

Second. Industrial pollution is twice
as big a problem as municipal sewage.
The treated and untreated industrial
wastes discharged into our waters are
equal to the untreated sewage of 165
million people. Industrial efiuents are
not now effectively regulated, and indus-
try itself has not responded adequately
to the needs of pollution control. A major
steel manufacturing complex, supposedly
a showcase for control efforts, still con-
tributes 10 percent of the total wastes
flowing into Lake Erie.

Third. Septic tanks overflow into na-
tural watercourses, leak bacteria into
wells, and seep into lakes, causing algae
and other nutrients to pollute the water.

Fourth, ships and marine terminals:
The discharge of toilet wastes, oil, gar-
bage, and rubbish from ships and marine
installations is a major problem, and
one which is as yet largely unregulated.

Fifth, pesticides: In 1966, 700 million
pounds of pesticides and agricultural
chemicals were used, including 45,000
different varieties. Much of it eventually
finds its way into the Nation’s streams
and lakes. The 1966 volume is expected
to increase tenfold by 1986. The recently
announced Federal ban on all but essen-
tial uses of the pesticide DDT within
the next few years is a necessary step
in the right direction.

Sixth. Silt washes into waters from
land erosion and runoff. Agricultural soil
erosion by wind and water costs us $1
billion annually. The results of erosion
are sometimes gradual, sometimes quite
swift. In either case they are usually
devastating and even irreparable. In
areas undergoing urbanization, unregu-
lated construction work can cause erosion
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to increase at a hundred times the nor-
mal rate.

Seventh. Detergents and fertilizers
often pass through even secondary waste
treatment, and are a major source of
phosphate pollution. Phosphate fertilizes
vegetation in the water, leading to in-
creased eutrophication. This is reflected
in a deficiency of oxygen in the water
and eventually an end to animal and
plant life.

Eighth, atomic reactors: Their siting,
construction, and operation can have im-
mensely detrimental environmental ef-
fects, regardless of their beneficial qual-
ity in terms of energy generation. Dam-
age and destruction of marine plant and
wildlife caused by their discharges—
atomic wastes thought harmless and the
“hot” water used to cool the reactor—
are feared to be extensive. Thermal pol-
lution is a new and alarming form of
pollution. Much further research needs
to be done in this area before reactor
construction is allowed to proceed.

The effects of these and other pollut-
ants on our water resources are enor-
mous and far reaching. As Congressman
CHET HoLIrFIELD has said:

The environmental shadow on the wall is
no larger than a man's hand. It can grow to
catastrophic size.

B. EFFECTS

Water pollution affects human health,
bringing disease and death. It can inter-
rupt and upset the delicate and dynamic
processess of mnature—for example,
changing the reproductive rates of birds
and fish—and can impair water and
soil resources. These effects of water pol-
lution are complicated and seldom well
understood.

Polluted water, like polluted air, is be-
coming a pervasive and perverse symbol
of 20th-century progress. Water pollu-
tion can be seen in practically every body
of water; it can be smelled; it can be
tasted when it comes from your own taps.
Lakes are becoming semisolid trash
heaps; rivers, like the Cuyahoga in
Cleveland, are fire hazards because of
floating oil.

It is ironic that man has learned to
cope with most of his natural enemies
but when it comes to water, he cannot
cope with himself. Water is his most
abused natural resource. He has polluted
every major river system in the United
States, and that pollution load has in-
creased sixfold in 60 years.

The Mississippi River turns up millions
of dead fish every year. The Merrimack
has turned filthy brown and bubbles like
soda pop. Scavenger eels in the Hudson
cling to wastes and even attack sanitary
engineers taking water samples. The
Missouri sometimes runs red with blood
from slaughterhouses, and carries gobs
of animal waste as big as footballs.

From a health standpoint, by one HEW
estimate, about 8 million people are
drinking from municipal water systems
that contain more bacteria than is re-
garded as “safe” under Federal stand-
ards. In one State, 30 percent of the wa-
ter systems are contaminated by bac-
teria.

In addition to the bacteriological dan-
ger, there is the pesticidal one. It is now
known that the concentration of pesti-
cides builds up geometrically as they
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progress through the food chain—water
to seaweed to fish to birds to mammals
and man, Residues of DDT have been
discovered in Antarctic penguins, Alas-
kan polar bears, and in fish in the re-
mote expanses of the Pacific. One part
DDT in 1 billion parts water will kill blue
crabs in 8 days.

Water pollution also produces a great
excess of nutrients, primarily phosphates
and nitrates, which deplete the oxygen
supply available to waterplants and fish.
The excess nutrients also produce
growths of algae that clog waterways,
smell foul, and destroy the recreational
value of any affected body of water. It is
estimated that, because of the rapid
buildup of excess nufrients, Lake Erie
has aged, biologically, 15,000 years since
1920.

The process of aging, or “eutrophica-
tion” in scientific terms, was recently
described by Peter Schrag in the Satur-
day Review:

All lakes grow old as they collect runoff
and materials from the surrounding shores.
Over thousands of years they eventually ac-
cumulate enough silt from erosion and or-
ganic materials to turn them into marshes
and, finally, into dry land . . . man has ac-
celerated that process with his wastes and
sewage.

C. CURRENT GOVERNMENT ACTIVITIES

John T. Barnhill, Deputy Commis-
sioner of the Federal Water Pollution
Control Administration—FWPCA—at
the Department of the Interior, has out-
lined a five-way sharing of responsibil-
ities in this area, based on cooperative
Federal-State-local programs.

First. The State has the primary re-
sponsibility for water pollution control.
It sets quality standards and applies its
laws and regulations, including enforce-
ment. It also ascertains waste treatment
requirements and provides technical as-
sistance to local governments and in-
dustries. Certain of the States provide
financial assistance in the construction
of municipal treatment plants.

Second. Local governments construct,
operate, and maintain their municipal
treatment works, and enforece their regu-
lations and ordinances. They may also
provide technical assistance to industries.

Third. Industries are obligated to han-
dle their own pollution. They can in-
stitute in-plant waste reductions, and
must operate their own treatment works
when separate from municipal works.
They can also reduce pollution output
through changes in the manufacturing
process.

Fourth. Universities conduct research,
provide consultative services, and train
the manpower needed by the other sec-
tors in the national cooperative program.

Fifth. The Federal Government plays
a leadership role in control efforts, and
supplements State and local programs.
Among other activities, it develops com-
prehensive pollution control programs
and coordinates these with the States
and with the programs of other agencies.
It carries out Federal enforcement re-
sponsibilities. And, most importantly, it
makes grants to the States to strengthen
and improve the programs for which
they have primary responsibility, to mu-
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nicipalities to assist in construction costs
of treatment plants, and to universities
for research.

The Federal Water Pollution Control
Act of 1956 established the basic Federal
responsibilities in this area. The act was
strengthened in the amendments of 1961,
1965—the Water Quality Act—and
1966—the Clean Water Restoration Act.
Under the Water Quality Act, quality
standards are to be set by each State, and
if they do not, then by the Federal Gov-
ernment, for all of the U.S. interstate
waters. The Clean Water Restoration
Act provides the means with which fo
meet the standards, with emphasis on
increased Federal participation in the
construction costs of treatment works.
The 1965 act provides the tools, the 1966
act the muscle, to accomplish the pollu-
tion control task.

On the three main Federal programs—
setting of standards, grant programs,
and research and development efforts—
the grant program is the most important.
Under the allocation formula of the
Clean Water Restoration Act, the local
share of project costs is 70 percent and
the Federal share 30 percent, when the
States do not contribute. But if the
States provide 25 percent of the cost, the
Federal share can be as much as 55 per-
cent and the local share as low as 20
percent. Currently, only 14 States, in-
cluding Indiana, have established match-
ing fund programs which fully qualify
for Federal assistance. Under the In-
diana program, local project costs are
divided in this manner: Federal Gov-
ernment, 30 percent; State government,
25 percent; and local government, 45
percent.

Since 1957, various Federal grant pro-
grams have provided more than 9,500
grants to assist in the construction of
treatment works. The total cost has been
about $6 billion, including Federal
outlays of $1.36 billion. So each Federal
dollar spent has spurred 3.5 local and
State dollars to be spent. These efforts
have resulted in the upgrading of waste
treatment facilities for 75 million per-
sons, and in improved waters in about
74,000 miles of waterways.

Despite these efforts, however, an ex-
tensive water pollution problem still
exists, in part due to lack of Federal
funds, but also due to the recalcitrance
of some of the States, which have refused
to establish stringent enough quality
standards. Evidence of waning Federal
patience on this matter is revealed by
a recent action of Secretary of the In-
terior Hickel. For the first time, he has
acted, under the authority of the Water
Quality Act, to supersede the States and
has required Iowa to provide secondary
treatment for sewage dumped into the
Mississippi and Missouri Rivers by De-
cember 31, 1973. Until this action, some
States had not complied with Interior
Department insistence that secondary
treatment be required.

Recently the General Accounting Of-
fice reported that the Federal Govern-
ment’s water pollution control program
had not accomplished what could have
been achieved with the funds thus far
used, and recommended substantial pol-
icy and procedural revisions.

40473

D. SOLUTIONS

The General Accounting Office’s re-
port said:

These projects have contributed to abat-
ing water pollution because the problem
would have been worse if the projects had
not been constructed.

The benefits have not been as great as
they could have been because many waste
treatment facilities have been constructed on
waterways where industrial or municipal
polluters continued to discharge untreated
or inadequately treated wastes into these
waterways.

The program has been administered for
the most part using a shotgun approach—
awarding construction grants on a first-
come-first served or readiness-to-proceed
basis. Little consideration has been given
to the immediate benefits to be attained by
the construction of individual treatment
plants.

This approach can no longer be justified.
Grants should be awarded on a more sys-
tematic basis, giving consideration to bene-
fits to be attained from the construction
of individual treatment facilities.

More consideration could be given to plan-
ning and implementing water pollution con-
trol programs on a river basin basis.

The present level of Pederal funding will
not be sufficient to enable a significant in-
crease in the effectiveness of the program.

In view of the magnitude of the problem,
and on the basis of the present level of Fed-
eral funding, it will be many years before
the construction grant program is com-
pleted.

The Federal Water Pollution Control Act
provides that priorities for construction
grants be established on the basis of finan-
clal and water pollution control needs. GAO
belleves that priorities should be estab-
lished on the basls of benefits to be obtained
and that a coordinated effort is required on
the part of all polluters of a waterway to
attain the maximum benefits from the con-
struction grant program.

As with air pollution, the single most
urgent need is higher funding levels for
Federal programs. At least $30 to $50
billion needs to be spent in the next 5
yvears for new municipal treatment
works, separation of combined storm,
and sanitary sewers, industrial water
treatment faecilities, and for research
and development. The response to the
obvious need has been entirely inade-
quate. Presidents Johnson and Nixon
have only requested a paltry $214 mil-
lion for fiscal year 1970. Fortunately,
the Congress appropriated $800 million.

The Clean Water Restoration Act au-
thorized $3.6 billion in grants for fiscal
yvears 1967-71 for waste treatment plant
construction. Despite a $586 million in-
crease in the fiscal year 1970 appropria-
tion for this program—from $214 million
to $800 million—however, there is still a
$900 million funding gap between au-
thorizations and appropriations.

Even with the funding increase for fis-
cal year 1970, the backlog of cities await-
ing funds is growing constantly. Indiana
currently has a backlog of some $28 mil-
lion in requests for Federal assistance;
the figure for the counties of the Ninth
Congressional District is $2 million. Al-
though Federal funds have increased,
Indiana only appropriated State funds
on the basis of the original Federal fig-
ure of $214 million, so there will be a
shortfall unless an emergency appro-
priation is passed.




40474

The increase in funding levels will
have a twofold impact. First, it will mean
the initiation of a number of heretofore
postponed projects, and the concomitant
elimination of the excuse used locally for
not adhering to the cease and desist pol-
lution orders issued by the State health
department. It will also mean that lo-
calities will be in an improved position to
meet the timetables for making neces-
sary improvements in existing facilities,
which in several instances are not oper-
ating at maximum efficiency.

If the increased funds are not allocated
properly and more systematically, how-
ever, they will not be as beneficial as they
could be. A systems approach that con-
siders the benefits as well as the costs of
the projects, and which takes into ac-
count actions that industrial polluters
could take, would be a much more pro-
duective approach. As it is, Federal grants
on a first-come-first-served basis do not
consider regional needs or a national
plan, and can be easily negated by other
sources of pollution.

A total systems approach means a na-
tional commitment to stop, not merely
impede, water pollution. A professed
commitment to protect an environment
that ends with a squabble over sewer
taxes is no commitment at all.

If such a national commitment does
not develop in an adequate and rapid
fashion, it may have to be prodded a bit.
Such prodding could come from two
sources: effluent charges and a pay-as-
you-go financing plan for treatment
plants.

The rationale and system for imposing
effluent charges on industry is discussed
at further length in the recommenda-
tions that follow. The principle is simply
this: he who pollutes must pay the cost
of purification. This principle has been
used to a high degree of success in the
Ruhr Valley of Germany, where a ruhr-
verband—a cooperation society of 250
munieipalities and 2,200 industries along
the river—assesses fines on the polluters.
The larger the amount of pollution, the
higher the fine. These assessments, care-
fully calculated, have enabled the Ver-
band to build 102 purification plants
since 1948, and have encouraged mem-
bers to follow Voltaire's advice and clean
up their own backyard.

It may be that the effluent charges will
be passed on to consumers in the form
of higher prices. As a recent New York
Times editorial pointed cut, however:

Americans may have to resign themselves
to paying a little more for the fruits of in-
dustry if they are to enjoy them in an
environment still tolerable enough to let
them enjoy anything at all,

The pay-as-you-go plan is designed to
make long-range programs less depend-
ent on undependable annual congres-
slonal appropriations. As described by
Secretary Hickel, it is a $15 billion, 20-
year plan for Federal-State-local co-
operation to attack water pollution.
Under it, the Federal Government would
guarantee the principal costs and the
local governments would guarantee the
interest costs on the bonds necessary to
finance municipal treatment plants. The
pay-as-you-go feature amortizes the
huge cost—estimated at $10 billion on
sanitary sewers and $5 billion on storm
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sewers, an equally bad source of pol-
lutants—making it possible to launch
the program without large initial ex-
penditures. The Federal Government
would provide guidance and the capital
investment, while the local communities
provided the work.

A plan like this one is necessary be-
cause, in the absence of self-regulation, it
may be necessary to impose regulations
from above, while at the same time pro-
viding a program with which the regula-
tions can be met.

Another solution depends upon a grass-
roots environment protection effort and
calls for increased activity of citizen
pressure groups, groups that can in-
fluence the pollution-control decisions of
elected offiicials through concerted ac-
tion. The recently created Long Island
Environmental Council is an example of
this type of effort of building a con-
stituency for conservation.

It is not sufficient, of course, just to
clean up our waters after they have been
polluted. Effort must be made to find and
eliminate the source of pollution. One
congressional committee is now holding
hearings to determine why the soap and
detergent industry continues to use phos-
phate as a leading ingredient of house-
hold detergents.

E. PROGNOSIS

Whether or not we can control pol-
lution is still in doubt. The metaphor
still is valid: Man stands at the cross-
roads. He must choose now to move de-
cisively in the direction of control of his
environment.

By the year 2020, the Ohio River Val-
ley will be withdrawing 70 percent of
the estimated water supply for use; in
other areas the figure is higher. This
suggests the magnitude of pollution con-
trol problems. The House Appropriations
Committee stated recently that projected
capital outlays required for waste treat-
ment, sanitary sewers, and water cooling
needs are estimated at $20 billion for the
5-year period 1969-73.

Signs of hope are coming from several
sources:

Indications of a long overdue “get-
tough' policy on the part of the Fed-
eral Government are finally appearing.
The Interior Department announced in
October 1969, that Federal construction
grants for sewage plants will henceforth
be available only to municipalities that
agree to provide secondary treatment for
sewage. Also, the House and Senate have
passed the Water Quality Improvement
Act of 1969, which places an absolute
monetary liability on oil firms for pollu-
tion damage from offshore drilling rigs
operating beyond the 3-mile limit, end
which otherwise regulates liquid and
solid discharges from marine facilities,
whether floating or land based.

The President’s Panel on Oil Spills has
also recommended the adoption of an es-
crow concept, whereby our offshore
mineral resources are held in reserve un-
til that future time when the skills and
techniques of oil production have become
safe.

Finally, conservationists and citizens
in general are rejecting the use of water-
ways to any detectable degree as chan-
nels for carrying away fluid wastes,

which there is ample technology for
handling in other ways.
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The most hopeful sign of all is the
mounting public concern with pollution,
and the demand for action. A Gallup
poll early in 1969 revealed that 86 per-
cent of the population is either “deeply”
or “somewhat” concerned about pollu-
tion. The hope is that this public con-
cern will soon translate into fiscal and
organizational efforts to meet the prob-
lems.

III. SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL
A. SOURCES

Our land is about to be engulfed by
solid wastes. The monuments of our civ-
ilization may become heaps of automo-
bile hulks, glass bottles, tin and alumi-
num cans, used packaging, discarded
rubber tires, and other debris.

Since 1950, the Nation’s population
has risen 30 percent, but the solid waste
load has increased 60 percent, and should
increase another 50 percent in the next
decade. Currently, some 200 million tons
of solid wastes are accumulated annual-
ly. On a per capita basis, the average
daily generation of wastes is 5.3 pounds;
iltggzju rise to an estimated 8 pounds by

0.

The increase in wastes comes from,
first, more people; second, greater con-
sumption of commodities; and third, af-
fluence—which has caused the regular
discard of items that were once saved
The level of discard is awesome—Ameri-
cans, in a year's time, throw away 48
billion cans, 26 billion bottles, 30 mil-
lion tons of paper, 4 million tons of
plastics, and 100 million rubber tires
weighing a million tons in the aggre-
gate. Also, by 1980, we will be discarding
an estimated 10 million motor vehicles
ayear.

These wastes are not always placed in
the proper receptacles or junkyards,
either. Evidence of our slovenly attitude
with regard to waste disposal comes from
a spot check of a 1-mile stretch of Kansas
highway, where, among other things, 770
paper cups, 730 empty cigarette packs,
590 beer cans, and 130 soft drink bottles
were found on the shoulder. This is
hardly convincing evidence of a desire
to clean up the environment.

Waste disposal problems have sources
that are also organizational and adminis-
trative in nature, in addition to the basic
human, attitudinal problem. Historically,
solid waste management has been char-
acterized by minimum attention, mini-
mum funding, and minium application
of technslogy. Since the bulk of solid
wastes are deposited on one spot of un-
movable lccal land, the disposal prob-
lem is a local one; with air and water
pollution, the flowing air currents and
rivers make the problem more regional
and national oriented. But there is con-
siderable reluctance on the part of the
local autherities to attack the problems
of waste disposal aggressively, making
use of the available technology, manage-
ment techniques, and disposal systems.
With responsibility for solid waste man-
agement fragmented and diffuse, small
local political jurisdictions with insuffi-
cient resources, techniques, and motiva-
ticn cften cannot handle the job.

B. EFFECTS

‘Waste disposal problems may soon ap-
proach the existing crises in air and
water pollution. Refuse storage, collec-
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tion, transportation, and processing cur-
rently directly and indirectly affect some
80 percent of the population, and employ
337,000 people in handling urban wastes
alone.

The specter of inadequate waste dis-
posal has arisen because of three main
factors:

First, there is a diminishing amount of
disposal space. A year’s rubbish from
10,000 persons covers an acre of ground
7 feet deep. The Panel on Social Indica-
tors, established by former HEW Secre-
tary John Gardner, has noted that:

We start with the fact that the total weight
of materials taken into the economy must
ultimately equal the total weight of the
wastes discharged, plus any materials recy-
cled . . . Since Malthus' time, the possibility
of resource scarcity has held the attention
of economists and laymen alike. Avalilable
evidence today suggests, however, that re-
source scarcity has not posed a threat to
American economic growth over the last 60
years, nor 1s it likely to over the next 50
years.

The same cannot be said of the new type
of scarcity: man's limited capacity to ab-
sorb wastes. The present levels of pollution
are serious enough. But unless we develop
new technologies of recycling, they could be-
come much worse.

The spatial problem is most acute in
urban areas, which are the origins of
most refuse—hecause that is where most
of the population lives. Close-in urban
land is too expensive for municipal pur-
chase and use as a dump, and other sites
are too far away because of prohibitive
transportation charges.

Second, costs of refuse collection and
disposal are rapidly rising. The present
annual national costs are in excess of
$4.5 billion, and this figure does not in-
clude storage and handling costs to
householders, losses in property values
due to refuse, the value of reusable mate-
rials, and individual health costs due to
pollution-caused diseases. New York City
alone spends $150 million annually. The
average community outlay for collection
and disposal, according to a 1968 survey
by the Public Health Service, is almost
$7 per person a year.

Third, facilities are becoming inade-
quate. That traditional community eye-
sore—the town dump—operates in most
communities haphazardly and ineffi-
ciently. Most community leaders have
more or less ignored it. Today, the press
of the problems of solid waste disposal
have caused them to give it priority con-
sideration.

Seventy-five percent of the Nation’'s
trash still goes to open dumps, but the
Public Health Service estimates that 94
percent of the dumps and 75 percent of
the incinerators now used are inadequate
with respect to sanitation and pollution.
Only 5 percent of refuse is disposed of
by the sanitary landfill method, in which
each day’s deposit is covered with about
6 inches of dirt, making it rodent-proof
and odorless.

The scope of the problem is immense.
According to one former Federal official
half the communities with more than
2,500 people are not doing even a “mini-
mally acceptable” job of collection and
disposal.

Even Thor Heyerdahl on his recent
oceanic voyage in a reed boat noted
large amounts of floating wastes, in-
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cluding plastic bottles and containers,
hundreds of miles from land. Apparently,
there is no place to hide from man’s
mounting piles of trash.

C. CURRENT GOVERNMENT ACTIVITIES

The Federal Government has only re-
cently begun to cope with the problems
of solid waste disposal. For many years it
was considered exclusively within the
domain of local government.

The Solid Waste Disposal Act, passed
in October of 1965, was the first substan-
tial Federal effort in this field. It cre-
ated the forerunner of the present Bu-
reau of Solid Waste Management at
HEW, and made that agency responsible
for the implementation of the act. The
Bureau is a part of the Environmental
Control Administration and is charged
with the achievement of environmental
goals through the management of solid
waste to minimize pollution and im-
proved reuse and recycle techniques for
discarded materials.

Under the 1965 act, the Federal Gov-
ernment is given primary responsibility
for a program of research and for tech-
nical assistance and matching grants to
States and localities to help in the de-
velopment of disposal processes. Federal
funds were not available simply to help
communities finance disposal of waste.
The thrust of the legislation was to help
finance new and promising techniques
of waste disposal with the hope of devel-
oping widely usable procedures.

Most of the States have availed them-
selves of these grants, their average size
being about $50,000, but total appro-
priations for the solid waste program
have remained far below authorization
levels. During fiscal years 1966-70, total
authorizations for this program were
$44.6 million, but total appropriations
were only $12.7 million, a funding gap of
70 percent, or $31.9 million. This is hardly
a wholehearted effort to solve the prob-
lem. A restructuring of the Federal Gov-
ernment’s efforts is imminent.

The President’s Environmental Quality
Council has recently set up a committee
under the chairmanship of HUD Secre-
tary George Romney to examine the ap-
propriate role of the Government in solid
waste management.

Senator MuskIE introduced in April
1969, the Resource Recovery Act which
would extend the Solid Waste Disposal
Act for 4 years. It authorizes $733 mil-
lion for 5 years to carry out HEW activi-
ties under the act and provides for
studies on economical means of recover-
ing useful materials from solid wastes,
for demonstration projects to test recov-
ery techniques, for construction grants
for the building of disposal facilities, and
for the establishment of Federal stand-
ards for solid waste disposal and col-
lection systems. At the end of the first
session of the 91st Congress, only Senate
hearings had been held on the bill.

D. SOLUTIONS

Richard Vaughan, Director of the Bu-
reau of Solid Waste Management, says
that we need to spend $2 million a day, or
$835 million a year, for 5 years just to
‘“‘upgrade existing collection and disposal
practices to a satisfactory level.” This
funding amount is far above current ex-
penditures. Some increase is obviously
needed if the Bureau is to help the States
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and localities with their critical disposal
problems. A sweeping revision of the Na-
tion's attitude toward waste disposal is
also needed. For too long now, we have
simply tried to make the problem go away
by ignoring it. But the discards from our
affiuent society no longer permit us to do
that.

Publie concern for this problem is now
manifesting itself. State budgets are
starting to show specific items for waste
disposal programs and communities
across the Nation are beginning to tackle
the difficult problem of disposal. Public
and private concern must continue to
press for acceptable solutions, and de-
mand that debris and trash be removed
and reduced to the maximum extent
feasible in every community.

From the standpoint of techniques,
there have been numerous stopgap sug-
gestions to handle the disposal problem;
for example, trash compaction into
blocks, pneumatic tube disposal systems,
railroading rubbish to distant abandoned
mine pits, and more easily destructible
packaging.

These approaches will help, but not
solve, the problems. In the long run,
only a radical change in people's pat-
terns of consumption and disposal will
work. The traditional solution with trash
is to “burn it or bury it.” In time this
approach must be discarded and a new
closed system adopted of “use and sal-
vage, reprocess and reuse.” Refuse should
be reclaimed and broken down into its
constituent parts for reuse. Reprocessing
automobile bodies is a case in point. The
U.S. Bureau of Mines, which is involved
in research in resource recovery, esti-
mates that if all solid waste were proper-
ly incinerated, it would yield salvageable
metals worth more than $1 billion each
year. A ton of recycled wastepaper alone
can provide an amount of wood pulp
equivalent to 17 pulped trees. Tax and
other incentives could be instituted to
spur industries and municipalities to de-
velop new and more efficient methods of
solid waste disposal and reuse. Clearly,
it is time for more extensive investiga-
tion of this closed system approach, be-
cause we will soon reach a point when
the cost of gefting rid of used material
is so high, in economic and environmen-
tal terms, that the cost of renovating it
would represent a saving.

Changes in funding levels, attitudes,
and disposal techniques will do little
good, however, if their benefits cannot be
applied at the critical local and State
levels. To assist in their application, the
ad hoc Committee on Solid Waste Man-
agement of the National Academy of
Sciences- National Academy of Engineer-
ing has recommended in a recent repert
that three crucial steps be taken on the
Federal level:

1. That there be established a solid waste
management information center to accumu-
late, evaluate, and disseminate all applicable
information . . . with the general objective
of increasing the rate of application of pres-
ent and future technology and implementing
improved waste management at all levels,

2. That research, development, and large-
or-full-scale demonstrations of solid waste
systems and components be carried out with
demonstrations in metropolitan areas where
solid waste problems derive from several sec-
tors of the community—these activities to
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include the technological, operational, and
economic factors for the newest and best
approaches to storage, separation, collection,
transportation, salvage, processing, prepara-
tion of recycle, and deposit.

3. That there be substantial effort to im-
prove system business management, plan-
ning, and manpower training including co-
ordination with other federal, state, regional,
and local government groups and with pri-
vate operators.

Efforts such as these should help local
operating agencies to better apply exist-
ing technology, technology that is not
now applied because of inadequate ac-
ceptance of the problem and insufficient
information on available disposal tech-
niques.

E. PROGNOSIS

Experts foresee the day when the ac-
cumulation of rubbish and gases from its
incineration will be as troublesome over
the face of the earth as are the wastes
in a spacecraft. We can hope that we still
have time to act. According to environ-
mental expert Frank Stead, it will take
16 years to bring about basic changes in
solid waste management, 2 years to con-
vince the public that new concepts will
be successful, 4 years to put through the
necessary legislation and 10 more years
to put the changes into effect.

The ad hoc committee at the National
Academy of Sciences foresees no dra-
matic breakthrough in this area, but
rather step-by-step efforts to reduce or
solve one problem at a time. In the ag-
gregate, the committee says, a number
of small improvements systematically
applied can bring substantial progress.

IV. WHAT MUST BE DONE
A. THE INDIVIDUAL

We must begin with ourselves. Indi-
vidual attitudes toward the quality of
our environment are the basis for a new
national attitude toward our environ-
ment.

There are several requirements to the
new approach to the environment. In the
words of President Johnson:

Our conservation must not be just the
classic conservation of protection and devel-
opment but a creative conservation of resto-
ration and innovation.

Its concern is not with nature alone but
with the total relation between man and the
world around him, It’s object is not just
man’s welfare but the dignity of man’'s
spirit.

Such an approach requires us to be-
come discriminating critics, asking hard
questions about local public works proj-
ects, including road and dam building,
real estate development, and even fish-
ing, hunting, and camping sites. The
questions are:

What is desirable? Does it bring seren-
ity, beauty, quiet, or does it bring noise,
clutter, pollution, congestion?

It requires us to weigh alternatives. Be-
fore a swamp is filled, a stream dammed,
a road built, an airport sited, or a power-
plant constructed, all the options must
be weighed. In this view, technology is
our tool for better and worse; it can be
our blessing and our brain; it can be a
social benefactor and a social calamity.

This total approach requires us to look
not only at isolated local fragments, like
the Santa Barbara oil spill or effluence
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from Gary, Ind., steel mills, but to attack
our problems in their ecological entirety,
seeking a balance between technology
and a clean environment.

The new, total approach to the en-
vironment is marked by a realization
that pollution control is necessary not for
man’s enjoyment alone, but also for his
survival. It recognizes that in our inde-
pendent system, the plants help to renew
the air, the air helps purify the water,
and the water irrigates the plants, Dam-
age to one facet of the system throws
everything off balance.

The purpose of the total approach is to
enhance the quality of life for all those
living today and for generations to come,
and to make environmental concern a
preoccupation rather than a mere pass-
ing fancy. We must avoid a continuation
of the situation described by former Sec-
retary of the Interior Stewart Udall, who
said:

We have developed a whole new generation
of sedentary, city-bound citizens, whetted by
speets.t.orshlp in the air-conditioned advan-
tages of glassed-in living into acquiescing to
the diminution of the spaclousness, the
freshness, the green splendor of the American
earth.

There is much that individuals, with
the right attitude toward their environ-
ment, can do to promote its quality.

Recently, a group of my colleagues in
the House called for the 1970's as “the
environmental decade.” They urged all
Americans to make a New Year's resolu-
tion for the next decade, as follows:

I pledge that I shall work to identify and
overcome all that degrades our earth, our
skies, our water and the living things therein,
80 that the end of the Environmental Decade
of the 1970's may see our environment im-
measurably better than at the beginning.

The adoption of such an attitude to-
ward our environment is essential to our
survival. A genuine grassroots campaign
is needed to develop a fundamental,
broadly based movement, involving all
the people and encouraging them to act
together to improve the quality of the
world in which they live.

Each person should keep in mind the
rights and duties of all citizens as pro-
posed by President Johnson:

The right to clean water—and the duty
not to pollute it.

The right to clean air—and the duty not
to defoul it.

The right to surroundings reasonably free
of manmade ugliness—and the duty not to
blight them.

The right of easy access to places of beauty
and tranquility where every family can find
recreation and refreshment and the duty to
preserve such places clean and unspolled.

The right to enjoy plants and animals in
their natural habitats—and the duty not to
ellminate them from the face of the earth.

There is much work that individuals
can do, including work for community-
wide planning; good zoning ordinances
strongly enforced; effective conservation
agencies; modern methods of solid waste
disposal; adequate open space for play-
grounds and recreational areas; down-
town malls and areas; protection of
water courses and wildlife; a trail system
for walking, hiking, and jogging; con-
servation education in our local schools;
underground utility lines; and proper
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maintenance of public places and a per-
sonal code of conservation ethics for
everyone.

In addition he can join groups that
work for a better environment, urge or-
ganizations to undertake a conservation
project, encourage youth groups toward
conservation goals, beautify our own
homes and neighborhoods, urge the news
media to work on behalf of conservation,
urge service clubs and schools to support
good conservation projects, organize
conferences on beautification and con-
servation in local communities, clean up
our communities, support the city coun-
cil and the county commissioners in
their efforts to achieve better utilization
of natural resources, speak to our elected
representatives and let them know of
support for sound conservation prac-
tices, and even support bond issues and
tax increase where necessary to improve
the communities environment.

Such work may not make the head-
lines but it will make a better environ-
ment.

One goal of the new approach to the
environment is to make conservation
prevalent in the legislative halls of city,
county, State, and Federal Governments;
in the mass communication media; at
public meetings; in the service clubs; in
the women’s organizations; and in the
Nation’s schoolrooms.

Young people especially, should be en-
couraged to develop a sense of national
stewardship, a feeling that man is part
of, not a part from, nature.

B. THE PRIVATE SECTOR

The private sector of the Nation must
become aggressively involved in pollution
control. There are many encouraging ex-
amples that suggest a dramatic change is
taking place in the business community’s
attitude toward pollution.

Examples of voluntary private sector
action to control it own pollution come
from Bethlehem Steel and Ford Motor
Co. These are only two of many firms
that are now trying to catch up with
public expectations with respect to pol-
lution.

At Bethlehem Steel, 6.5 percent of the
company’s entire capital investment for
the past 5 years has gone to water and
air pollution abatement. In the next 5
years, the figure will rise to 11 percent.
Their Burns Harbor, Ind., plant includes
a $43 million water treatment facility
that is holding the plant’s pollution of
Lake Michigan well within State regu-
lated margins.

Ford Motor Co. is now spending $500
million annually on air pollution control
and automotive safety. Since 1957, hy-
drocarbon emissions from their cars have
been reduced by more than 80 percent,
and carbon monoxide emissions have
been cut by two-thirds. Henry Ford II
has realistically noted:

Before too may years have gone by, the
only market left for motor vehicles will be

the market for vehicles that are virtually
emission free.

These are not easy decisions for Ameri-
can business, and some of the expendi-
tures might raise an eyebrow or two
among stockholders. But without the ac-
tive involvement of business, the chances
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of success against pollution are not en-
couraging. The private sector simply
must become concerned about the quality
of the environment and act o meet the
challenges if pollution control is to be
achieved.

I agree with former HEW Secretary
John Gardner, who said recently:

Industry should commit itself to end pol-
lution. Again, some farsighted business
leaders have already done so, but the record
of industry as a whole has been deplorable.
It has lied to the public and to itself about
the seriousness of the problem. We are just
beginning to grasp the immense complexity—
and danger—of environmental pollution. It
is not wholly an industrial problem, but in-
dustry has a cruclal role in it and could con-
tribute enormously to its solution—if only
by foreswearing its practice of emasculating
pollution control legislation as it moves
through Congress. Public anger over pollu-
tlon is rising, and the time for effective
action has come.

C. GOVERNMENT

Without doubt, Government will have
to bear the major burden in the efforts
to control pollution. All levels of gov-
ernment must place it high on their
agendas for action. Several specific steps
should be taken, including:

First. National commission and joint
congressional committee: To help insure
the prominence pollution contro]l de-
serves, a National Commission for En-
vironmental Quality should be estab-
lished. Creation of these bodies will pro-
duce expertise and research material,
provide a national platform for environ-
mental experts to educate the American
public and the Congress, help generate
changes in national attitudes, and pro-
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duce action on systematic oversight of
our environment.

I have recently introduced a bill which
authorizes their creation.

The Commission would be composed
of non-Federal, independent environ-
mental experts and would submit an an-
nual report to the President and to the
Congress concerning the status and con-
dition of the Nation’s environment, and
its judgment concerning present and
foreseeable trends affecting that environ-
ment.

The joint committee would be respon-
sible for, first, conducting a comprehen-
sive study and investigation of appro-
priate matters contained in any environ-
mental quality report transmitted to the
Congress, and second, making an annual
report on environmental quality to the
Congress and to the appropriate com-
mittees of Congress.

Second. Education: We must multiply
our efforts to promote environmental
education.

Elvis J. Stahr, Jr., former president of
Indiana University and now head of the
National Audubon Society, has noted
that our schools and colleges “have
done a demonstrably miserable job of
educating about the fundamentals of
man’s relation to nature and the bal-
ance of nature. Somehow, more environ-
mental awareness must be fed into cur-
riculums all along the line.”

To help insure the development of this
awareness, I have cosponsored the En-
vironmental Quality Education Act. It
provides for environmental curriculum
development by colleges and universi-
ties, teacher training, pilot projects, and

FUNDING OF FEDERAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL PROGRAMS

[By fiscal years, in millions of dollars]
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support for environmental courses in
schools and local communities.

The Executive Office of Science and
Technology has recently published a re-
port entitled, ““The Universities and En-
vironmental Quality,” which recognizes
the need for improved educational facil-
ities in this area. The report recommends
that the Federal Government support
the formation of schools of the human
environment at colleges and universi-
ties, just as it now supports schools of
agriculture and public health. These
schools would have a commitment to
solve the environmental problems that
now exist, and would enable concerned
students to educate themselves in this
vital area.

Third. Level of funding: The most
important step needed to save our en-
vironment is the enactment of higher
funding levels for pollution control. The
basic legislation to combat pollution has
already largely been passed; it is now
necessary to provide adequate financial
resources to insure that the performance
matches the promise. More generous
funding would allow us to expand our
parks, playgrounds, wild rivers, scenie
trails, seashores, fish, and wildlife areas.

The economic cost of environmental
protection is so high that a commitment
of the citizenry similar to that required
by war is necessary if this problem is to
be successfully resolved. Environmental
protection is an expense that only
wealthy nations can afford, but it has
become an expense we avoid at our peril.

That we are avoiding this expense is
apparent from this table, compiled by
the Citizens Advisory Committee on En-
vironmental Quality in August of 1969:

Program

1979 Program

SolidWaste Disposal Act:
Department of the
Interior:
Authorization. ...
Appropristion... ... .cccceicacennas

Landlang water conservation

un
Authorization?...______.
Appropriation............

TR0 IR

T e e R S e

Department of Health,
Education, and
Welfare:

Authorization
Appropriation

Hiﬁhwar _Be:uu fication Act:
Appropriation..

160.0

26.1
BL.5 0

B et T

89.2 78.5 - B RN

T plant grants:
Authorization

Air pollution eontrol
Authorization.. .
Appropriation..

Appropriation

700

150 150
141 #173

203

T e 247 486

Authorization._ .

App

priation_

Water and sewer grants

200 200 420

100

100 35 255

1 Estim,

ated.
2n fiscal years 1966-68 program level was d d by

ipts to the fund plus

actual
receipts in oxcese of appropriations for prior years. nmendmenh to the act in fiscal year 1969
to the fund of $200,000,000 for 5 years.

guU d an annual i
2 House wmmlﬂee allowance July 10, 1969.

The Congress has appropriated $800
million, rather than the absurdly low
$214 million recommended by the Presi-
dent, for treatment plant grants for fis-
cal year 1970, but that is the only sub-
stantial change in these figures. The
table reveals a total appropriation gap
for pollution-control programs in fiscal
year 1969 of $534.2 million.

Arnold Reitze, Jr., greenpower activist,
noted accurately that when public con-

3 Not available.

then in law.

cern “grows to the point where it mani-
fests itself in a willingness to approve
expenditures commensurate with the
task before us, then, and only then, will
there be a chance for reversing the de-
terioration of our environment.”
Funding of State and local pollution
control efforts must also be increased.
They are as bad, if not worse, than the
Federal Government in this regard. State
budgets are minuscule. In Ohio, the

+ Amendments to the 1965 act changed I’undmggerom straight suthorization to contract authoriza-
tion, No new funds appropriated in fiscal year 1

L Appmprl&ilun higher than authorization shown because of open-end authorizing provision

Water Pollution Control Board operates
with a budget of $500,000 and air pollu-
tion control operates with $150,000. In
Indiana, the State water pollution con-
trol agency has $481,000 in State funds
and the air pollution control agency
operates on $88,000 in State funds for
fiscal year 1970.

Expenditures of this magnitude pre-
determine the result. State grants to
local governments for pollution control
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are not available, and this, in turn, denies
local governments Federal matching
funds.

Fourth, new legislation: Although the
major pollution control legislation is on
the books, the search for more effective
laws must continue. One new proposal
should be given the most careful con-
sideration.

It would impose a Federal eflfluent
charge on industrial firms that discharge
waste into water, levied on a per pound
basis. The charges would vary according
to the toxicity and quantity of the pol-
lutants, thus providing an incentive for
industry to reduce the amount of its ef-
fluent discharges. This tax incentive
would be an environmental apprecia-
tion allowance and would make industry
pay for its own mess, rather than make
those pay who suffer from costs of pollu-
tion clean-ups. To encourage considera-
tion of this approach, I have introduced
legislation in the House establishing an
effiuent tax system, and requested com-
mittee hearings.

This approach to pollution control is
supported by the findings of a recent
General Accounting Office report, which
indicated that industry, not municipali-
ties, is the primary villain in water pol-
lution. The report, in one instance, de-
scribed a stretch of the Mississippi River
where $7.7 million spent on municipal
disposal sewage plants since 1957 had
reduced pollution in the river by 3 per-
cent—while industrial waste discharges
had increased 350 percent in the same
period.

Obviously, such a proposal prompts
differing views. Dr. Lee Du Bridge, the
President’s science adviser, has sug-
gested that—

The taxpayer and consumer, not industry,
must pay for environmental improvements

. . . companies couldn't pay dividends if
profits were low.

Congressional hearings would afford
an opportunity to expose these differing
viewpoints for public discussion and
examination.

New tax legislation should also be con-
sidered to put the cost of developing new
methods of solid waste disposal on the
manufacturer and user of bottles, cans,
automobile hulks, and the like, so as to
encourage the development of disposable
containers.

Fifth, State and local action: Execu-
tive action by the Federal Government
simply will not solve the problems of
pollution. The burdens of control are too
many, too costly, too complex to be han-
dled exclusively by any one level of gov-
ernment.

Cooperation is the key—among Federal
and State Governments, and among
States and localities. It is essential if
pollution is to be controlled.

Regional interstate cooperation must
be expanded. Rivers and streams do not
always follow State boundaries.

The primary State responsibility in
combating pollution under present laws
is for enforcement of Federal standards
created by congressional action like the
Air and Water Quality Acts. Since State
governments, fearing loss of industry,
may be loath to rigidly enforce standards
and levy effluence charges, however, the
necessity of increased regional coopera-
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tion, such as interstate river basin au-
thorities, is apparent. An example is the
Ohio River Valley Water Sanitation
Commission, which persuaded 3,000 in-
dustries and cities to spend $1 billion
diverting 99 percent of their effluence to
sewage plants. Other examples are the
57 Air Quality Control Regions estab-
lished under the Air Quality Act of 1967.

Such partnership efforts are urgently
needed. The problems here are complex,
but they must be met. Among them are:
the appropriate responsibility of each
partner in regional programs, the de-
velopment of quality standards and
how they are applied equitably, the
proper role of the Federal Government,
the use of Federal taxing power for in-
centives, and the best ways to get ad-
joining States to join together in com-
mon cause.

Each State, alone, must also do a bet-
ter job in planning, organizing and ad-
ministering pollution control programs.
There has been insufficient overall en-
vironmental planning in State and local
agencies. Multivear comprehensive en-
vironmental health plans should be re-
quired from State and local govern-
ments receiving funds to combat pollu-
tion.

Within many State bureaucracies
there is a profusion of conflicting State
agencies dealing with pollution control.
To be effective and efficient, responsibil-
ity must be centralized and cohensive,
rather than fragmented as it often is
now. Management specialists should be
brought in to restructure State pollu-
tion control offices.

States can take the initiative in the
formation of environmental trusts, like
the one Maryland has already formed.
The Maryland trust was formed by the
State legislature as a quasi-public
agency in 1967. The bylaws state that
the trust is dedicated to “conserving,
improving, stimulating and perpetuat-
ing the environment.” The trust has, in
turn, created 23 countywide committees
which survey the local area and recom-
mend county needs to the trust’s board.

At the local level, national resource
problems are frequently obscured and
fragmented, and given only secondary
consideration. This need not be the case,
however. Local elected officials will re-
spond to aggressive public opinion for
environmental quality, as evidenced by
581 municipalities in seven northeastern
States which have started “conservation
commissions” that are rapidly becoming
a most effective new arm of local gov-
ernment. Consisting of five to nine local
citizens they are charged with managing
natural resources in their area. They
try to accommodate competing needs,
such as developing industry and saving
wetlands, and have succeeded in striking
a balance between development and
preservation.

8ixth, research: We must move rapidly
forward in research.

Much research is needed; for example,
in the recycling or “looping the system”
aspect to the total environmental ap-
proach, discussed earlier. How do we get
continuous reuse and regeneration of the
water, fuel, and chemicals that we now
waste because we consider them gar-
bage? Man should instead strive to par-
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allel natural decay by recycling the
wastes.

Resalvaging already keeps 80 percent
of all mined copper in circulation. But
U.S. incinerators now destroy about 3
million metric tons of other valuable
metals a year; magnetic extraction could
save the metal and reduce incineration
by 10 percent. Another help would be
packaging materials that, following use,
rot rapidly when discarded. Intensive re-
search is needed in this area, too.

This research must also seek alterna-
tives. The internal combustion engine is
the single worst polluter. The electric car
and the turbine car must be looked at. A
pollution-free engine must be developed
and put to use. Industrial and power-
plants must be shown clean burning fuels
and production methods which do not
ravish the environment.

But, just as important as research, is
the application of the know-how we now
have. Improvements in pollution control
will come forth, but we cannot wait.

CONCLUSION

The threat to our environment is
apparent. We stand at the crossroads
with a clear choice. We can, if we will,
choose the direction of preserving and
improving the quality of our environ-
ment. It is not an easy choice, and it
promises no quick, easy solution. But, in
time, it does promise clean air, clean
water, and tall forests.

It is easier and less expensive to go in
the other direction. But its promise is
also apparent; dirty air, polluted water,
ravished land, and, in time, extinction.

If the greatest thing since creation—
the Apollo 11 moon landing—was worth
$25 billion, how much is the creation
worth?

THE FIRST SESSION OF THE 91ST

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order
of the House, the gentleman from West
Virginia (Mr. STAGGERS) is recognized for
25 minutes.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, “The
thing now is people power,” said an un-
identified observer. “You don’t cram
things down peoples’ throats any more.”

As evidence, Congress has been hearing
from the people this year. In truth, the
song they sing does not carry an or-
chestral harmony. But to those who lis-
ten, there is an underlying consonance
which cannot be mistaken. It is gradual-
ly drowning out the raucous calls for
the impossible. The keynote is, “Be-
ware.” This country is not abouf to
plunge into the chaos of revolution.

The whirling wheel of change which
has distracted our attention for some
years brings with it an unprecedented
technological progress rather than the
lure of a new social order. That progress
has furnished us with more reasons than
ever for sticking to the old paths of

work and integrity and human compas-
sion. It is about at the point of lifting
the whole race of men out of the muck
of want and suffering into the high
ground of a satisfied plenty. We would be
deplorably foolish if we should assume
that the unrest which has troubled us
is indeed a search for a new philosophy
of economics and of social order. For 200
years we have been building a great na-
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tion on a solid foundation. Today we
have no intention of wiping out all our
achievement in response to the siren
call of the incapable and the discon-
tented.

A business forecast—and it bears every
mark of responsible reasonableness—
sees a new decade, the seventies, in which
“economic growth will continue at a
brisk clip, carrying the United States to
levels of output and income never seen
before and not even imagined two dec-
ades ago. Rising population and rising
incomes will open new markets, and ad-
vancing technology will provide new
ways to serve these markets.”

Continuing, the forecast suggests that
conceivably the 1970's could contain “a
real start on the problems that have tor-
mented the United States for the last
generation.” Many of those problems
grow out of the difficulty of adjusting to
rapid change, producing some elements
in society who have not kept up with
Progress.

The forecast suggests:

For a real solution to its problems, the
United States must seek to improve the lot
of the losers without stripping the winners
of what they have honestly come hy. s
It is a problem in social engineering and
technological engineering greater than this
or any other country has ever dealt with. But
the United States has a long record of suc-
cessful problem solving.

This is not the ominous rumbling of
impending disintegration in the social
and political structure. On the contrary,
it is the voice of impatience with the un-
warranted distractions which puzzle as
well as perturb us. It is the voice of some
72 million Americans pursuing their ap-
pointed tasks day after day in confident
assurance that their labor is not in vain.

As a prop for this position, we may re-
mind ourselves that only two modern
nations on the face of the globe have
survived the changes of the centuries
with government structure unimpaired.
Two forces are highly disruptive of so-
cial stability: wild fluctuations in the
economic order; and bitter and savage
wars. England and the United States
have been subjected to the strain of both
these forces almost without interruption
through the centuries. England has been
described as a democracy within an em-
pire. It possesses a constitution suppos-
edly unwritten, yet rigid enough to with-
stand all pressures hitherto brought to
bear on it. The United States has a con-
stitution supposedly written, yet flexible
enough to make allowances for change.
It is a democracy within a republic.

Within the year, in addition to all the
other changes, the United States has
been subjected to important political
changes. Elsewhere, it might have meant
confusion and disruption on a continen-
tal scale. Here, but for the fervid cover-
age of the news media, a new President
or a new Governor might be inducted
into office with scarcely a ripple on the
even flow of events outside government
offices.

In fact, in the advanced democracies
represented by England and the United
States, government has become deper-
sonalized. It is an elemental force, con-
trolled by the invisible and unworded
agreement of a highly complex social
organization. It does not depend on in-
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dividual government officers, or even on
political parties. The only time a politi-
cian is his own man, speaking his own
piece, is while he is still a candidate. Once
in office, he is caught up in the irresis-
tible movement of social advance, a cap-
tive to forces outside his control. That
is why a party platform must be accept-
ed as a sort of canvas of public opinion,
rather than as a blueprint of proposed
performance.

Enough has been said to make plain
the conviction that the Government of
this country, though a representative
government in form, is indeed a true
democracy. The will of the people pre-
vails. Their agents in Washington would
do well to pay deference to their collec-
tive wisdom. And the fruit of the deliber-
ations of the first session of the 91st Con-
gress is proof of the earnest endeavor
of legislators to give heed to the signs
of the times.

This has been a thinking Congress.
Strong pressures from many angles have
not been sufficient to provoke hasty ac-
tion. From the first days of January to
the present hour there has been ap-
praisal and reappraisal of the various
problems needing solution. A decision,
once made, represents the best judgment
of the Members as to the popular will.

It would be a waste of space to go
through this list of measures and to try
to point out just what each would do. In
general, it may be said that as a whole
the new laws represent no radical break
with the past. We have recognized and
honored our commitments to the rest of
world, and at the same time have en-
deavored to relinquish some of our re-
sponsibilities where they can be taken
over by others.

On the domestic front, the emphasis
has been on the grave national problems
of the age. We have tried to find a rem-
edy for the social and moral sickness
of society, represented by crime and
violence. Other laws are intended to
strengthen the consumer-oriented leg-
islation initiated in previous Congresses.
These include laws dealing with hazard-
ous materials and articles in the home
as well as in industry, with usurious
interest rates, with pollutants in the air,
in water, and in the soil. Medical re-
search and development has been given
strong encouragement, and a further
help for our veteran dependents has
been a major concern.

Quite a number of our proposals have
received overwhelming support when
they finally reached the floor of the
House. We are satisfied that they had the
approval of the people in equally strong
measure. Other proposals won or lost by
slim majorities. These represent the
burning issues of the day. As a nation, we
have yet to make up our minds about
them.

It is a matter of real satisfaction to me
that I have had the privilege of working
in a congressional committee which is
truly people-oriented. The bills devel-
oped by that committee have been uni-
formly well received by the Congress.
And I want to thank the members of that
commitee, from both sides of the aisle,
who have worked so diligently and so
faithfully in the public interest through
long hours of testimony and discussion.

The work of the 91st is, of course, not
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finished with the close of the year. We
will resume in January, where we leave
off in December. During the days re-
maining this calendar year, it is my ar-
dent hope that we will be able to
strengthen social security benefits. My
aim is, and has been, a full 15-percent
increase. Another aim was a restoration
of the old and original $1,200 exemption
allowance on income tax returns. It
seems probable that part of this desir-
able reform in the income tax lJaw will be
made this year, the other parts will have
to be done later.

This Congress will adjourn within a
few days, and carry with it into the
Christmas season the satisfaction of a
job well done. In my opinion, we have
met our responsibility to the Nation, and
to our own particular constituents, in a
competent manner. This is not a per-
fect world, and we are not perfect indi-
viduals. But we have followed the light,
as we could see it.

The old clock of time ticks on, as
someone has said, and it does not help
to throw stones at it. We must hope for
a world that grows better and better,
and strive on with all our might to make
it so. And so I would say to myself and
to all my colleagues:

By thine own soul's law learn to live,
Sing thou thy song, and do thy deed,

Hope thou thy hope, and pray thy prayer.
Be not afrald to pray; to pray is right,

Pray, if thou canst, with hope, but ever pray,
Though hope be weak, or sick with long

delay,
Pray in the darkness if there be no light,

ON HANDLING STUDENT
DISORDERS

(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, this
session of the Congress has brought
forth a good deal of controversy with
respect to the procedures for handling
campus disorders. I fear that more often
than not we have managed to generate
a good deal of more heat than light. All
manner of solutions have been offered,
including imposition of penalties on
the students and instructors involved
through Federal legislation.

I have taken the position that if we
are to preserve our present concept of
higher education and academic freedom,
responsibility for controlling student
disorders must clearly rest with the aca-
demic officials directly in charge of these
institutions working with local civil au-
thorities when necessary. It seems clear
to me that the academic community
must “control its own house" if academic
freedom is to be maintained. And, of
course, it goes without saying that dis-
ruptive student demonstrations cannot
be tolerated. Peaceful and orderly dem-
onstrations are acceptable until they
reach the point of disrupting the princi-
pal function of the institution, that of
educating students.

Mr. Speaker, I think the University of
Iowa at Iowa City, Iowa, has done an
excellent job of utilizing this approach.
Earlier this fall officials there took great
pains to advise students not only of their
rights, but their responsibilities as well.
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It is quite clear from the information
provided to the students that disruptive
conduct will not be tolerated.

The university recently experienced its
first disruption since the rules were is-
sued. Several studenfs attempted to
forceably eject a representative of the
Department of Labor from the univer-
sity placement office. Several of those
involved were alleged to have been mem-
bers of the Students for a Democratic
Society—SDS. Several nonstudents were
involved as well.

The university through its vice presi-
dent, Philip G. Hubbard, has announced
prompt action against all involved, stu-
dent and nonstudent alike. This is com~
mendable, and Dr. Hubbard and the
other officials of the university deserve
our full support in their efforts.

For the benefit of my colleagues, I
would like to insert in the Recorp at this
point the information published by the
university on student rights and respon-
sibilities, together with Dr. Hubbard’s
statement on the current disorder:

[From the University of Iowa Student Guide,
1969-70]
PoLICIES RELATED TO STUDENT RIGHTS AND
RESPONSIBILITIES

Because the aims and interests of individ-
uals generally differ and sometimes conflict,
the structure of any community necessarily
reflects compromise. This is especlally true of
a public university, whose philosophy and
policles must satisfy the very diverse aims
and Interests of students, scholars, and eiti-
gzens at large.

Presumably you came to The University of
Iowa realizing that neither this nor any other
institution would exactly suit your aims and
interests, Presumably. You chose Iowa be-
cause, among the institutions you considered,
Iowa offers the “climate of learning"” you be-
lieve suits you best.

It is & major university, not primarily in
size—it is, after all, the second smallest of
the Big Ten schools, and far smaller than the
nation's largest—but in the breadth and
quality of its programs.

It is a liberal university, in its regard for
essential rights and freedoms, including free-
dom of speech and lawful assembly . . . free-
dom to teach, to learn, and to pursue truth
wherever its paths may lead . . . and the
rights to a uniform application of rules and
equal access to facilitles and services,

Many of the values and standards of be-
havior in an academic community—such as
personal character, dignity, and integrity—
are best transmitted by example, persuasion
and mutual respect. Such an unwritten code
is most appropriate to the philosophy of this
institution.

That some formal regulation does exist
here, however, is hardly out of tune with the
concept of compromise applylng to commu-
nity life everywhere. Just as the aims and in-
terests of individuals differ and conflict in all
communities, so all comunities must adopt
whatever regulations their members require
to insure “the greatest good for the greatest
number.” Acceptance of and adherence to
these fundamentals of freedom and order are
necessary for continued membership in the
community.

When members of this community consider
what matters may require regulation by writ-
ten code, these guidelines apply:

1. All the University’'s resources must be
fully employed in the intellectual and per-
sonal development of its students.

2. Institutional regulations should be
adopted only when necessary to the achleve-
ment of the University’'s academic goals, the
safety and freedom of individuals, or the
orderly operation of the Unlversity.

8. Btudents should be encouraged to partic-
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ipate, through orderly procedures, in the
establishment and revision of regulations
governing their conduct.

4. Regulations should be clearly stated, and
made conveniently available to every student.

5. Disciplinary action for violation of regu-
lations should be correctlve, rather than
punitive.

6. Disciplinary procedures should be con-
sistent with the principle of due process,
channels of appeal should be clearly defined,
and information relating to appeals should
be readily accessible to all students.

Institutional regulations cannot provide
specifically for every question of conduct
under every set of circumstances which
might arise; they are intended to define the
practices ordinarily necessary to maintain
working order in a complex system, and to
protect the essential freedoms of everyone
in the community.

The initiation and review of University pol-
icies and regulations rest with general Uni-
versity committees, which submit their rec-
ommendations to the University President.

Committees dealing with the extracurricu-
lar activities of students are composed of
faculty members and students. Representa~
tives of the appropriate administrative offices
serve as consultants or ex-officio committee
members,

All student members of committees are
appointed by the University President, from
nominations submitted by the Student Sen-
ate.

Student and faculty members are equally
empowered to introduce topics for the
agenda, to debate proposals, and to vote on
all actions, Student members contribute
most effectively to the work of the commit-
tees by maintaining regular lines of two-way
communication with the Student Senate and
with other groups and individuals interested
in their committees’ particular areas of con-
cern.

As members of the larger community of
which the University is a part, students are
entitled to all the rights and protections en-
Joyed by other members of that community.
By the same token, students are also subject
to all clvil laws, whose enforcement is the
responsibility of duly-constituted civil au-
thorities,

It should be emphasized that when a stu-
dent's violation of civil law also adversely
affects the orderly operation of the Univer-
sity, the University must enforce its own
regulations regardless of any civil proceedings
or dispositions.

Responsibility for judicial action on viola-
tions of University regulations is assigned to
the Dean of Students and the Committee on
SBtudent Conduct. Final authority in all cases
rests with the University President and the
State Board of Regents.

The following are the primary statements
of University policies on rights and respon-
sibllities of students. It is to your advantage
to glve them a careful reading, and to keep
your copy at hand for reference.

Interim changes in extracurricular regu-
lations are published in the student-edited
newspaper, The Dally Iowan. A complete set
of current general University regulations is
always available in the Office of Student Af-
fairs. For information on curricular matters,
consult the University’s General Catalogue.

CODE OF STUDENT LIFE, 1969—T0

(Note—Although the 1969-70 Code has
received final approval from the President
and is therefore effective for the 1960-T0
academic year unless and until amended by
approval of the President, no part of the
Code is ever “final” in the sense of not being
subject to further review and revision. It is
anticipated that certaln provisions of the
Code will be reconsidered again this year by
the Committee on Student Life and recom-
mendations for further revision submitted
to the President. After his approval, amend-
ments are effective upon publication in The
Daily Towan.)
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General conduct regulations

Academic institutions exist for the ad-
vancement of knowledge, the pursuit of
truth, the development of students, and the
general well-being of soclety. Free inquiry
and free expression are indispensable to the
attalnment of these goals. As members of
the academic community, students are en-
couraged to develop a capacity for critical
judgment and to engage in a sustained and
independent search for truth.

Freedom to teach and freedom to learn
are inseparable facets of academic freedom.
The freedom to learn depends upon appro-
priate opportunities and conditions in the
classroom, on the campus, and in the larger
community. Students are expected to exer-
cise their freedom to learn with responsi-
bility and to respect the general conditions
conducive to such freedom. Accordingly, the
University has developed the followlng gen-
eral regulations pertaining to student con-
duct which provide and safeguard the right
of every individual student to exercise fully
his freedom to learn without undue inter-
ference by others.

Any student who commits any of the fol-
lowing acts of misconduct shall be subject
to disciplinary action by the University.
These regulations shall apply only where a
student's misconduct has adversely affected
some University process or function or some
other distinct and clear interest of the Uni-
versity as an academic community. These
regulations shall be construed so as not to
abridge any student’s constitutional rights
of free expression of thought or opinion,
peaceable assembly, or the petition of author-
itles.

1. Academic dishonesty, including the
acquisition of honors, awards, certification
or professional endorsements, degrees, aca-
demic credits, or grades by means of cheat-
ing, plagiarism, or falsification with respect
to any examination, paper, project, applica-
tion, recommendation, transcript, or test, or
by any other dishonest means whatsoever,
or alding or abetting another student to do
80, Violation of this section will normally
be handled within the college or department
concerned, with provision for appeal.

2. Willful misrepresentation of any ma-
terial fact to any member of the faculty or
staff of the University or to any office, de-
partment, or committee thereof (including
the Committee on Student Conduct), or
willful misrepresentation to anyone, within
or without the University community, of
his status with the University or of the sup-
port, sponsorship, or approval by the Uni-
versity of the services or activities of any
person, group, or ocrganization.

3. Willful failure to comply with a proper
order or summons of any properly identified *
member of the faculty or other University
officilal acting within the scope of his au-
thority, or willful failure of a student to
identify himself by stating his name to such
faculty member or official.

4. Forgery, alteration, or misuse of any
University record, document, or student iden-
tification card.

5.2 (a) Intentionally disrupting the orderly
processes of the University or

(b) intentionally obstructing or denying
access to services or facilities by those en-
titled to use such services or facilities or

(c) intentionally interfering with the law-
ful rights of other persons on the campus or

(d) inciting others to do acts proscribed by
paragraphs (a), (b), or (c¢) of this section.

6. Willful demonstrations within the in-
terior of any University building or structure,
except as specifically authorized and subject
to reasonable conditions imposed to protect
the rights and safety of other persons and to
prevent damage to property.

1 By stating his name and title if requested
by a student.

2 This regulation was adopted by the State
Board of Regents February 9, 1968, and is
applicable to all Regents institutions.
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7. Unauthorized entry into or occupation of
any University room, building, or area of the
campus, including such entry or occupation
at any unauthorized time, or any unauthor-
ized or improper use of any University prop-
erty, equipment, or facilities.

8. Intentional setting of fire in any Uni-
versity building or on the campus without
proper authority, or intentional sounding of
a false fire alarm in any University building
or on the campus.

9. Theft or wrongful appropriation, or will-
ful destruction, damage, defacing, or mutila-
tion of any property belonging to or in the
possession or custody of another member of
the University community or of the Univer-
sity.

10, Assaulting, threatening, physically
abusing, unduly harassing, or endangering in
any other manner the health or safety of
any person on the campus or at any Univer-
eity sponsored or supervised function or
event.

11. Use or possession of serviceable fire-
arms, ammunition, explosives, fireworks, or
other dangerous articles within any Uni-
versity building or University approved hous-
ing, on the campus, or at any University
sponsored or supervised function or event,
except in authorized facilities.

12. Possession or consumption of any al-
coholic or other intoxicating beverage within
any University building or University ap-
proved housing (except married housing), on
the campus, or at any University sponsored
or supervised function or event, except as
expressly permitted under Soclal Regulations,
Section 2, of the Code of Student Life.

13. The manufacture, processing, or sale of
any narcotic drug, marijuana, or other ad-
dictive, dangerous, or hallucinogenic sub-
stance or the administering thereof to any
other person without his knowledge and
consent.

14, Violation of any other regulation con-
talned in the Code of Student Life or any
other rule, regulation, or policy which may
be promulgated by the President of the Uni-
versity or his authorized representative, by
any college, department, dormitory, office, or
other facility within the scope of its author-
ity, or by the State Board of Regents, pro-
vided such rules, regulations, or policles were
published, posted, or otherwise adequately
publicized or the student had actual knowl-
edge thereof. All provisions contained in Uni-
versity residence halls contracts which per-
taln to personal conduct shall be deemed
rules subject to this regulation with respect
to all dormitory residents.

15. Any other conduct or action in which
the University can demonstrate a clear and
distinct interest as an academic Institution
and which seriously threatens—

(a) any educational process or other legiti-
mate function of the University or

(b) the health or safety of any member of
the academic community.

Social regulations

1. Soclal Functions: When a student orga-
nization recognized by the University spon-
sors a soclal function, it is the responsibility
of the sponsoring organization to provide
adequate supervision and to ensure compli-
ance with civil law and with the Code of Stu-
dent Life. Sponsorship is determined by an
organization’s planning, promoting, and fi-
nancing of the function rather than by the
number of members attending the event.

2. Drinking: Alcoholic beverages may not
be served on campus or in approved housing.
If alcoholic beverages are served at a social
function (not held on the campus or in ap-
proved housing), it is the duty and responsi-
bility of the sponsoring organization to pro-
vide adequate supervision and to ensure full
compliance with all applicable civil laws per-
taining to the consumption of alcoholic
beverages.

3. Open Houses and Visitations: An open
house is & soclal function during which
rooms in an approved housing unit are open
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to the public. A visltation is a social function
during which the residents of an approved
housing unit may invite guests, including
guests of the opposite sex, into theilr own
rooms.

A reasonable policy governing open houses
and visitation shall be adopted by each fra-
ternity and sorority chapter; by the genera]
council of each residence hall; or by students
occupying each approved housing unit not a
residence hall, fraternity, or sorority. The
policy shall provide:

(a) the schedule of hours and days for
visitation and open house;

(b) rules for the conduct of residents and
guests at various types of open houses and
visitations;

(c) procedures for registering guests;

(d) procedures for amending and for pro-
viding exceptions; and

(e) means of enforcement.

Open houses and visitations are permissi-
ble any day of the week between the hours
of 12 noon and one half hour before the
closing hours for women's residences as pro-
vided in Housing and Hours Regulations,
Section 8, of the Code of Student Life.

Each resldence hall, fraternity, sorority,
and other housing unit shall inform the
Office of Student Affairs of its policy. The
Office of Student Affairs will acknowledge
immediately in writing receipt of such poli-
cles, The policy of each fraternity, sorority,
residence hall, and other approved housing
unit shall become effective immediately upon
receipt by the Office of Student Affairs ex-
cept where the policy requires the Office of
Student Affairs to make special preparation
for implementation.

Housing and hours regulations

1. Reporting Correct Address: Each stu-
dent is required to report his correct address
at the time of registration each semester or
session, This reported address must be the
student’s actual place of residence. Any
change of residence made during the semes-
ter or sesslon must be reported within three
days to the Registrar's Office. Failure or re-
fusal to comply with this regulation is cause
for cancellation of registration.

2. Approved Housing: Single, undergradu-
ate students who will not be twenty-one
years of age on or before the last day of the
semester are required to live in housing ap-
proved by the University or in parental
homes. University approved housing includes
University residence halls, social fraternity
and sorority chapter houses, and approved
rooming houses. Students subject to the ap-
proved housing regulation are responsible
for determining that their housing is ap-
proved. Failure or refusal to comply with
this regulation 1s cause for cancellation of
registration.

3. Special Permission to Live in Unap-
proved Housing: Application for speclal per-
mission to live in unapproved housing must
be made in person at the Off-Campus Hous-
ing Office, 106 Jessup Hall, prior to the begin-
ning of the semester or session, Single, un-
dergraduate students under twenty-one,
upon application, may be given speclal per-
mission to live in unapproved housing for
the following reasons:

1. Living with adult relatives

2. Medical necessity

3. Religious necessity

4. Work situations in which the student
receives at least one-half of the monthly
rent in exchange for services.

4. Conditions for Approval of Off-Campus
Housing: Approval of any off-campus hous-
ing located within the postal territory of
Iowa Clty or Coralville will be granted by the
Office of Student Affairs upon the following
conditions: (a) premises found to satisfy
University health and safety standards; (b)
lessor agrees In writing to comply with Uni-
versity policy on fair housing practices; (c)
lessor agrees to enforce all applicable Uni-
versity rules and regulations regarding stu-
dent conduct, housing, and hours, and (d)
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adequate adult supervision is provided. A
listing of all housing which has been ap-
proved is available to students in the Office
of Off-Campus Housing, 106 Jessup Hall.

5. Certified Housing: As a service to stu-
dents eligible to live in unapproved housing,
the Office of Off-Campus Housing maintains
a listing of certified housing, Certification
is granted to any off-campus housing upon
the conditions that (a) the premises are
found to satisfy University health and safety
standards and (b) the lessor agrees in writ-
ing to comply with University policy on fair
housing practices. A listing of available certi-
fied housing is maintalned on the bulletin
board on the ground floor of Jessup Hall.

6. University Policy on Fair Housing Prac-
tices: It is the policy of the University that
lessors, approved or certified, shall rent to
all students on the basis of their individual
merits as persons without exclusion or dis-
crimination on the basis of race, creed, color,
or national origin. A signed non-discrimin-
ation pledge is required of all approved or
certified lessors. Any complaint of discrimina-
tion in housing should be submitted to the
chalrman of the University Committee on
Human Rights within sixty days of the al-
leged act of discrimination. The name of the
current chairman of the Committee may be
obtained from the Office of Student Affairs,
111 Jessup Hall. The State of Towa and the
City of Iowa City also have fair housing codes
which may be applicable.

7. Guests: Entertainment of guest of the
opposite sex in approved housing is to be
confined to the public areas except during
open houses and visitations, For policles and
procedures regarding open houses and visi-
tations, see Boclal Regulations, Section 3.
Guest closing hours for all approved student
residences are as follows:

Sunday-Thursday 11:45 p.m.
Friday and Saturday 12:45 a.m.

8. Closing Hours for Women's Resldences:
Closing hours shall be defined at the LATEST
hour for a student’s return to her housing
unit. The regular closing hours are in effect
whenever the dormitories are open for resi-
dency. This includes summer session, exam-
ination, registration, and vacation periods.
All undergraduate women other than those
included in the Privileged Hours Program
have 12 midnight closing hours Sunday
through Thursday and 1 a.m. closing hours
Friday and Saturday nights throughout the
academic year with the following excep-
tions:

1. 2 am. closing hours on Friday and
Saturday, Homecoming Weekend.

2. 1 am. closing hours the night before
classes are suspended prior to University
vacation periods (Thanksgiving and the night
before Mercy Day continuing through the
week of examinations).

9. Privileged Hours: Women who are soph-
omores, juniors, or seniors or who will at-
tain the age of twenty-one during the
semester may request permission to partici-
pate in the Privileged Hours Program in
accordance with AWS regulations. Fresh-
man women are subject to 12 midnight and
1 a.m. closing hours with no exceptions for
the first semester. Second semester fresh-
man women have 12 midnight closing hours
Sunday through Thursday and may request
privileged hours Friday and Saturday nights
with parental permission.

10. Overnight Sign-Outs. Undergraduate
women students may sign out to be away
from their place of residence on Friday and
Saturday nights in accordance with AWS
regulations. Overnight absence without
proper sign-out is a violation of University
regulations and may be cause for discipli-
nary action, including suspension from the
University.

RECOGNITION OF STUDENT ORGANIZATIONS

1. Eligibility: Any group or organization
which consists primarily of University stu-
dents and whose purposes are conslstent with
the educational objectives of the University
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is eligible for recognition by the University.
Recognized student organizations must com-
ply with all regulations contained in the
Code of Student Life and are entitled to
certain privileges such as the use of Univer-
sity facilities and services as hereinafter pro-
vided. Recognition of a student organization
by the University does not constitute an
endorsement of its program or purposes, but
is merely a charter to exist. Additional In-
formation and regulations concerning stu-
dent organizations are contained in the Stu-
dent Organizations Handbook.

2. Membership Policy: It is the policy of
the University that all recognized student
organizations be able to exercise free choice
of members on the basis of their merits as
individuals without restriction as to race,
color, or national origin. Any student organi-
zatlon whose choice of members is subject
to approval by national or other non-Univer-
sity organizations, or which is required by a
non-University organization to procure a rec-
ommendation from an alumnus or any other
person not currently an active member of the
local organization prior to admitting a person
to membership, is ineligible for recognition
by the University.

3. Officers: Only registered TUniversity
students or members of the faculty or ad-
ministrative staff may be principal rep-
resentatives of a recognized student orga-
nization. Each organization must identify at
least two and no more than four principal
representatives.

4. Recognition Procedure: Recognition of
student organizations which are residential
living units (residence halls, fraternities and
sororities) is granted by their respective gov-
erning bodies (Associated Residence Halls,
Interfraternity Council, and Panhellenic
Council) with the concurrence of the Com-
mittee on Student Life. Recognition of all
other student organizations is granted under
the auspices of the University of Iowa Stu-
dent Association Senate: (a) Charters are
issued by the Student Senate to student
organizations which are eligible for perma-
nent recognition; (b) Provisional recogni-
tion not to exceed 12 months raay be granted
by the Office of Student Affairs with the con-
currence of the Student Senate Committee
on Student Organizations to ad hoc orga-
nizations which are eligible for temporary
recognition. Application forms for recogni-
tlon are available in the Office of Student
Activities and must be signed by a principal
representative of the organization.

5. Registration: On or before October 1
of each year, every recognized student orga-
nization must submit a registration state-
ment to the Office of Student Affairs setting
forth completely and accurately all of the
information requested on the registration
form. Such forms are available in the Office
of Student Activities and must be signed by
an authorized member of the organization.
Thereafter, during the year, recognized
student organizations shall, within a reason-
able time, report to the Office of Student Af-
fairs any amendments to or changes in their
constitutions, bylaws, principal representa-
tives, advisers, or programs. Recognized
student organizations shall also submit any
additional information or data requested
from time to time by the Office of Student
Affairs or the Committee on Student Life.

6. Annual Report: Before the close of each
academic year; every recognized student
organization must submit an annual report
to the Office of Student Affairs. Such annual
report shall consist of a clear and concise
statement summarizing the activities and
programs of the organization during the year
and must be signed by a principal representa-
tive of the organization. Fallure to file a
timely annual report is cause for revocation
of recognition.

T. Revocation:

Recognition may be re-
voked by the recognizing agency (Student
Senate, Associated Residence Halls, Inter-
fraternity Counecil, Panhellenic Council) for
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good cause. The procedure followed must
guarantee the student organization reason-
able notice and opportunity to be heard prior
to any action on the proposed revocation.

B. Appeals: Student organizations may ap-
peal any adverse decision of a recognizing
agency to the President of the University or
his designated representative.

9. Advisers: Student organizations are en-
couraged to have advisers who are members
of the University faculty or administrative
stafl; any recognized student organization
which is financed, in whole or in part, by an
allocation from student activity fees or
through assessments collected by the Univer~
sity is required to have such an adviser.

10. Finances: Any recognized student or-
ganization financed in whole or in part by an
allocation from student activity fees or
through assessments collected by the Uni-
versity is required to utilize the services of
and transact all business through the Audi-
tor of Student Organizations. Any other rec-
ognized student organization may elect to
utilize the services of the Auditor of Stu-
dent Organizations on a voluntary basis.
There is no charge for this service. All orga-
nizations required to utilize the facilities of
the Auditor must deposit all organizational
funds and income with the Auditor and shall
not deposit funds or maintain an account in
any other place. For further information,
consult the Student Organizations Hand-
book.

11. Official Listing: Only recognized and
registered student organizations will be listed
in the organizations section of the University
Directory and other official University publi-
cations.

Regulation of student organizations

1. Use of University Space and Facilities:
Recognized student organizations may use
University space and facilities subject to the
requirements of the regular University pro-
gram. Requests for reservations for the
use of University rooms, auditori-
ums, and other facilities shall be submitted
at least one week in advance to the Office
of Space Assignment and Utilization, 102
Jessup Hall. Exceptions: Requests for the

use of Iowa Memorial Unlon facllities are to-

be submitted to the IMU Scheduling Office,
located on the main floor of the Union, and
requests for the Field House or the Armory
are to be submitted to the Offices of the
Director of Athletics and of the Commandant
of the ROTC, respectively.

2. Charges for Use of Space and Facllities:
Recognized student organizations will be
permitted to use available University space
and facilities without charge except to de-
fray any extra costs or expenses incurred by
the University in making the facility avail-
able; provided that if the student organiza-
tion charges admission or otherwise solicits
funds from the public, the normal rental fee
for the facilities will be charged.

3. Fund Raising: Recognized student orga-
nizations may engage in fund-raising activi-
ties, provided such activities are registered
with the Office of Student Affairs at least one
week in advance. Registration forms are
available in the Office of Student Activities
and must be signed by a principal repre-
sentative of the sponsoring student organi-
zation.

4. Registration of Programs to which Ad-
mission is charged: Recognized student orga-
nizations may sponsor entertainment or lec-
ture programs to which a general admission
fee is charged, provided such programs are
registered with the Office of Student Affairs
at least one week In advance. Registration
forms are available in the Office of Student
Activities and must be signed by a prinecipal
representative of the sponsoring student or-
ganization. No contracts or other financial
commitments should be made by the spon-
soring organization until registration has
been completed. Organizations utilizing the
services of the Auditor of Student Organiza-
tions must make all financial arrangements
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through the Auditor’s office. The sponsoring
organization must have a balance on hand in
its treasury sufficient to cover the cost of the
program, including facility rental, speaker’s
fee, advertising, and any other expense, or
adequate funds must actually be deposited
with the organization by an underwriter,
which funds cannot be repaid until all costs
and expenses incurred by the organization
in presenting the program have been fully
satisfied. No advertising or publicizing of
any commercial product or trade name shall
be permitted. In scheduling programs, spon-
soring organizations must observe the cal-
endaring regulations established by the Stu-
dent Activities Board.

5. Solicitation on Campus: For the pur-
poses of this chapter, the term “solicitation™
means the seeking of funds or other support,
such as signatures, food, or supplies, by a
recognized student organization from persons
outside its membership. Thus, solicitation
could include, for example, such activities as
the sale of goods or services, the distribution
of literature, materials, or products, or the
sponsoring of rallies, parades, or similar
events. Recognized student organizations
may solicit at reasonable times and places
on the campus and under reasonable condi-
tions imposed by University officials charged
with control of areas involved, provided such
solicitations are not inconsistent with the
stated purposes of the sponsoring oragniza-
tion or with the educational purposes of the
University, and provided such solicitations
are registered with the Office of Student Af-
fairs at least one week in advance. Registra-
tion forms are available in the Office of Stu-
dent Activities and must be signed by an
authorized member of the sponsoring stu-
dent organization. General solicitation of
students is ordinarily conducted in the Iowa
Memorial Union and is normally restricted to
the Gold Feather Lobby. Requests for reser-
vations in the Gold Feather Lobby are to
be submitted to the Office of Student Ac-
tivities at least one week in advance. As
nearly as space permits, each recognized
student organization shall be entitled to one
reservation (up to five consecutive days) per
month. In addition to this reservation, un-
reserved space will be allocated to organiza-
tions by request on a daily first come-first
served basis. Special requests for space else-
where in the Union or on campus may be
granted due to unusual circumstances. The
Office of Space Assignment and Utilization
may also designate certain locations on the
outdoor campus which may be used for
solicitation subject to any reasonable condi-
tions imposed. The organization conducting
a solicitation must be identified at every lo-
cation by means of a sign Oor an announce-
ment.

6. Guest Speakers: Recognized student or-
ganizations may invite guest lecturers, panel
participants, discussion leaders or others
from off-campus to speak or otherwise par-
ticipate in campus programs, provided such
programs are registered with the Office of
Student Affairs at least one week in advance.
Registration forms are available in the Office
of Student Activitles and must be slgned by
a principal representative of the sponsoring
student organization. No arrangements with
guest speakers should be made by the spon-
soring organization until reglstration has
been completed. In the event the speaker or
the issues are controversial, the Office of Stu-
dent Affairs may require the sponsoring or-
ganization (a) to secure a tenured member
of the faculty to chair the program and (b)
to provide for the speaker to be subjected to
questions from the audience at some time
during the program.

7. Sponsorship: Sponsorship is determined
by an organization’s participation, alone or
with others, in planning, publicizing, and fi-
nancing, rather than by the number of mem-
bers attending or participating in an event.
An event is considered to be sponsored by an
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organization if it is planned, announced,
discussed, or financed by the organization,
such as when organization members are no-
tified in a regular or special meeting or by a
special announcement or posting, or when
the financial responsibility is met by the
organization.

8. Posters: Recognized student organiza-
tions are permitted to advertise and publi-
cize forthcoming campus activities or events
by means of posters, banners, and other dis-
plays on University bulletin boards and else-
where on campus as authorized by the Direc-
tor of Space Assignment and Utilization, pro-
vided all such posters, banners and displays
must be approved in advance by the Office of
Space Assignment and Utilization. Posters
and other displays to be posted on campus
bulletin boards may not exceed 11 x 14 inches
in size. The name of the organization spon-
soring a campus activity or event must ap-
pear on every display, and no advertising or
publicizing of any commercial product or
trade name is permitted. For further informa-
tion, students may consult the Office of
Space Assignment and Utilization, 102 Jessup
Hall.

9. Trips: Off-campus trips sponsored by
recognized student organizations must be
registered at least one week in advance with
the Office of Student Affairs. Registration
forms are available in the Office of Student
Activities and must be signed by a prinecipal
representative of the sponsoring student or-
ganization.

10. Enforcement: Any recognized student
organization which violates any University
rule, regulation or policy shall be subject to
disciplinary action in accordance with estab-
lished procedures, which may result in the
loss or suspension of recognition or the im-
position of other sanctions.

University policy on undergraduate
residence groups

1. General Policy: Fraternity regulations
are based upon a policy to: (a) integrate
the fraternity system into the general Uni-
versity student housing and group living
program. University dormitories and fra-
ternity houses are each to be considered as
constituting an integral part of the general
plan of University housing and every effort
will be expended to insure full occupancy of
all group living quarters whether University
or fraternity owned: (b) assure, insofar as
is possible, solvent, successful, and effective
operation on the part of each individual
fraternity chapter as a housing unit and
living group; (c) maintain different types of
lving groups so that each student may have
a choice of dormitory or fraternity group
living as a part of his education program In
order that he may utilize non-classroom
time in such a way as to supplement the
work of the classroom in his individual de-
velopment.

2. House Residency: Only qualified mem-
bers and pledges and authorized employees
may reside in fraternity chapter houses.

3. Housemother: Each house must have a
housemother or other authorized chaperon
in residence. No housemother or chaperon is
to be employed or released by the fraternity
without the approval of the Office of Student
Affairs.

4. Vacation Operation: Fraternity chapter
houses may remain open during school year
vacations only with the permission of the
Office of Student Affalirs,

5. Financial Operations: All undergraduate
fraternities must subscribe to participate in
the Fraternity Business Service.

6., Governing Organizations: Undergrad-
uate men’s and women's fraternities shall
be governed by the Interfraternity Council
and Panhellenic Council, respectively, which
governing bodies may establish, consistent
with provisions of the Code of Student Life,
additional rules and regulations for recogni-
tion of new fraternities, membership selec-
tion standards, and standards of conduct.
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All amendments to the constifution or by-
laws of the Interfraternity Council or Pan-
hellenic Council shall be approved by the
Committee on Student Life.

University policy on graduate and
professional fraternities

The responsibility for the regulation and
governing of graduate or professional frater-
nitles shall be that of the Dean of the re-
spective College (within the framework of
general University policy).

General

The Code of Student Life is applicable to
all students attending the University of
Towa, including undergraduate, graduate,
professional, and parttime students, con-
tinuously at all times, whether or not the
University is in session, from the date of
their initial registration at the University
for as long as they are students, regardless
of whether or not they are currently regis-
tered at the University.

It is the duty and responsibility of all
students to acquaint themselves with all
provisions of the Code and particularly with
the rules and regulations pertaining to per-
sonal conduct, and every student will be
conclusively presumed to have knowledge of
all rules and regulations contained in the
Code from the date of his initial registration
at the University. The Code may be amended
at any time by authority of the President of
the University. Amendments are effective
upon approval of the President and publica-
tion in the Code of Student Life, provided
that if the President deems an amendment
of immediate importance it shall be effective
from and after publication in the Dally
Iowan (which will be conclusively presumed
is adequate notice to all students). A full
and complete text of the Code and other
general University rules and regulations of
personal conduct currently in effect, includ-
ing all amendments, shall be on file in the
Office of Student Affairs at all times and shall
be avallable for inspection by students, The
Office of Student Affairs shall be responsi-
ble for making available to students copiles
of all amendments deemed of immediate
Importance and for distributing coples of
such amendments to all housing units, af-
fected student organizations, and otherwise
as the Dean of Students deems appropriate,
provided that failure to make such distribu-
tlon shall not affect the effectiveness of such
amendments.

POLICY REGARDING USE OF DRUGS

The use of marijuana, LSD, amphetamines,
sedatlves, and tranquilizers by students is a
matter of concern to educational institutions
throughout the United States. This concern
is shared within the University of Iowa be-
cause evidence shows that some of the drugs
represent health hazards and because the use
or possession of the first two is unlawful, The
others should be used only under current
medical supervision.

As a matter of policy the University can-
not condone the use by students of drugs
which are illegal and which may involve sub-
stantial physiological or psychologieal
hazards or lead to interference with the
rights and privileges of others. As an educa-
tional institution the University endeavors
to protect and assist students by providing
reliable information about the hazards. Such
information is avallable through Student
Health and the University Counseling Serv-
ice. Any discussions between individuals and
the professional staffs in these offices are
treated as confidential medical information.
Groups may enlist the assistance of the staff
as speakers or discussion leaders and, of
course, may utilize outside speakers and
other sources at their own discretion.

Disciplinary action
The use of marijuana, LSD, hallucinogens,
or other dangerous drugs will not of itself
be regarded as an act calling for disciplinary
action, However, students who violate other
sections of the Code of Student Life while
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under the influence of these drugs will be
subject to disciplinary action on the basis of
their offenses.

Hallucinogens are especially dangerous
when administered to anyone without his
knowledge. Any student administering mari-
Juana, LSD, or any other hallucinogen or
similar drug to any member of the Univer-
sity community without the latter's knowl-
edge, or knowingly permitting others to do
50, will be subject to disciplinary action up
to and including expulsion. This regulation
is intended for the protection of innocent
students and clearly involves a separable
University interest. Consequently, it will be
enforced independently of any criminal
prosecution.

University property is not to be used for
the unlawful manufacture, processing, or
sale of marijuana, LSD, hallucinogens, or
other dangerous drugs. Violators are subject
to disciplinary action up to and including
expulsion and, in addition, may be reported
to appropriate civil authorities.

STUDENT BILL OF RIGHTS

It is the policy of The University of Iowa
that each student shall be guaranteed the
following rights and freedoms; enumeration
of these rights or registration at the Uni-
versity shail In no manner be construed to
nullify or limit any other constitutional or
legal rights or freedoms possessed by stu-
dents as citizens or residents of the United
States or of the State of Iowa:

1. The right to participate freely in Uni-
versity sponsored services and activities with-
out discrimination based on the student's
race, creed, or national origin.

2. The right to obtain a clear statement
of his basic rights, obligations, and responsi-
bilities concerning both academic and non-
academic student conduct.

3. The right to be evaluated in the class-
room solely on the basis of academic achieve~
ment and fulfillment of educational require-
ments with freedom of expression protected
and respected.

4. The right to organize and join assocla-
tions in order to promote common interests.

5. (Amliation with recognized student or-
ganizations.)?

6. The right of profection from the main-
tenance by the University of records reflect~
ing the student's beliefs or his political ac-
tivities and assoclations except for counsel-
ing records, health records, and records of
disciplinary proceedings, and the right of
protection from the release to persons out=
side the University community of such rec-
ords as well as academic and disciplinary
records without the express consent of the
student or a court order.

7. The right to petition for changes in
either academic or non-academic regulations,
procedures, or practices.

8. The right to be represented by a demo-
cratic student government.

9. The right to have clearly defined means
to participate in the formulation and ap-
plication of institutional policy affecting
both academiec and nonacademic student af-
fairs. The student's participation shall in-
clude his right to galn access to information,
to express his views, and to have these views
considered,

10. The right of protection from the place-
ment of non-University financial obligations
on the student’s University account without
the express consent of the student.

11. (Unreasonable searches and seizures.)3

12. The right to be free from disciplinary
action by the University for misconduct
except under reasonable rules which have as
their substantive basis the protection of some
clear and distinct interest of the University
as an academiec institution.

? Statements on these subjects have been
under consideration but are not in final form
at this time. Discussions will be continued
by the relevant groups during the academie
year.
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13. The right to due process in any action
brought or taken by the University against
the student which can reasonably be ex-
pected to affect the student's status with
the University or any of its constituent parts
or agencies.

14. (Unaltered status while disciplinary
proceedings pending.) @

15. The right to protection from ex post
facto regulations.

JUDICIAL STRUCTURE TO HANDLE STUDENT
NON-ACADEMIC MISCONDUCT

The violation of student non-academic
responsibilities as set forth in The University
of Towa Code of Student Life will be adjudi-
cated by three different types of judicial
agencies:

(A) The Committee on Student Conduct

(B) The Office of Student Affairs

(C) Various student conduct committees
and other non-academic boards

A. Committee on student conduct
1. Jurisdiction

The Committee on Student Conduct will
have jurisdiction over cases referred to it by
various campus disciplinary agencies. It will
hear all cases involving possible suspension
or dismissal of the student from The Univer-
sity of Iowa for disciplinary reasons. All ap-
peals of actions taken by the Office of Stu-
dent Affairs (other than traffic court cases)
will result in a hearing before this com-
mittee. The committee will also review ap-
peals from lower court decislons and from
Office of Student Affairs decislons Involving
traffic court cases. Such a review may or may
not result in a new hearing before the Com-
mittee on Student Conduct. The student
party making an appeal to the Committee on
Student Conduct must file a written state-
ment of appeal with the Chairman. This
statement must be filed no later than one
week after the action under appeal has been
taken. Such written appeals will be read by
the seven member board (see A4.C), and
they must receive an affirmative vote by three
of the members before a new hearing is
granted.

2. Jurisdiction and procedures regarding
organizations

Original jurisdiction of disciplinary cases
involving recognized student organizations
shall lle with the appropriate court govern-
ing the organization or, in cases where no
such court exists, with the Office of Student
Affairs, Decisions by those bodies may be
appealed to the Committee on Student Con-
duct. Alleged violations of a nature serious
enough to result in the possible withdrawal
of recognition of the organization or the cur-
tailment of activities essential to the organi-
zation's continued well being (such as the
right to recruit new members) shall be re-
ferred by the lower bodies to the Commit-
tee on Student Conduct.

Five votes shall be required to withdraw
recognition of an organization or to curtail
the performance of its essentlal activities.
Those persons recognized as the accountable
student officers of the organization (and their
counsel) shall appear before the Committee
on Student Conduct to hear the charges and
present the organization’s defense. Hereafter,
in applying the reading of this document to
organizations, the term “organization” (ac-
countable student officers) may be substi-
tuted for “student” with no basic changes in
meaning or procedures.

3. Appeals
Btudents who are parties to a case may
appeal from the Committee on Student Con-
duct to the President of the University. Such
appeals shall be submitted to the President
in writing within 72 hours after receipt of
the decision being appealed.

4. Membership

(a) The Committee on Student Conduct
will consist of eleven members, six of whom
shall be nominated by the Faculty Senate
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and five of whom shall be nominated by the
Student Senate for appointment by the Pres-
ident.

(b) The Chairman shall be appointed by
the President. The Chalrman shall have vot-
ing rights and shall have served on the com-
mittee at least one year prior to his appoint-
ment as Chairman. The term of chairman-
ship shall be one year.

(c) Sitting on each case will be a seven
{7) member board consisting of at least three
(3) faculty members (including chairman)
and three (3) students selected by the Chair-
man from among the committee members.

(d) Both sexes must be represented on the
board at each hearing.

(e) Terms of committee members will or-
dinarily be for two years with staggering
terms to allow for continuity.

5. Procedure

Cases to be heard by the Committee on
Student Conduct will usually be brought to
the committee by the Office of Student Af-
fairs. A member of the Office of Student
Affairs will have the responsibility for pre-
paring the complaint against the student at
the committee hearing. In cases involving
appeals of action taken by various conduct
committees, the committee concerned will
have the responsibility of presenting charges
and evidence against the student. Such a
presentation by a committee will be con-
ducted in consultation with the member of
the Office of Student Affairs familiar with
Committee on Student Conduct procedures.
The student may also consult with the Office
of Student Affairs before his hearing. The
following regulations will govern hearings
conducted by the Committee on Student
Conduct:

(a) Hearings: The Committee shall deter-
mine whether the hearing shall be closed
or open to the public. The student may re-
quest an open hearing but the Committee
shall decide. Only those persons directly in-
volved with a case may attend a closed hear-
ing: the Committee on Student Conduct, the
student or organization whose case is being
heard, the person or persons presenting the
charges, and witnesses during their testi-
mony. Hearings shall be informal in nature
and designed to place the student as much
at ease as possible to facilitate communica-
tion and understanding. Cases of original
jurisdiction or appeal shall be decided by a
simple majority (4 votes). A separate vote
will be taken to determine sanctions if the
student has been found in violation. Action
to suspend or dismiss a student requires five
votes.

(b) Record of Proceedings: A record of all
hearings will be made on a tape recorder,
and the chalrman will provide a secretary to
keep a written digest of the proceedings.
Both records will be kept by the chairman
in a locked file. Tapes of cases resulting in
penalties such as suspension or dismissal
shall be kept on file for two years; all other
tapes shall be kept for six months. After the
appropriate time has elapsed the content of
the tapes will be erased and the tapes
re-used. The written record shall be de-
stroyed upon student’s graduation or after
four years. Only those persons directly in-
volved with a case may have access to the
records pertaining thereto: the Committee
on Student Conduct, the student or organi-
zation (and counsel) whose case is being
heard, and the person or persons presenting
the charges.

(c) Notice of Hearing: The chairman of
the Committee on Student Conduct or his
agent shall give the student written notice
of the specific charges against him, the per-
son or persons making the charges, a list of
the eleven members of the Committee on
Btudent Conduct and the time and place
of the hearing of his case. Such notification
shall be made at least five (5) days before
the hearing.

(d) Challenge: Within twenty-four hours
following the receipt of notice, the student
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may challenge the right of any member of
the Committee on Student Conduct whom
he feels might be prejudicial to his case to
take part in the hearing. The challenge shall
be submitted to the chairman whose re-
sponsibility it shall be to examine the rea-
sons for the challenge and accept or reject
it.

(e) Appearance Before the Committee: The
student may elect to appear before the
Committee in person to present his defense,
or he may elect not to appear. Should he
elect not to appear, the hearing shall be
held in his absence.

(f) Counsel: The student appearing before
the Committee on Student Conduct may be
assisted by an adviser of his choice at the
hearing.

(g) Testimony: The student will have the
opportunity to hear and refute all testimony
against him. Where witnesses present evi-
dence against him, he will have the oppor-
tunity to hear and question these adverse
witnesses. Where the evidence is presented
in writing, he will have the right to see and
refute such written testimony. The student
may present any evidence in his own behalf,
may reply to charges in his own words, and
may present witnesses in his own behalf.

(h) Proof: The burden of proof will rest
upon thoee bringing the charge, and all mat-
ters upon which the decision is based must
be Introduced as evidence during the hear-
ing. Formal rules of evidence will not be fol-
lowed; however, improperly acquired evi-
dence shall not be considered.

(1) Student Status: The student’s status
at the University will not be altered pend-
ing final disciplinary action on the charges.
His right to be present on the campus and
to attend classes will not be suspended ex-
cept for reasons relating to the well being of
himself, other members of the University
community, or University property.

(j) Notification of Decision: The decision
of the Committee will be conveyed to the
student as soon as possible following the
hearing, and confirmed in writing within 24
hours of the hearing. When a decision re-
sults in a change in the student’s Univer-
sity status coples of the letter of notifica-
tion of decision will go to the Dean of Stu-
dents the college of student registration, the
Registrar, and, in the case of unmarried
students who have not reached thelr ma-
jority, to their parent or guardian. Disclosure
of decisions made by the Committee on Btu-
dent Conduct shall not be made except at
the request of the student. However, if the
offense with which he is charged is a prior
matter of public record the decision may be
made public,

B. Office of student affairs
1. Jurisdiction

The Office of Student Affairs has original
jurisdiction in cases referred to it by =a
variety of agencles both on and off the cam-
pus. In addition, it can act with original
Jurisdiction on cases referred to it by various
conduct committees. Various sanctions may
be imposed by this office including that of
disciplinary probation. All cases coming to
the attention of the Office of Student Af-
fairs in which suspension or dismissal from
the University would be a likely sanction
must be referred to the Committee on Stu-
dent Conduct.

2. Case Referral

Cases coming to the attention of the Office
of Student Affairs may be referred to the
Committee on Student Conduct.

3. Appeals

Students who are parties to the case may
appeal disciplinary decisions made by the
Office of Student Affairs to the Committee
on Student Conduct.

4, Disciplinary Counseling

The Office of Student Affalrs will be re-
sponsible for the disciplinary counseling
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which will take place both in regard to stu-
dents referred to it from various agencies
and also for students who have received hear-
ings and received various sanctions from the
Committee on Student Conduct. In addition,
students may be referred by lower student
committees to the Office of Student Affairs
for disciplinary counseling.

C. Student conduct committees
1. Jurisdiction

Student courts will be set up in most types
of residence units and these courts will have
Jurisdiction over members of their resident
units, except in those cases serious enough
to result in possible probation, suspension,
or dismissal.

2. Case Referral

Cases may be referred from these commit-
tees to either the Office of Student Affairs or
to the Committee on Student Conduct.
When cases are referred from these com-
mitees to the Committee on Student Con-
duct, this referral may take place in consul-
tation with a member of the Office of Stu-
dent Affalrs,

3. Appeals

Students who are a party to the case and
appealing the actions of conduct committees
at this level will appeal their cases directly
to the Committee on Student Conduct as
specified in Section A.1.

4. Membership

Membership on conduct committees at
this level will be determined by the unit
concerned.

5. Procedures

Hearing procedures will be determined by
the various conduct committees and by the
unit concerned. Such procedures should be
consistent with the basic requirements of
due process: The burden of proof shall rest
upon those bringing the charges; the stu-
dent shall have the right to call witnesses
to testify in his behalf; the student shall
be permitted to question adverse evidence;
and the student may be assisted by an
advisor.

D. Amendments

Any person or group proposing amend-
ments to this document must submit such
amendments to the Student Senate and the
Faculty Council for recommendation. Such
proposed amendments must be recom-
mended by a two-thirds majority of both
bodies before being submitted to the Uni-
versity President for final approval.

ACADEMIC MISCONDUCT

As stated In Section 1 of the Code of Stu-
dent Life general conduct regulations, viola-
tlon of the regulations for academic mis-
behavior is ordinarily handled within the de-
partment or College concerned. The follow-
ing procedure applies specifically to the Col-
leges of Liberal Arts, Education, and Nursing,
and is generally representative of procedures
in the other undergraduate Colleges. Stu-
dents in other Colleges who wish more spe-
cific information should inquire at the office
of their respective dean.

1. Reporting of plagiarism and cheating

All cases of plagiarism and cheating in the
College of Liberal Arts shall be reported for
action to the Office of the Dean of the Col-
lege through departmental channels with a
statement of the necessary facts. The depart-
ment and the instructor concerned may also
submit recommendations in each case for
appropriate disciplinary action.

2. Disciplinary action

a. By the Instructor: The individual in-

structor may reduce the student’s grade, in-

cluding the assignment of the grade of ‘P
in the course. A report of this action should
always be gent to the Dean’s Office.

b. By the Dean: The Dean of the College,
or a student-faculty committee appointed
by him, may impose the following or other
penalties as the offense may warrant: dis-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

ciplinary probation, assessment of additional
hours for the bachelor's degree, suspension
from the College or recommendation of ex-
pulsion from the University by the President.

3. Referral to university commitiee on

student conduct

a. By the Dean: In the cases of flagrant
or repeated offenses or for other reasons
deemed sufficient by the Dean of the Col-
lege, he may, at his option, refer the case
and records to the Student Conduct Com-
mittee of the University for appropriate
action.

b. By the Student: If the student feels
that the penalty imposed by the Dean is un-
just, the student may appeal to the Univer-
sity Committee on Student Conduct by flling
a wvritten request to this effect with the
Dean of Students.

4. Record of disciplinary action

The Dean’s Office shall maintain a record
of disciplinary cases and disposition thereof,
and shall notify such other agencies of the
University as are concerned with action taken
in the case. The Dean shall determine
whether or not the disciplinary penalty im-
posed is to be recorded by the Registrar
upon the student's transcript of college
courses. The student involved shall be in-
formed that a record 1s belng kept of the of-
fense.

Graduate College: Questions of academic
dishonesty arising within the Graduate Col-
lege are treated on an individual basis. Gen-
erally, the questions are handled at the de-
partmental level. If a departmental deci-
slon is appealed, the Dean may appoint an
appeals committee of faculty and students
from a slate of mominees prepared by the
Graduate Council and the Graduate Student
Benate, to recommend an appropriate course
of action.

JOINT STATEMENT oN RIGHTS AND FREEDOMS
OF STUDENTS

The Joint Statement on Rights and Free-
doms of Students was drafted as a cooperative
project among national educational asso-
clations representing faculty members, stu-
dents, and administrators. This effort began
in the fall of 1866, and varlous interim drafts
were published in educational journals and
discussed by relevant groups from time to
time. The University of Iowa recognized the
value of this effort at an early date and ap-
proved the underlying principles before the
final draft was ratified by the participating
organizations in the fall of 1967. While the
specific rules and procedures which govern
the University, e.g., the Code of Student Life,
the disciplinary procedures, and the Student
Bill of Rights, are controlling, every effort
has been made to make them consistent with
the Joint Statement. Inconsistencles among
the specific rules and procedures are to be
resolved in light of the fundamental prin-
ciples enunciated in the Joint Statement.
The text of the Joint Statement reads as
follows:

Preamble

Academic institutions exist for the trans-
mission of knowledge, the pursuit of truth,
the development of students, and the general
well-being of soclety. Free inquiry and free
expression are Indispensable to the attain-
ment of these goals. As members of the aca-
demic community, students should be en-
couraged to develop the capacity for critical
judgment and to engage in a sustained and
independent search for truth. Institutional
procedures for achleving these purposes may
vary from campus to campus, but the mini-
mal standards of academic freedom of stu-
dents outlined below are essential to any
community of scholars.

Freedom to teach and freedom to learn are
inseparable facets of academie freedom. The
freedom to learn depends upon appropriate
opportunities and conditions in the class-
room, on the campus, and in the larger com=
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munity, Students should exercise their free-
dom with responsibility.

The responsibility to secure and to respect
general conditions conducive to the freedom
1o learn is shared by all members of the aca~
demic community, Each college and univer-
sity has a duty to develop policies and proce-
dures which provide and safeguard this free-
dom. Such policies and procedures should be
developed at each Institution within the
framework of general standards and with the
broadest possible participation of the mem-
bers of the academic community. The pur-
pose of this statement is to enumerate the
essential provislons for student freedom to
learn.

I. Freedom of access to higher education

The admissions policies of each college and
university are a matter of institutional choice
provided that each college and university
makes clear the characteristics and expecta-
tions of students which it considers relevant
to success in the institution’s program. While
church-related institutions may give ad-
mission preference to students of their own
persuasion, such a preference should be clear-
ly and publicly stated. Under no circum-
stances should a student be barred from ad-
mission to a particular institution on the
basis of race. Thus, within the limits of its
facilities, each college and university should
be open to all students who are qualified ac-
cording to its admission standards. The fa-
cilities and services of a college should be
open to all of its enrolled students, and insti-
tutions should use their influence to secure
equal access for all students to public fa-
cllities in the local community.

II. In the classroom

The professor in the classroom and in con-
ference should encourage free discusslon, in-
quiry, and expression. Student performance
should be evaluated solely on an academic
basis, not on opinions or conduct in matters
unrelated to academic standards,

A Protection of Freedom of Expression

Students should be free to take reasoned
exception to the data or views offered in any
course of study and to reserve judgment
about matters of opinion, but they are re-
sponsible for learning the content of any
course of study for which they are enrolled.

B. Protection against Improper Academic
Evaluation

Students should have protection through
orderly procedures against prejudiced or
capriclous academic evaluation. At the same
time, they are responsible for maintaining
standards of academic performance estab-
lished for each course in which they are
enrolled.

C. Protection against Improper Disclosure

Information about student views, beliefs,
and political associations which professors
acquire in the course of their work as in-
structors, advisers, and counselors should be
considered confidential. Protection against
improper disclosure Is a serious professional
obligation. Judgments of ability and charac-
ter may be provided under appropriate cir-
cumstances, normally with the knowledge or
consent of the student.

II1. Student records

Institutions should have a carefully con-
sidered policy as to the information which
should be part of a student’s permanent
educational record and as to the conditions
of its disclosure. To minimize the risk of
improper disclosure, academic and discipli-
nary records should be separate, and the
conditions of access to each should be set
forth in an explicit policy statement. Tran-
scripts of academic records should contain
only information about academic status. In-
formation from disciplinary or counseling
files should not be available to unauthorized
persons on campus, or to any person off
campus without the express consent of the
student involved except under legal compul~
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slon or in cases where the safety of persons
or property is involved. No records should be
kept which reflect the political activities or
beliefs of students. Provisions should also be
made for periodic routine destruction of non-
current disciplinary records, Administrative
staff and faculty members should respect
confidential information about students
which they acquire in the course of their
work.
1v. Student affairs

In student affairs, certain standards must
be maintained if the freedom of students is
to be preserved.

A, Freedom of Association

Students bring to the campus a variety of
interests previously aecquired and develop
many new interests as members of the aca-
demic community. They should be free to or-
ganize and join associations to promote their
common interests.

1. The membership, policies, and actions
of a student organization usually will be de-
termined by vote of only those persons who
hold bona fide membership in the college or
university community.

2. Affliation with an extramural organiza-
tion should not of itself disqualify a student
organization from institutional recognition.

3. If campus advisers are required, each
organization should be free to choose its own
adviser, and institutional recognition should
not be withheld or withdrawn solely because
of the inability of a student organization to
secure an adviser. Campus advisers may ad-
vise organizations in the exercise of responsi-
bility, but they should not have the authori-
ty to control the policy of such organizations.

4. Student organizations may be required
to submit a statement of purpose, criteria for
membership, rules of procedures, and a cur-
rent list of officers. They should not be re-
quired to submit a membership list as a con-
dition of institutional recognition.

5. Campus organizations, including those
affiliated with an extramural organization,
should be open to all students without re-
spect to race, creed, or national origin, ex-
cept for religious qualifications which may
be required by organizations whose aims are
primarily sectarian.

B. Freedom of Inquiry and Expression

1. Students and student organizations
should be free to examine and discuss all
questions of interest to them, and to express
opinions publicly and privately. They should
always be free to support causes by orderly
means which do not disrupt the regular and
essential operation of the institution. At the
same time, it should be made clear to the
academic and the larger community that in
their public expressions or demonstrations
students or student organizations speak only
for themselves.

2, Students should be allowed to invite
and to hear any person of their own choosing.
Those routine procedures required by an in-
stitution before a quest speaker is invited
to appear on campus should be designed only
to insure that there is orderly scheduling of
facilitles and adequate preparation for the
event, and that the occasion is conducted In
a manner appropriate to an academic com-
munity. The institutional control of campus
facilities should not be used as a device of
censorship. It should be made clear to the
academic and larger community that spon-
sorship of guest speakers does not necessarily
imply approval or endorsement of the views
expressed, elther by the sponsoring group or
the Institution.

C. Student Participation in Institutional
Government
As constituents of the academic commu-
nity, students should be free, individually
and collectively, to express their views on
issues of institutional policy and on matters
of general interest to the student body. The
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student body should have clearly defined
means to participate in the formulation and
application of institutional policy affecting
academic and student affairs. The role of
the student government and both its general
and specific responsibilities should be made
explicit, and the actions of the student gov-
ernment within the areas of its jurisdiction
should be reviewed only through orderly and
prescribed procedures.

D. Student Publications

Student publications and the student
press are a valuable aid in establishing and
maintaining an atmosphere of free and re-
sponsible discussion and of intellectual ex-
ploration on the campus. They are a means
of bringing student concerns to the atten-
tion of the faculty and the institutional au-
thorities and of formulating student opinion
on various issues on the campus and in the
world at large.

Whenever possible the student newspaper
should be an independent corporation
financially and legally separate from the
university, Where financial and legal auton-
omy is not possible, the institution, as the
publisher of the student publications, may
have to bear the legal responsibility for the
contents of the publications, In the delega-
tion of editorial responsibility to students
the institution must provide sufficient edi-
torial freedom and financial autonomy for
the student publications to maintain their
integrity of purpose as vehicles for free in-
quiry and free expression in an academic
community.

Institutional authorities, in consultation
with students and faculty, have a responsi-
bility to provide written clarification of the
role of the student publications, the stand-
ard to be used in their evaluation, and the
limitations on external control of their oper-
ation. At the same time, the editorial free-
dom of student editors and managers entails
corollary responsibilities to be governed by
the canons of responsible journalism, such
as the avoldance of libel, indecency, undocu-
mented allegations, attacks on personal in-
tegrity, and the techniques of harassment
and innuendo, As safeguards for the editorial
freedom of student publications the follow-
ing provisions are necessary:

1. The student press should be free of
censorship and advance approval of copy,
and its editors and managers should be free
to develop their own editorial policies and
news coverage.

2. Editors and managers of student publi-
cations should be protected from arbitrary
suspenion and removal because of student,
faculty, administrative, or public disapproval
of editorial policy or content. Only for proper
and stated causes should editors and man-
agers be subject to removal and then by
orderly and prescribed procedures. The
agency responsible for the appointment of
editors and managers should be the agency
responsible for their removal.

3. All university published and financed
student publications should explicitly state
on the editorial page that the opinions there
expressed are not necessarily those of the
college, university, or student body.

V. Off-Campus Freedom of Students
A. Exercise of Rights of Citizenship

College and university students are both
citizens and members of the academic com-
munity. As citizens, students should enjoy
the same freedom of speech, peaceful as-
sembly, and right of petition that other
citizens enjoy and, as members of the aca-
demic community, they are subject to the
obligations which accrue to them by virtue
of this membership. Faculty members and
administrative officials should insure that
institutional powers are not employed to in-
hibit such intellectual and personal develop-
ment of students as is often promoted by
their exercise of the rights of citizenship
both on and off campus.
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B. Institutional Authority and Civil Penalties

Activities of students may upon occasion
result in violation of law. In such cases, In-
stitutional officials should be prepared to
apprise students of sources of legal counsel
and may offer other assistance. Students who
violate the law may incur penalties pre-
scribed by civil authorities, but institutional
authority should never be used merely to
duplicate the function of general laws. Only
where the Institution’s interests as an aca-
demic community are distinct and clearly
involved should the special authority of the
institution be asserted. The student who in-
cidentally violates institutional regulations
in the course of his off-campus activity,
such as those relating to class attendance,
should be subject to no greater penalty than
would normally be imposed. Institutional
action should be independent of community
pressure.

V1. Procedural standards in disciplinary
proceedings

In developing responsible student conduct,
disciplinary proceedings play a role substan-
tially secondary to example, counseling,
guldance, and admonition, At the same time,
educational institutions have a duty and the
corollary disciplinary power to protect their
educational purpose through the setting of
standards of scholarship and conduct for the
students who attend them and through the
regulation of the use of institutional facili-
ties. In the exceptional circumstances when
the preferred means fail to resolve problems
of student conduct, proper procedural safe-
guards should be observed to protect the stu-
dent from the unfair imposition of serious
penalties,

The administration of discipline should
guarantee procedural fairness to an accused
student. Practices in disciplinary cases may
vary in formality with the gravity of the of-
fense and the sanctions which may be ap-
plied. They should also take into account
the presence or absence of an honor code,
and the degree to which the Institutional
officlals have direct acquaintance with stu-
dent life, in general, and with the involved
student and the circumstances of the case in
particular. The jurisdictions of faculty or
student judicial bodies, the disciplinary re-
sponsibilities of institutional officials and the
regular disciplinary procedures, including the
student’s right to appeal a decision, should
be clearly formulated and communicated in
advance. Minor penalties may be assessed in-
formally under prescribed procedures.

In all situations, procedural fair play re-
quires that the student be informed of the
nature of the charges against him, that he
be given a fair opportunity to refute them,
that the institution not be arbitrary in its
actions, and that there be provision for ap-
peal of a decision. The following are recom-
mended as proper safeguards in such pro-
ceedings when there are no honor codes of-
fering comparable guarantees.

A. Standards of Conduct Expected of
Students

The institution has an obligation to clar-
ify those standards of behavior which it con-
siders essential to its educational mission
and its community life. These general be-
havioral expectations and the resultant spe-
cific regulations should represent a reason-
able regulation of student conduct but the
student should be as free as possible from
imposed limitations that have no direct rele-
vance to his education, Offenses should be
as clearly defined as possible and interpreted
in a manner consistent with the aforemen-
tioned principles of relevancy and reason-
ableness. Disciplinary proceedings should be
instituted only for violations of standards of
conduct formulated with significant student
participation and published in advance
through such means as a student handbook
or a generally avallable body of institutional
regulations.
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B. Investigation of Student Conduct

1. Except under extreme emergency cir-
cumstances, premises occupied by students
and the personal possessions of students
should not be searched unless appropriate
authorization has been obtained. For prem-
ises such as residence halls controlled by the
institution, an appropriate and responsible
authority should be designated to whom ap-
plication should be made before a search is
conducted. The application should specify
the reasons for the search and the objects
or information sought. The student should
be present, if possible, during the search. For
premises not controlled by the institution,
the ordinary requirements for lawful search
should be followed.

2. Students detected or arrested in the
course of serious violations of institutional
regulations, or infractions of ordinary law,
should be informed of their rights. No form
of harassment should be used by institu-
tional representatives to coerce admissions
of guilt or Information about conduct of
other suspected persons.

C. Status of Student Pending Final Action

Pending action on the charges, the status
of a student should not be altered, or his
right to be present on the campus and to
attend classes suspended, except [or reasons
relating to his physical or emotional safety
and well-being, or for reasons relating to the
safety and well-being of students, faculty,
or university property.

D. Hearing Committee Procedures

When the misconduct may result in seri-
ous. penalties and if the student questions
the fairness of disciplinary action taken
against him, he should be granted, on re-
quest, the privilege of a hearing before a
regularly constituted hearing committee. The
following suggested hearing commiitee pro-
cedures satisfy the requirements of proce-
dural due process in situations requiring a
high degree of formality.

1. The hearing committee should include
faculty members or students, or, if regularly
included or requested by the accused, both
faculty and student members. No member
of the hearing committee who is otherwise
interested in the particular case should sit
in judgment during the proceeding.

2, The student should be informed, in writ-
ing, of the reasons for the proposed discipli-
nary action with sufficient particularity, and
in sufficient time, to insure opportunity to
prepare for the hearing.

3. The student appearing before the hear-
ing committee should have the right to be
assisted in his defense by an adviser of his
choice.

4. The burden of proof should rest upon
the officials bringing the charge.

5. The student should be given an oppor-
tunity to testify and to present evidence
and witnesses. He should have an oppor-
tunity to hear and question adverse wit-
nesses. In no case should the committee con-
sider statements against him unless he has
been advised of their content and of the
names of those who made them, and unless
he has been given an opportunity to rebut
unfavorable inferences which might other-
wise be drawn,

6. All matters upon which the decision may
be based must be introduced into evidence
at the proceeding before the hearing com-
mittee. The decision should be based solely
upon such matters. Improperly acquired evi-
dence should not be admitted.

7. The decision of the hearing committee
should be final, subject only to the student’s
right to appeal to the president or ultimately
to the governing board of the Institution.

STATEMENT BY PHILIP G. HusBarp, VicE

ProvosT

After consultation with University staff
members who are familiar with the circum-
stances of an incident Wednesday afternoon
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in the University Career Counseling and
Placement Office, I belleve there is sufficient
evidence to warrant the filing of charges
against certain individuals involved. It ap-
pears that not more than 10 or 12 persons
were involved, although some of them may
not have viclated University regulations.

Charges of violating University regulations
will be filed with the Committee on Student
Conduct against students involved, and
against Students for a Democratic Society,
the organization which sponsored the ac-
tivity. Civil charges will be brought against
non-students involved in the incident.

We expect to act in the next few days,
following completion of our investigation.

SCHWENGEL COMMENDS NIXON AD-
MINISTRATION ON FIRST YEAR'S
RECORD

(Mr. SCHWENGEL asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks at
this point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. SCHWENGEL, Mr. Speaker, we
are now rapidly approaching the end of
the first year of President Nixon’'s ad-
ministration. And what a great year it
has been for America. President Nixon
has done a magnificent job of getting this
country back on the track and headed to-
ward fulfillment of our historic destiny.
His achievements are all the more laud-
able in view of the fact that many of his
efforts have been stalled or stymied in the
Congress where his party is still a mi-
nority.

Let me summarize briefly the Presi-
dent's achievements to date:

NEW DIRECTION IN FOREIGN POLICY
Among the accomplishments were:
The Nixon doctine, set forth at the out-

set of his round-the-world tour, calling
for a new kind of partnership for peace
and security.

Agreement with Japan on the difficult
question of Okinawan reversion.

New life for the Western European al-
liance, dramatized by the President's
visit to Europe.

New posture toward the countries of
Eastern Europe, symbolized by the visit
to Romania, the first by any President to
a Communist country.

A new policy for Latin America, un-
veiled in the first Presidential address
ever televised live to the other nations of
the Western Hemisphere.

A series of initiatives to probe the pos-
sibilities of moving toward a political set
tlement of the conflict in the Middle East.

Continued efforts to end the tragedy
of starvation in Biafra.

Proposals for reforms in foreign aid
and trade.

The signing of the Nuclear Nonpro-
liferation Treaty.

The opening of the strategic arms
limitation talks in Helsinki.

A new policy on the use of chemical
and biological weapons.

A Presidential directive to implement
significant overseas personnel reduc-
tions, to cut back the American presence
and to streamline operations.

NEW DIRECTION IN VIETNAM

After years in which American involve-
ment has constantly increased, 60,000
troops were withdrawn.

Casualties fell to a 3-year low.

The continued progress in the Presi-
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dent’s Vietnamization program enabled
him to put into effect an orderly time-
table for the withdrawal of American
forces.

NEW DIRECTION ON THE DRAFT

President Nixon instituted major re-
form in selective service.

The first draft lottery since 1942 was
conducted.

The period of draft vulnerability was
reduced from 7 years to 1 year.

Young men will now know at age 19
the degree of likelihood that they will be
drafted and can plan accordingly.

Draft calls for November and Decem-
ber were eliminated entirely, and the
January 1970 call sharply reduced.

The first system of youth advisers to
the Selective Service System was in-
augurated.

An intensive review of the other major
aspects of draft policy—including the
deferment question—is now underway.

NEW DIRECTION IN DEFENSE POLICY

The Nixon administration conducted
the most thorough review of worldwide
military strategy and force options ever
undertaken, which resulted in:

Presidential approval of explicit cri-
teria for strategic sufficiency.

Presidential approval of explicit budg-
eted strategy guidelines for planning the
defense force posture, which will reduce
and stabilize defense spending over the
next 5 years.

Presidential establishment of an inter-
agency Defense Program Review Com-
mittee to insure balanced review of de-
fense policy and program issues in the
light of our overall national priorities.

Initial construction of an anti-ballistic-
missile system to protect our deterrent
and fto defend the American people
against accidental nuclear attacks or nu-
clear blackmail by third countries.

NEW DIRECTION IN GOVERNMENT ORGANIZATION

President Nixon undertook the most
sweeping reform of government machin-
ery since the Hoover Commission, in-
cluding :

The establishment of four new Cab-
inet level domestic Councils and numer-
ous other new planning groups.

The revival of the National Security
Council and other reforms in foreign
policy machinery.

The establishment of common regional
boundaries and headquarters for the
field operations of the major domestie
departments.

A program for consolidating Federal
grant programs.

A new Office of Child Development to
implement the President’s commitment
to improve the first 5 years of life.

Complete reorganization in such areas
as the Manpower Administration and
the Office of Economic Opportunity.

The most thorough reform proposal
in history for the Nation's Post Office
system.

NEW DIRECTION IN FEDERAL~-STATE-LOCAL
RELATIONS

The President’s “New Federalism”
pr?npt?sals marked a historic turning
point:

For the first time in history, the Presi-
dent proposed the sharing of Federal
revenues with the States and loealities.
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In another historic innovation, the
President proposed that administration
of manpower training be turned over to
State and local governments.

NEW DIRECTION IN WELFARE

The President introduced dramatic
new concepts for helping the disadvan-
taged. They include:

The first major reform in welfare in
over a generation, a new family assist-
ance plan for helping people move from
welfare rolls to payrolls.

A new manpower training program to
prepare workers for new jobs.

The first comprehensive reform of un-
employment insurance in the history of
that program.

The elimination or reduction of taxes
for some 17 million low-income persons.

The first Presidential commitment to
put an end to hunger in America, includ-
ing an expanded food stamp program and
free food stamps for the very poor.

New initiatives to provide more low-
income housing.

Strong efforts to eliminate racial dis-
ecrimination in the job market and new
programs for strengthening minority
business enterprise.

Proposals for social security reforms,
including larger benefits and a provi-
sion that future benefits be tied to the
cost of living.

NEW DIRECTION ON THE ECONOMY

The President carried on a rigorous
and unrelenting fight against inflation:

The Federal budget was cut by more
than $7 billion.

A program for gradually phasing out

the 10-percent surtax was proposed.

A plan of responsible tax reform was
laid out, including substantive proposals
for making the tax structure fairer.

NEW DIRECTION AGAINST CRIME

The administration asked for more
money for crime fighting.

More personnel were assigned to the
war on crime.

Structural reforms in crime fighting
included new antiracketeering field
offices.

New laws were requested for combat-
ing organized crime, District of Columbia
crime, pornography, and narcotics.

The President directed that reforms
be made in Federal correctional institu-
tions.

NEW DIRECTION FOR TRANSPORTATION

Long-range efforts to meet the trans-
portation crisis were introduced, includ-
ing:

A $10 billion, 12-year mass transit
program, the largest ever.

A $2.5 billion, 10-year program to im-
prove airway facilities and eguipment.

An immediate increase in the number
of air traffic controllers.

A decision to build a supersonic trans-
port.

The first comprehensive reform of mer-
chant shipping legislation since 1936.

NEW DIRECTION IN HEALTH AND SAFETY

Significant, new steps were taken to
protect public health and safety, includ-
ing:

A comprehensive series of consumer
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protection proposals to safeguard the
“Buyers’ Bill of Rights.”

Steps to protect the public against
pesticides and other potentially danger-
ous materials in the food supply.

A strong new approach to enforcing
occupational safety and health stand-
ards.

The first Presidential message in his-
tory on the subject of the population
explosion.

A strong coal mine safety bill.

During his busy first year, the Presi-
dent traveled to 14 foreign countries, offi-
cially received 13 heads of government
or heads of state as his guests, in the
exercise of a new foreign policy aimed
at peace and stability in the world. He
sent 31 messages to the Congress, pro-
posing historic changes in domestic pol-
icy. It was a year of substantial progress
toward changing the Nation's mood, re-
ordering its priorities and reorganizing
its institutions. At the end of the year,
the American people—68 percent of
whom expressed approval of the way the
President was doing his job—could look
forward to the new decade with increased
confidence and hope.

President Nixon said last October:

We intend to begin a decade of govern-
ment reform such as this nation has not
witnessed in half a century.

The record of his first year in office
gives solid substance to this promise,
for it was a year of reform that set a
new direction for America in both foreign
and domestic policy.

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR AND
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WEL-
FARE APPROPRIATIONS—CON-
FERENCE REPORT

Mr. FLOOD submitted the following
conference report and statement on the
bill (H.R. 13111) making appropriations
for the Departments of Labor and
Health, Education, and Welfare, and re-
lated agencies, for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1970:

ConrFErRENCE REPOrRT (H. REPT. No. 91-781)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
13111) “making appropriations for the De-
partments of Labor, and Health, Education,
and Welfare, and related agencies for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1870, and for
other purposes,” having met, after full and
free conference, have agreed to recommend
and do recommend to thelr respective Houses
as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amend-
ments numbered 1, 2, 8, 11, 12, 18, 42, 43,
48, 48, 55, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 68, 70, T3,
and T7.

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendments of the Senate num-
bered 9, 17, 20, 21, 23, 23, 24, 40, 47, 49, 67,
71, 79, 80, 81, 82, and 85, and agree to the
same,

Amendment numbered 8: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the SBenate numbered 8, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In leu of the sum named In said amendment
insert “#655,772,000"; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 10: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
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ment of the Senate numbered 10, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum named in said amend-
ment insert “$12,835,000"; 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 fol-
lows: In llen of the sum named In said
amendment insert “$72,352,600"; and the
Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 14: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 14, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum named in said amend-
ment insert “$108,800,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 19: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 19, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lleu of the sum named in sald amendment
insert ''$47,500,000”; 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 lleu of the sum named in said amendment
insert “$190,362,5600"; and the Senate 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 named in said amend-
ment insert “$171,256,600"; and the Senate
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 leu of the sum named in sald amend=-
ment insert “$30,644,500"; 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 named In said amendment
insert “$146,334,000"; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 31: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 31, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum named in said amendment
insert “$106,078,000"; 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 sum named in sald amendment
insert “$103,694,500”"; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 33: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 33, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum named in sald amendment
insert "$164,644,000”; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 34: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 34, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum named in said amendment
insert “$76,949,000”; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 35: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 35, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lleu of the sum named in sald amend-
ment insert “$24,342,500"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 36: That the House
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recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 36, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum named in said amend-
ment insert “$76,658,000"”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 37: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 37, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum named in sald amend-
ment insert “$234,470,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 38: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 38, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum named in said amend-
ment insert *“$11,722,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 39: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 39, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum named in sald amend-
ment insert “$149,050,000"; and the Senafte
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 44: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 44, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum named in said amend-
ment insert *“$330,876,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 45: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 45, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
Restore the matter stricken by sald amend-
ment, amended to read as follows: “$30,000,-
000 shall be for equipment and minor re-
modeling and state administrative services
under title III-A of said Act of 1958;”; and
the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 53: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 53, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lleu of the sum named in said amendment
insert ““$107,500,000"; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 54: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 54, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum named in sald amend-
ment insert “$18,260,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 58: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 58, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as fol-
lows: In lleu of the sum named in said
amendment insert “$148,881,000"; and the
Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 50: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 59, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In leu of the sum named in sald amend-
ment insert “$6,737.000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 60: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 60, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum named in sald amendment
insert “$5,083,000"; and the Senate agree to
the same.

Amendment numbered 69: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 69, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lleu of the sum named in said amend-
ment insert *'$120,000,000"”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered T4: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 74, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum named in sald amendment
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insert *‘$28,360,000”; and the Senate agree to
the same.

Amendment numbered 76: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 75, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In leu of the sum named in said amend-
ment insert ““$10,000,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 76: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 76, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum named in sald amend-
ment insert ‘““$30,226,500”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 78: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 78, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lileu of the sum named in said amend-
ment insert "“$911,350,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 86: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 86, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
Restore the matter stricken by said amend-
ment, amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 407. No part of the funds appropri-

.ated under this Act shall be used to provide

& loan, guarantee of a loan, a grant, the
salary of or any remuneration whatever to
any individual applylng for admisslon, at-
tending, employed by, teaching at, or doing
research at an institution of higher educa-
tion who has engaged in conduct on or after
August 1, 1969, which involves the use of
{or the assistance to others in the use of)
force or the threat of force or the seizure of
property under the control of an institution
of higher education, to require or prevent
the availability of certain curriculum, or to
prevent the faculty, administrative officials,
or students in such institution from engag-
ing in their duties or pursuing their studies
at such institution.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 87: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 87, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted
by said amendment, Insert the following:

““SEC. 408. Except as required by the Con-
stitution no part of the funds contained in
this Act may be used to force any school
district to take any actions involving the
busing of students, the abolishment of any
school or the assignment of any student at-
tending any elementary or secondary school
to a particular school against the cholice of
his or her parents or parent.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 88: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 88, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lien of the matter stricken and inserted
by said amendment, insert the following:

“Sec. 409. Except as required by the Con-
sitution no part of the funds contained in
this Act shall be used to force any school dis-
trict to take any actions involving the bus-
ing of students, the abolishment of any
school or the assignment of students to a
particular school as a condition precedent
to obtaining Federal funds otherwise avall-
able to any State, school district or school.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

The committee of conference report in
disagreement amendments numbered 4, 5, 6,
7. 16, 16, 25, 26, 41, 50, b1, 62, 56, 57, 72, 83,
and 84.

Danrter J. Proobp,

WiLLiAMm H. NATCHER,

NEAL SMITH,

W. R, Houwn, Jr.,

Bos CasEY,

GEORGE MaHON,

GARNER E. SHRIVER,
Managers on the Part of the House.
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WARREN G, MAGNUSON,
JOHN STENNIS,

ALAN BIBLE,

RosBerT C. BYRD,

Seessarp L. HoLLANB,
JoHN O. PASTORE,
Norris CoTTON,

HmaMm L. Foxng,

J. CaLEB Bocas,
Mmron R. YOUNG,

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. 13111) making ap-
propriations for the Departments of Labor,
and Health, Education, and Welfare, 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:

TITLE I—DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
MANPOWER ADMINISTRATION

Amendment No. 1: Appropriates $855,605,-
000 for “Manpower development and training
activities” as proposed by the House instead
of $675,605,000 as proposed by the Senate.
The managers on the part of the House are
in agreement with the directions contained
in the Senate report with regard to the
Neighborhood Youth Corps.

Amendments Nos. 2 and 3: Strike language
proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 4: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the Senate amendment with an
amendment which will appropriate $36,116,-
000 instead of $35,325,000 as proposed by the
House and $36907,000 as proposed by the
Senate and will insert language proposed by
the Senate to provide that the funds remain
available until June 30, 1971,

Amendments Nos. 5, 6, and 7: Reported in
technical disagreement. The managers on
the part of the House will offer a motion to
recede and concur in the Senate amendments
which revise legal citations.

Amendments Nos. 8 and 9: Provide $655,-
772,000 for “Limitation on grants to States
for unemployment compensation and em-
ployment service administration” instead of
$630,772,000 as proposed by the House and
$6567,700,000 as proposed by the Senate, and
provide $15,000,000 for the contingency fund
as proposed by the Senate instead of $12,-
000,000 as proposed by the House.

LABOR-MANAGEMENT RELATIONS

Amendment No. 10: Appropriates $12,335,-
000 for “Labor-Management Services Admin-
istration, salarles and expenses" instead of
$9,585,000 as proposed by the House and
$12,426,000 as proposed by the Senate. The
conferees have agreed to the full amount of
$2,000,000 requested for the “organized crime
program.”

WAGE AND LABOR STANDARDS

Amendment No. 11: Appropriates $12,050,-
000 for “Wage and Labor Standards Admin-
istration, salaries and expenses" as proposed
by the House instead of $12,300,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate. The conferees are agreed
that, within the amount allowed, high pri-
ority should be given to the high-hazard
inspection tralning and education safety
program.

BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS

Amendment No. 12: Strikes language pro-
posed by the Senate.

TITLE II—DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE
CONSUMER PROTECTION AND ENVIRONMENTAL
HEALTH SERVICE

Amendment No. 13: Appropriates $72,352,-
500 for “Food and drug control” instead of
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$72,007,000 as proposed by the House and
$72,608,000 as proposed by the Benate.

Amendment No. 14: Appropriates $108,800,-
000 for "Air pollution control” instead of
$03,800,000 as proposed by the House and
$116,900,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 15: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the Senate amendent which pro-
vides that $45,000,000 of the funds appro-
priated for “Air pollution control” shall be
available to carry out section 104 of the
Clean Air Act.

Amendment No. 16: Reported in technical
rdisagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the Senate amendment which pro-
vides language with regard to the merging
of certain unexpended balances of previous
appropriations.

HEALTH SERVICES AND MENTAL HEALTH
ADMINISTRATION

Amendment No. 17: Corrects typographical
error.

Amendments Nos. 18 and 19: Appropriate
$360,302,000 for “Mental health" as proposed
by the House instead of $385,000,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate; and provide that $47,-
500,000 shall be for grants pursuant to parts
A, C, and D of the Community Mental Health
Centers Act instead of $42,500,000 as pro-
posed by the House and $52,200,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate.

Amendments Nos. 20 and 21: Appropriate
$224,033,000 for “Comprehensive health plan-
ning and services” as proposed by the Senate
instead of $207,143,000 as proposed by the
House; and provide that £100,000,000 shall
be available for grants pursuant to section
314(d) of the Public Health Service Act as
proposed by the Senate,

Amendments Nos. 22, 23, and 24: Appro-
priate $100,000,000 for “Regional medical
programs” as proposed by the Senate instead
of $76,000,000 as proposed by the House;
provide that $73,500,000 shall be for grants
pursuant to title IX of the Public Health
Service Act as proposed by the Senate in-
stead of $50,000,000 as proposed by the House;
and provide that $24,771,000 shall be for de-
velopment, assistance, and chronic disease
control activities authorized by the Public
Health Service Act as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No, 25: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the Senate amendment which pro-
vides for grants of 3,500,000 and loans of
$6,600,000 pursuant to the District of Colum-
bia Medical Facilitles Construction Act of
1968.

Amendment No. 26: Reported in technleal
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the Senate amendment which pro-
vides language with regard to the merging
of unexpended balances of certain previous
appropriations.

NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH

Amendment No. 27: Appropriates $190,-
362,500 for “National Cancer Institute" in-
stead of $180,725,000 as proposed by the
House and $200,000,000 as proposed by the
Senate.

Amendment No, 28: Appropriates $171,-
256,500 for “National Heart Institute” in-
stead of $160,513,000 as proposed by the
House and $182,000,000 as proposed by the
Senate.

Amendment No. 29: Appropriates $30,644,-
500 for “National Institute of Dental Re-
search” instead of $29,802,000 as proposed by
the House and $32,000,000 as proposed by the
Senate.

Amendment No, 30: Appropriates $146,-
334,000 for “Natlonal Institute of Arthritis
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and Metabolic Diseases" instead of $137,668,-
000 as proposed by the House and $155,000,-
000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 31: Appropriates $106,-
978,000 for “National Institute of Neurologi-
cal Diseases and Stroke” instead of $101,-
256,000 as proposed by the House and
$112,700,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 32: Appropriates $108,-
694,500 for “National Institute of Allergy and
Infectious Diseases” instead of $102,389,000
as proposed by the House and $105,000,000
as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 33: Appropriates $164,644,-
000 for “National Institute of General Medi-
cal Sciences” instead of #$154,288,000 as
proposed by the House and $175,000,000 as
proposed by the Senate,

Amendment No. 34: Appropriates 876,949,
000 for “National Institute of Child Health
and Human Development” instead of 73,-
098,000 as proposed by the House and
$80,800,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 35: Appropriates $24,342 -
500 for “National Eye Institute” instead of
$23,685,000 as proposed by the House and
$25,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. The
managers on the part of the House agree with
the expression in the Senate report that suf-
ficient funds from this appropriation shall
be used to employ 25 additional staff for
this new institute.

Amendment No. 36: Appropriates §76,658,-
000 for “General research and services” in-
stead of $73,658,000 as proposed by the House
and $79,6568,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 37: Appropriates $234,-
470,000 for "Health manpower" instead of
$218,021,000 as proposed by the House and
$251,200,000 as proposed by the Senate. The
increase over the House bill includes §5,699,-
000 for institutional support programs,
24,000,000 for direct loans to health profes-
slons students, $1,250,000 for direct loans to
nursing students, 5,000,000 for the scholar-
ship program, and $600,000 for grants to the
schools of public health. The conferees are
agreed that any increase in funds for student
assistance under this appropriation for fiscal
year 1971 shall be budgeted for loans rather
than scholarships or fellowships.

Amendment No. 38: Appropriates $11,722,-
000 for “Dental health' instead of £10,722,000
as proposed by the House and $11,887,000 as
proposed by the Senate. The increase over
the amount provided in the House bill is for
the Dental Auxiliary Program.

Amendment No. 39: Appropriates $140,-
050,000 for “Construction of health educa-
tional, research, and Ubrary facilities” in-
stead of $126,100,000 as proposed by the
House and $160,000,000 as proposed by the
Senate. The increase over the amount pro-
vided in the House bill includes $15,000,000
for teaching facilities for health professions
schools, $2,000,000 for schools of nursing to
provide funds to meet a very serious situa-
tion in Boston, $5,000,000 for health research
facilities, and $950,000 for medical libraries.
The conferees are agreed that 20 percent of
the $15,000,000 for teaching {facilities for
health professions schools shall be for dental
school facilities.

Amendment No. 40: Appropriates g1,-
900,000 for “Buildings and facllities” as pro-
posed by the Senate Instead of $1,000,000
as proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 41: Reported in technical
disagreement, The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the Senate amendment which
provides language regarding the merging of
unexpended balances of certain previous
appropriations.

Amendment No. 42: Provides that $60,-
700,000 shall be available for ‘“General re-
search support grants” as proposed by the
House instead of $65,700,000 as proposed by
the Senate.
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Amendment No. 43: Restores legal citation
inserted by the House and stricken by the
Senate.

Amendment No. 44: Appropriates $330,-
876,000 for “Elementary and secondary ed-
ucation” instead of $364,616,000 as proposed
by the House and $315,876,000 as proposed
by the Senate.

Amendment No. 45: Provides that $30,000,-
000 of the appropriation for “Elementary and
secondary education” shall be for equip-
ment and minor remodeling and State ad-
ministrative services under title III-A of the
National Defense Education Act instead of
$78,740,000 as proposed by the House and
stricken by the Senate. The Senate restored
the full amount of the $78,740,000 in amend-
ment number 50. The conferees agreed to the
full amount of $78,740,000 for this purpose,
but due to a technicality it was not possible
for the conferees to include this full amount
in amendment number 45. Otherwlse, the
fact that the $78,740,000 is divided into £30,-
000,000 in amendment number 45 and $48,-
740,000 in amendment number 50 has abso-
lutely no significance.

Amendment No. 46: Provides that $5,000,-
000 of the amount appropriated for “Elemen-
tary and secondary education” shall be for
dropout programs under section 807 of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act as
proposed by the House instead of $20,000,000
as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 47: Provides that 825,000,-
000 of the amount appropriated for “Elemen-
tary and secondary education” shall be for
bilingual education programs under title
VII of the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act as proposed by the Senate instead
of $10,000,000 as proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 48: Strikes the appropria-
tion of $1,117,580,000 for fiscal year 1971 for
grants under title I-A of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act as proposed by the
Senate. There is no authority for the proposed
appropriation.

Amendment No, 49: Strikes language and
appropriations proposed by the House. With
minor exceptions all of this language and
the appropriations are carried in the bill in
connection with other Senate amendments.

Amendment No. 50: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the Senate amendment with an
amendment which will appropriate £48,740,-
000 instead of $93,240,000 as proposed by the
Senate. All of the $48,740,000 is for equip-
ment and minor remodeling and State ad-
ministrative services under title ITI-A of the
National Defense Education Act. (See amend-
ment number 45 regarding the additional
appropriation of $30,000,000 for this purpose.)

Amendment No. 51: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the Senate amendment with an
amendment which will appropriate $600,167,-
000 for “School assistance in Federally af-
fected areas” of which 8585,000,000 shall be
for payments to local educational agencies
for the maintenance and operation of schools
instead of $660,167,000 and $645,000,000, re-
spectively, as proposed by the Senate. The
amounts in the motion will be the same as
the amounts included in the House bill, but
stricken by amendment number 48.

Amendment No. 52: Reported in technical
disagreement, The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the Senate amendment which adds
a legal citation.

Amendments Nos. 53 and 54: Appropriate
$107,500,000 for “Education professions de-
velopment” instead of $05,000,000 as pro-
posed by the House and $120,000,000 as pro-
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posed by the Senate, provide that $18,250,000
shall be for subpart 2 of part B of the Edu-
cation Professions Development Act instead
of $15,000,000 as proposed by the House and
$21,500,000 as proposed by the Senate. The
conferees are agreed that none of the in-
crease over the amount proposed by the
House shall be used for fellowships or
scholarships.

Amendment No. 55: Appropriates $21,737,-
000 for ‘“Teacher Corps” as proposed by the
House instead of $31,100,000 as proposed by
the Senate.

Amendment No. 56: Reported in technieal
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the Senate amendment with an
amendment which will appropriate $871,874,-
000 for “Higher education” instead of $1,-
006,874,000 as proposed by the Senate. This
compares with $858,633,000 proposed by the
House in connection with the appropriations
and language stricken by amendment num-
ber 49. The changes made by the Senate from
the amounts proposed by the House and the
conference action thereon follow:

(1) $164,600,000 is included for educational
opportunity grants instead of $159,600,000
proposed by the House and $175,600,000 pro-
posed by the Senate.

(2) $7,241,000 is included for endowment
of the Federal City College as proposed by
the Senate.

(3) #43,000,000 is included for grants for
construction of public community colleges
and technical institutes as proposed by the
House instead of $125,000,000 as proposed by
the Senate.

(4) #33,000,000 is included for grants for
construction of other undergraduate facili-
ties as proposed by the House instead of $75,-
000,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 57: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the Senate amendment which pro-
vides #488,7T16,000 for “Vocational educa-
tion”, the same amount as was included in
the House bill, but stricken by amendment
No. 49. The only difference between the
House and Senate bill, other than the loca-
tion of this item in the bill, is that the Sen-
ate amendment provides $352,836,000 for the
basic grants compared with $357,836,000 in-
cluded in the House bill and the Senate
amendment provides $20,000,000 for consumer
and homemaking education compared with
$15,000,000 included in the House bill. The
mansagers on the part of the House agree with
the directive in the Senate report earmark-
ing $34.000,000 of the allowance for voca=-
tional research activities.

Amendments Nos. 58, 59, and 60: Appro-
priate $148,881,000 for “Library and commu-
nity services” instead of $135,394,000 as pro-
posed by the House and $155,625,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate, provide that $6,737,000
shall be for transfer to the Librarian of Con-
gress instead of $5,500,000 provided by the
House and $7,356,000 provided by the Senate,
and provide that $5,083,000 shall be for edu-
cational broadcasting facilities instead of $4,-
000,000 provided by the House and $5,625,000
provided by the Senate. The conferees are
agreed that the appropriation includes $20,-
834,000 for college library resources and $6,-
833,000 for librarian training.

Amendment No. 61: Appropriates $100,000,-
000 for “Education for the handicapped” in-
stead of $105,000,000 as proposed by the Sen-
ate,

Amendments Nos. 62 and 63: Appropriate
$85,750,000 for “Research and training” as
proposed by the House instead of $98,250,000
as proposed by the Senate and delete the
provision proposed by the Senate that $0,-
500,000 shall be for experimental schools.

Amendments Nos. 64, 65, and 66: Appropri-
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ate $18,000,000 for “Education in foreign
languages and world affairs” as proposed by
the House instead of $12,000,000 as proposed
by the Senate and delete language proposed
by the Senate to authorize the use of these
funds for sections 102 and 103 of the Inter-
national Education Act of 1966.

Amendment No. 67: Inserts language pro-
posed by the Senate with regard to loans
from the Higher Education Facilities Loan
Fund.

SOCIAL AND REHABILITATION SERVICE

Amendment No. 68: Provides that $3,000,-
000 of the appropriation “Grants to States
for public assistance™ shall be available for
grants authorized in section 707 of the Social
Security Act as proposed by the House in-
stead of $5,000,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 69: Appropriates $120,-
000,000 for “Work incentives” instead of
$129,640,000 as proposed by the House and
$100,000,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. T0: Strikes language pro-
posed by the Senate which would make funds
in the appropriation “Grants for rehabilita-
tion services and facilities” available for a
migrant labor program.

Amendment No. T1: Appropriates $464,-
783,000 for “Grants for rehabilitation serv-
ices and facilities” of which $436,000,000 is
for grants under section 2 as proposed by
the Senate instead of 499,783,000 and
$471,000,000, respectively, as proposed by the
House.

Amendment No. 72: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the Senate amendment which
provides that grants to any State under
section 2 of the Voecational Rehabilitation
Act shall not be less than grants made to
the State for the fiscal year 1969.

Amendment No. 73: Appropriates 837,000.-
000 for “Mental retardation” as proposed by
the House instead of $39,000,000 as proposed
by the Senate and strikes language proposed
by the Senate.

Amendment No. 74: Appropriates $28,360,-
000 for “Development of programs for the
aging” instead of $36,250,000 as proposed by
the Senate.

Amendment No. 75: Appropriates $10,000,-
000 for “Junvenile delinquency prevention
and control” instead of $5,000,000 as pro-
posed by the House and $15,000,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate, and deletes language
proposed by the House and stricken by the
Senate,

Amendment No. 76: Appropriates 830,226~
500 for “Salaries and expenses” instead of
$28,780,000 as proposed by the House and
$31,673,000 as proposed by the Senate.

SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION

Amendment No, 77: Deletes appropriation
of $300,000 for “Consumer credit training”
proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 78: Provides $911,350,000
for “Limitation on salaries and expenses” in-
stead of $901,500,000 as proposed by the
House and $921,200,000 as proposed by the
Senate.

SPECIAL INSTITUTIONS

Amendment No. 79: Appropriates $4,332,-
000 for “Gallaudet College, salaries and ex-
penses" as proposed by the Senate instead
of $4,257,000 as proposed by the House.

Amendment No. B0: Appropriates £1,-
106,000 for “Gallaudet College, construction™
as proposed by the Senate instead of $867,000
as proposed by the House.

DEPARTMENTAL MANAGEMENT

Amendment No. 81: Appropriates $2,060,-
000 for “Office of the Comptroller, salaries
and expenses” as proposed by the Senate in-
stead of $1,808,000 as proposed by the House.

40491

TITLE III—RELATED AGENCIES

Amendment No. 82: Appropriates $8,412,-
000 for “Federal Mediation and Conciliation
Service, salaries and expenses" as proposed by
the Senate instead of $8,240,000 as proposed
by the House.

Amendment No. 83: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will move to recede and concur
in the Senate amendment with an amend-
ment which will appropriate $1,948,000,000
for “Economic opportunity program" instead
of $2,048,000,000 as proposed by the Senate.
It is the recommendation of the conferees
that the family emergency loan program at
the level originally funded by the Office of
Economic Opportunity be continued at a
level that will permit it to operate as in the
past and that an additional $2,500,000 be
allocated for the purpose of broadening its
operation in areas not presently benefitted.

Amendment No. 84: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the Senate amendment which ap-
propriates $300,000 for “President's Couneil
on Youth Opportunity, salaries and ex-
penses."”

Amendment No. 85: Appropriates $15,000,-
000 for “Payment to the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting” as proposed by the
Senate.

TITLE IV—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Amendment No. 86: Restores the second
sentence of section 407 Iincluded in the
House bill and stricken by the Senate. The
first sentence of this section is not restored.

Amendments Nos. 87 and B8: Deletes lan=
guage proposed by the House and stricken
by the Senate, and inserts language pro-
posed by the Senate.

DawnieL J. FLoon,

WiLLiAm H. NATCHER,

NEAL SMITH,

W.R. Howr, Jr.,

Bos CaAsEY,

GEORGE MAHON,

GARNER E. SHRIVER,
Managers on the Part of the House.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr, AspiNaLL, from 4 p.m. December
22, 1969, until end of first session, 91st
Congress, on account of personal pleas-
ure—spending Christmas with his young-
est son and his family in Brussels, Bel-
gium.

Mr. ConyeErs (at the request of Mr.
ALBERT), on account of illness,

Mr. Corman, for Saturday, December
20, 1969, 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:

Mr. Patman, for 30 minutes, on Decem-
ber 22; to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.

Mr. Monacan, for 30 minutes, on De-
cember 22; to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Jones of Tennessee); to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter:)

Mr. GonzaLez, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. HamiLTon, for 60 minutes, today.

Mr. SracGers, for 25 minutes, today.




40492

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

Mr. KEE.

Mr. Gross to revise and extend his
remarks made today on the conference
report on H.R. 15149.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. LuJsan) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr, MINSHALL.

Mr. GOODLING.

Mr. Wyman in two instances.

Mr. BUTTON.

Mr. DoN H. CLAUSEN.

Mr. JounsoN of Pennsylvania in two
instances.

Mr. DUNCAN.

Mr. LANDGREBE.

Mr. HorToN in three instances.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. JoNeEs of Tennessee) and to
include extraneous matter:)

Mr. Daniers of New Jersey in 10 in-
stances.

Mr. DanieL of Virginia in two instances.

Mr. GonzALEZ in two instances.

Mr. BurkE of Massachusetts.

Mr. PickLE in four instances.

Mr. OLSEN.

Mr. OrTiNGER in three instances.

Mr. GIBBONS.

Mr. KruczyNsKI in 10 instances.

Mr. FOUNTAIN.

Mr. DiNgeLL in two instances.

Mr. O’NeaL of Georgia in two instances.

Mr. HacaN in two instances.

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A bill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker's table
and, under the rule, referred as follows:

8.1033. An act to provide for Federal rail-
road safety, hazardous materials control, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. FRIEDEL, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee had examined and found truly
enrolled bills of the House of the follow-
ing titles, which were thereupon signed
by the Speaker:

H.R, 9334, An act to amend title 38, United
States Code, to promote the care and treat-
ment of veterans in State veterans' homes;

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;

H.R. 14580. An act to promote the foreign
policy, security, 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;

H.R. 14751. An act making appropriations
for military construction for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1970, and for other purposes; and

H.R. 15090. An act making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1970, and for other
purposes.
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SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of the
following titles:

8. 59. An act to authorize the Secretary of
the Army to adjust the legislative jurisdic-
tlon exercised by the United States over
lands within the Army National Guard Fa-
cility, Ethan Allen, and the U.S. Army Mate-
rlel Command Firing Range, Underhill, Vt.;
and

S. 2917. An act to provide for the protec-
tion of the health and safety of persons
working in the coal mining industry of the
United States, and for other purposes.

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. FRIEDEL, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee did on the following days
present to the President, for his approval,
bills of the House of the following titles:

On December 19, 1969:

H.R. 8449. An act to amend the act en-
titled “An act to promote the safety of em-
ployees and travelers upon railroads by
limiting the hours of service of employees
thereon,” approved March 4, 1907.

On December 20, 1960:

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;

H.R. 14580. An act to promote the foreign
policy, security, and general welfare of the
United States by assisting peoples of the
world to achieve economiec development
within a framework of democratic economic,
social, and political institutions, and for
other purposes; and

H.R. 15080. An act making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1970, and for other
purposes.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. JONES of Tennessee, Mr. Speaker,
I move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 5 o’clock and 48 minutes p.m.) under
its previous order, the House adjourned
until Monday, December 22, 1969, at
10:30 o'clock a.m.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

1432. Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, a
letter from the Secretary of State, trans-
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to
reorganize and strengthen the U.S. Gov-
ernment structure for dealing with West-
ern Hemisphere affairs; and for other
purposes, was taken from the Speaker’s
table, referred to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs.

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. MAHON: Committee of Conference.
Conference report on H.R. 15209 (Rept. No.
91-780) . Ordered to be printed.

Mr. FLOOD: Committee of Conference.
Conference report on HR. 13111 (Rept. No.
81-781). Ordered to be printed.

December 20, 1969

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. SEBELIUS:

H.R. 156392. A bill to amend the Consoli-
dated Farmers Home Administration Act of
1961, as amended, to make interest income
on loans sold out of the Agricultural Credit
Insurance Fund subject to Federal income
taxes, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. TIERNAN (for himself and Mr,
Epwarps of Louisiana) :

H.R. 15393. A bill to amend section 105 of
the Clean Air Act to authorize increased
grants to be made to certain air pollution
control agencies not now eligible therefor; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. WYMAN (for himself, Mr,
Evins of Tennessee, Mr. PASSMAN,
Mr. Borring, Mr. McMiLrLaw, Mr.
FLower, Mr. HaNsEn of Idaho, Mr.
Lanprum, Mr. LANDGREBE, Mr. REES,
Mr. HasTINGS, Mr. WAGGONNER, Mr,
StEGER of Arizona, Mr. Morse, Mr.
KYrRos, Mr. DENNEY, Mr. ANDREWS
of North Dakota, Mr. CoLLIER, Mr.
McCrure, Mr. CORBETT, Mr. TAL-
corr, Mr. SANDMAN, Mr. DUNCAN,
Mr. AppasBo, and Mr. HosMER) :

H. Res. 762. Resolution amending the
Rules of the House of Representatives to ex-
pedite the enactment of general appropria-
tion measures, to facilitate the making of
appropriations for subsequent fiscal years,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Rules.

By Mr. WYMAN (for himself, Mr, DoN
H. CrAvsEN, Mr. DoNOHUE, Mr. Lips-
coMsB, Mr. OTTINGER, Mr. NELSEN,
Mr. WmNALL, Mr. BELL of California,
Mr. Pric of Texas, Mr. DExT, Mr.
Wrarr, Mr. Frey, Mr. Sixes, Mr.
McCrorY, Mr. Camp, Mr. Mc-
KNEALLY, Mr. RoBisoN, Mr. SHRIVER,
Mr. Epwarps of Alabama, Mr. SEBE-
LIUs, Mr. CoUGHLIN, Mr. PICKLE,
Mr. WaTsoN, Mr. MATsUNAGA, and
Mr. RANDALL) :

H. Res. T763. Resolution amending the
Rules of the House of Representatives to
expedite the enactment of general appro-
priation measures, to facilitate the making
of appropriations for subsequent fiscal years,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Rules,

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. BURTON of California:

H.R.15394. A bill for the relief of Leong
Tin; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN:

H.R. 15395. A bill for the relief of Louis

Korchek; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’'s desk
and referred as follows:

360. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Enick
J. Koreski, Shinnston, W. Va., relative to a
report of the U.S. Department of Labor con-
cerning the United Mine Workers of Amer-
ica; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

361. Also, petition of Bob Miller, Arling-
ton, Mass., relative to withdrawal of all
troops from Vietnam; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs,
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