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ANTIPEACE DEMONSTRATORS 

HON. JOHN R. RARICK 
OF LOUISIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 26, 1969 

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Speaker, the she
nanigans of the so-called antiwar mili
tants expose their true goals as being 
antipeace. 

With 33,000 Americans already dead 
and a prolonged war attributed at least 
in. part to the vacillations created by the 
Ameri-cong it is becoming more and more 
obvious to the mothers and dads that the 
antipeace demonstrators are but prolong
ing the war perhaps in the hope of wear
ing down the American people, demoral
izing our morale but ever encouraging 
the Communist enemy not to negotiate 
peace. 

The greatest militaristic threat in our 
land today comes from the falsely named 
antiwar demonstrators. 

Mr. Speaker, one such Ameri-cong war 
encouragement session was recently held 
here in the Nation's Capital promoted by 
a tax-exempt foundation, and I include a 
report by Alice Widener from Human 
Events for March 22, 1969, as follows: 

PIG ON A PEACE P:l..ATE 

(By Allee Widener) 
A disgrace happened at the First National 

Convocation on "The Challenge of Building 
Peace," held by the tax-exempt Fund for 

Education in World Order, at the New York 
Hilton this month. Not an American flag was 
in sight at the luncheon gathering of two 
thousand pacifists. But Viet Cong flags were 
hanging from the balconies at both ends of 
the Grand Ballroom all during lunch, during 
introductory speeches made by officers of the 
Fund, and during speeches made by Chet 
Huntley and by United States Senators J. 
William Fulbright, Jacob Javits and George 
McGovern. 

Until a handful of militant demonstrators 
made TV news by heckllng Sen. Fulbright 
and striding onto the dais to put a pig's 
head on his plate, not one of the persons on 
the dais, including the three U.S. Senators, 
said a word of protest. When they did voice 
objections over the microphone, it was to 
denounce "the poor taste" and "undemo
cratic behavior" and "discourtesy" of the 
hecklers and demonstrators. Not one of the 
senators demanded over the loudspeaker that 
the Viet Cong flags be removed from the 
premises. 

Though the main theme of the Hilton 
meeting was supposed to be "peace," it actu
ally was an anti-ABM system and anti-Viet 
Nam war propaganda affair. There were 
morning and afternoon discussions on sub
jects such as "Is America Becoming a M111-
taristic Society?" and "Can We Build an 
Effective Constituency for Peace?" and "Are 
National Self-Interest and World Peace 
Compatible?" 

Among unchallenged statements made at 
the convocation panel discussions were: 

Rev. WilHam Sloan Coffin, Jr., chaplain, 
Yale University: "Marx was essentially right 
when he said rellgion is the opiate o! the 
people." 

Betty Goetz Lall: "We must work up 
enough lobby so that it becomes competitor 

to the defense establishment. I learned in 
the Soviet Union last year that they have a 
new approach to the international law of 
disarmament. They said, 'We Will add treaty 
by treaty and the sum total wm become 
international law.' ... I offer it as a possible 
substitute for limiting offensive and defen
Elive weapons. 

Dr. Jerome B. Wiesner: "Just as we can 
unilaterally escalate, we can unilaterally de
escalate. I would like to invite my Russian 
friends to come over here and see some empty 
missile holes. Even if they didn't reduce, 
maybe we can. Maybe we can have a disarma
ment treaty by ourselves; maybe we can have 
two peace races, one between ourselves With 
the Armed Services Committee and one With 
the Soviet Union. . . . The U.S. pioneered 
both offensive and defensive systexns. . . . 
The U.S. is running an arxns race With itself." 

Howard Zinn, professor of government at 
Boston University: "At this moment we are 
the Italians, the Japanese, the Germans, o! 
1936. We have the title 'robber of our time.'" 

Richard M. Pfeffer, Fellow of Adlai Steven
son Institute, research Fellow at University of 
Chicago Law School: "America is an im
perialist power. We should Withdraw from 
VietNam unilaterally and immediately. We 
have failed to understand Mao Tse-tung, one 
of the great men of our century." 

Well, that was about the drift of the Hilton 
Peace Convocation. Nobody said a word in 
praise of the United States, not even the 
United States senators, and not one of them 
said a word over the microphone about the 
81bsence of the American flag and presence 
of the Viet Cong flag. 

Breathes there an America, with soul so 
dead, who never to itself hath said, "Can 
these be our own, our native sons?" 

HOU.SE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Thursday, March 27, 1969 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Reverend Earl S. Cox, Colonial 

Beach Baptist Church, Colonial Beach, 
Va., offered the following prayer: 

Almighty God, our F'ather, we come 
this day with grateful, but unhappy 
hearts. Grateful for the free land in 
which we live, unhappy because many 
still live without the freedom that we 
know. We ask that Thy spirit strive 
mightily with the leaders of all nations 
as they seek means whereby all men 
might live free and at peace with one 
another. 

Impress upon our minds thB~t we must 
first be at peace with Thee. That freedom 
exists only as it exists everywhere. That 
the strength of our Nation lies in the 
integrity of her people. That peace is 
born out of righteousness. 

Lord, today is ours. Give special 
strength and wisdom to those who lead 
our Nation. Fill them with Thy spirit 
that Thy will might be done. We make 
our prayer in the name of Jesus Christ 
our Lord, and for His sake. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The Journal of the proceedings of 

yesterday was read and approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Arrington, one of its clerks, announced 

that the Senate had passed without 
amendment a bill of the House of the 
following title: 

H.R. 8508. An act to increase the publlc 
debt limit set forth in section 21 of the 
Second Liberty Bond Act. 

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

S. 714. An act to designate the Ventana 
Wilderness, Los Padres National Forest, in 
the State of California. 

THE LATE ~. HAMcrLTON nSH 
(Mr. WEICKER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. Speaker, we were 
all saddened this morning to learn of the 
tragic deB~th of Julia Fish, wife of Con
gressman HAMILTON FISH of New York. 

To our esteemed colleague and his chil
dren, may I express the heartfelt sym
pathy of his freshman colleagues of the 
91st Club and indeed, all Members of 
this House. May the good Lord in whose 
arms Julia rests give strength to sustain 
him during this time of great sorrow and 
a time which is, indeed a time of our 
sorrow. 

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

Mr. WEICKER. I yield to the distin
guished minority leader. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker 
I join the gentleman from Connecticut 
in expressing to HAM FisH and his family 
~ur deepest condolences. It was my priv
ilege to know Mrs. Fish and to see her 
many times during 1968 and subse
quently. She was a wonderful wife and a 
wonderful mother. Her loss will be deeply 
felt by all. 

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

Mr. WEICKER. I yield to the distin
guished majority leader. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, the hearts 
of all of us go out to our colleague and 
his children who have been the victims 
of such a tragic accident. We were all 
shocked when the news of Mrs. Fish's 
death reached us. May God be with her 
family during this time of sadness. 

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

Mr. WEICKER. I yield to the gentle
man from Missouri. 

Mr. HUNGATE. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, as one of the colleagues of 
Mr. FisH in the Committee on the Judi
ciary, we have all quickly come to know 
him, and he is an extremely able man. We 
all extend sympathy to him at this time. 

TAX BENEFITS FOR SERVICEMEN 
(Mr. WOLFF asked and was given 

permission Ito address the House for 1 
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minute and to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous matter.> 

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, our tax 
laws provide appropriate benefits to 
servicemen stationed in and around 
Vietnam. But, inexplicably, those same 
tax laws do not provide similar benefits 
to servicemen in and around Korea. 

I am today introducing legislation to 
correct this inequity. 

The unhappy fact is that Korea con
tinues to be a hostile area in which the 
tenuous peace is often broken by Com
munist attacks near the demilitarized 
zone. And, of course, the ill-fated Pueblo 
mission is evidence of the potential dan
ger that can befall servicemen on ships 
in the waters around Korea. 

It is only appropriate, Mr. Speaker, 
that we accord servicemen facing dan
ger in Korea the same benefits accorded 
to servicemen facing danger in Vietnam. 
I trust my colleagues will agree on the 
need for this legislation and I urge 
prompt action by the Congress. 

PENNSYLVANIA NEARER GOAL TO 
LOWER VOTING AGE 

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

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I can now 
report to my colleagues that Pennsyl
vania has taken a big step toward low
ering the voting age. Last Tuesday, the 
Pennsylvania House of Representatives 
gave its overwhelming approval to a pro
posed constitutional amendment that 
would reduce the minimum voting age in 
Pennsylvania to 19. 

The measure will now go to confer
ence with the Pennsylvania Senate 
which has already passed a measure to 
lower the voting age to 18. Though the 
two measures differ as to the minimum 
age, the important thing to note is that 
both houses gave their approval to the 
concept of reducing the voting age. 

I am confident that the compromise 
will result in a lower voting age in Penn
sylvania in the next few years and I take 
this opportunity to congratulate both 
bodies of the Pennsylvania Legislature 
for their action. 

THE REVEREND EARL S. COX 
<Mr. SCOTT was given permission to 

extend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD.) 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate 
the courtesy of our Chaplain, Dr. Edward 
Latch, in affording one of my constit
uents and friend, the Reverend Earl S. 
Cox, the opportunity to open our session 
today with prayer. 

I have attended church services at the 
Colonial Beach Baptist Church of which 
Reverend Cox is the pastor and have 
spoken to the membership of his church. 

These are very fine Christian people 
and I welcome Reverend Cox and his 
wife who accompanied him to our session. 

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF U.S. 
DELEGATION TO THE NINTH 
MEXICO-UNITED STATES INTER
PARLIAMENTARY CONFERENCE 
The SPEAKER laid before the House 

the following communication: 
MARcH 26, 1969. 

Hon. JoHN W. McCoRMACK, 
The Speaker, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to advise you 
that I Wish to be released from my assign
ment as a Member of the United States Dele
gation to the Ninth Mexico-United States 
Interparliamenta.ry Conference. 

I very much apprecie.te receiving the ap
pointment to be one of the delegates from 
the United States, but because of some un
expected circumstances which have come up, 
I find it would not be possible for me to at
tend the Conference and herewith submit 
my resignation. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM L. SPRINGER. 

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBER OF THE 
U.S. DELEGATION OF THE MEX
ICO-UNITED STATES INTERPAR
LIAMENTARY GROUP 
The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the provi

sions of section 1, Public Law 86-420, 
the Chair appoints as a member of the 
U.S. delegation of the Mexico-United 
States Interparliamentary Group the 
gentleman from New Mexico, Mr. LuJAN, 
to fill the existing vacancy thereon. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON 
BANKING AND CURRENCY TO SIT 
TODAY DURING GENERAL DEBATE 
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Banking and CUrrency may sit dur
ing general debate today. 

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

There was no objection. 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 7757, SUPPLEMENTAL MIL
ITARY PROCUREMENT AUTHORI
ZATION, 1969 

Mr. ANDERSON of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, by direction of the Committee 
on Rules, I call up House Resolution 336 
and ask for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 336 
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 

resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the Un
ion for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 
7757) to authorize appropriations during the 
fiscal year 1969 for procurement of aircraft 
for the Armed Forces, and for other purposes. 
After general debate, which shall be confined 
to the bill and shall continue not to exceed 
one hour, to be equally divided and con
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor
ity member of the Committee on Armed 
Services, the bill shall be read for amend
ment under the five-minute rule. It shall be 

in order to consider Without the interven
tion of any point of order the amendment 
recommended by the Committee on Armed 
Services now printed in the bill. At the con
clusion of the consideration of the bill for 
amendment, the Committee shall rise and 
report the bill to the House with such 
amendments as may have been adopted, and 
the previous question shall be considered as 
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto 
to final passage without intervening motion 
except one motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Tennessee is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 30 minutes to the dis
tinguished gentleman from California 
<Mr. SMITH) pending which I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 336 
provides an open rule with 1 hour of 
general debate for consideration of H.R. 
7757 to authorize supplemental appro
priations in fiscal year 1969 for procure
ment of aircraft for the Armed Forces. 
The resolution also provides for waiv
ing points of order against the commit
tee amendment in the bill. The waiver 
was provided against the amendment 
due to the fact that the original bill 
had only one money item in it and there 
might be some question as to germane
ness. 

The total authorization proposed 1n 
the bill is $76 million-$62 million for 
the Army aircraft procurement account 
and $14 million for the Air Force pro
curement account. 

Also, there is authorized to be appro
priated such sums as may be necessary 
for the pay and allowance of not to 
exceed nine persons, including personnel 
detailed to International Military Head
quarters and military organizations, at 
rates provided for under section 625 (d) 
U) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, as amended. 

The $62 million authorization is for 
procurement by the Army of aircraft 
related items. The legislation does not 
authorize any additional fixed wing air
planes or helicopters. The $14 million 
authorization is for tooling and develop
ment of an improved F-5 airplane which 
will be used primarily in the military 
assistance -program. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of 
House Resolution 336 in order that H.R. 
7757 may be considered. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Ten
nessee (Mr. ANDERSON) has very ably ex
plained House Resolution 336, providing 
for 1 hour of debate and waiving points 
of order and the reasons therefore, for 
consideration of H.R. 7757. 

The purpose of the bill is to authorize 
supplemental appropriations for fiscal 
1969 for aircraft procurement and modi
fication. The total authorization con
tained in the bill is $76,000,000. 

Of this amount $62,000,000 is ear
marked for the Army. Included are funds 
for the following: 
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[In thousands of dollars] 

Operational improvements in the 
design and equipment of m111 tary 
observation planes______________ 6, 000 

For helicopter modification_______ 1, 600 
For purchase of aircraft spare parts 

and support material----------- 50, 800 
Replacement of Government-owned 

plant equipment --------------- 2, 700 

The bill also provides $14,000,000 ln 
authorizations for the Air Force. This is 
to be used to upgrade and improve the 
F-5 airplane, now being widely used by 
allied nations. As Russia puts more Mig-
21's in use to replace the older Mig-17's 
and Mig-19's, we must meet this in
creased threat. The improvements in 
the F-5 will include improved onboard 
avionics and armaments and an increase 
in engine thrust. 

Finally, ths bill authorizes appropria
tions of "such sums as may be necessary" 
for pay and allowances for up to nine 
persons detailed for duty at the Inter
national Military Headquarters and Mili
tary Organizations. These are such oper
ations as the NATO headquarters. 

There are no minority views. The prior 
administration supported the bill; no 
letter from the present administration 
is included in the report. 

Mr. Speaker, I know of no objection 
to the rule and I urge adoption of the 
rule. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, I move the previous question on 
the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

PERNUSSION FOR COMMITTEE ON 
ARMED SERVICES TO SIT DURING 
SESSIONS OF THE HOUSE DURING 
THE WEEK BEGINNING MARCH 31 
Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Armed Services may have permission 
to sit next week during the sessions of the 
House. 

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

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION TO CONSIDER ON 
TUESDAY OR WEDNESDAY NEXT, 
H.R. 9328, PROVIDING SPECIAL 
PAY TO NAVAL OFFICERS IN SUB
MARINE SERVICE 
Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that it may be in 
order to consider under the general 
rules of the House on Tuesday or 
Wednesday of next week the bill H.R. 
9328, to amend title 37, United States 
Code, to provide special pay to naval offi
cers, qualified in submarines, who have 
the current technical qualification for 
duty in connection with supervision, 
operation, and maintenance of naval nu
clear propulsion plants, who agree to re
main in active submarine service for one 
period of 4 years beyond any other obll-

gated active service, and for other 
purposes. 

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
reserving the right to object, is this leg
islation which is for all members of the 
crew of a nuclear submarine? 

Mr. RIVERS. Only the officers. 
Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Only the 

officers? 
Mr. RIVERS. Only the officers. The 

others are taken care of under the vari
able reenlistment bonus concept, for the 
enlisted men. 

This is vital, Mr. Speaker. It involves 
about $2.4 million. It is so vital to our 
nuclear submarine program, both the 
Polaris and attack submarines. That is 
the reason why I take this unusual pro
cedure. It is highly important for the 
retention of these people and the opera
tion of our submarine fleet. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Has this bill 
been unanimously agreed to by the 
committee? 

Mr. RIVERS. Unanimously. 
I add this: It was sent over with the 

highest urgency by the Department of 
Defense and the NaVY Department. 

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

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

Mr. GROSS. Will there be a report ac
companying the bill, and have hearings 
been held? 

Mr. RIVERS. We had hearings. The 
report will be available on Monday. 

Mr. GROSS. The report will be avail
able on Monday, and the bill might be 
called up on Tuesday? 

Mr. RIVERS. On Tuesday or Wednes
day. 

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

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

There was no objection. 

SUPPLEMENTAL MILITARY PRO
CUREMENT AUTHORIZATION, 1969 
Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I move that 

the House resolve itself into the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union for the consideration of the 
bill (H.R. 7757) to authorize appropria
tions during the fiscal year 1969 for pro
curement of aircraft for the Armed 
Forces, and for other purposes. 

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

The motion was agreed to. 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the bill H.R. 7757, with Mr. 
RoSTENKOWSKI in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent, the first read

ing of the bill was dispensed with. 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 

gentleman from South Carolina <Mr. 
RIVERS) will be recognized for 30 minutes, 

and the gentleman from Illinois <Mr. 
ARENDs) will be recognized for 30 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from South Carolina. 

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

Mr. Chairman, the bill before us, H.R. 
7757, authorizes appropriations during 
the fiscal year 1969 for procurement of 
aircraft for the Armed Forces, and for 
other purposes. 

It authorizes $62 million additional 
appropriations for procurement by the 
Army of aircraft related items. It does 
not authorize any additional fixed-wing 
airplanes or helicopters. It does author
ize an additional $14 million for tooling 
and development of an improved F-5 air
plane which will be used primarily in 
the military assistance program. So the 
total amount to be appropriated in this 
bill is $76 million. 

No additional funds are authorized to 
be appropriated for procurement of mis
siles, naval vessels, or tracked combat 
vehicles. 

The specific aircraft related items au
thorized are listed and explained on 
pages 2 and 3 of the report. The aircraft 
repair parts and support materiel lumped 
at $50.8 million is broken down further 
as follows; $4.3 million to support in
creased aircraft operations in Southeast 
Asia; $33 million for Army aircraft op
erations in Southeast Asia, to cover high
er than anticipated wearout rates in 
some particular helicopter subassemblies; 
and $13.5 million necessary because of an 
increase in the pipeline requd.rement to 
support earlier than planned deployment 
of the new light observation helicopter 
in Southeast Asia. 

You will notice in the report that the 
committee added $14 million to the au
thorization bill for modifying the F-5-
Freedom Fighters-aircraft into an im
proved version which will be called the 
F-5-21. By taking advantage of the sev
eral improvements that have been funded 
by Canada, Norway, and the Nether
lands, at a cost of more than $50 million, 
and by installing the increased thrust 
J85-21 engines, a significant increase in 
military effectiveness will be attained 
while retaining the desirable low-cost, 
high-utilization rates and excellent 
maneuverable qualities of the F-5 air
craft. 

The charactetistics of the F-5 offer a 
relevant solution to the question of es
sentially equipping our allies with mod
ern fighter aircraft capable of defeating 
the advanced threat aircraft dispersed 
throughout the world by the Soviets. The 
need for superior fighter aircraft by the 
forward defense nations creates a re
quirement for an air-to-air fighter capa
ble of successfully competing with the 
Mig-21 in large numbers but with sup
portable costs. The F-5-21 meets this re
quirement. 

The F-5-21 is an aircraft that many 
of our allies can afford to purchase and 
most have the skills and resources to sup
port. Our experience with the current 
F-5 in 15 foreign countries shows that 
even the less-developed nations will be 
able to support the F-5-21 with high 
availability rates. All of us recognize the 
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fact that we must leave Vietnam just as 
soon as we can-honorably. The accept
ance of this aircraft will permit the sus
taining of an effective military air ca
pability in Southeast Asia without our 
presence. 

The F-5-21 program will also provide 
an improved fighter production base for 
potential needs of the United States. 

Title II of the bill, "General Provi
sions," does not involve a request for 
supplemental funds for Southeast Asia. 
It provides authorization for appropri
ations for nine supergrade positions for 
personnel allocaJted to NATO-related 
agencies currently paid at rates pre
scribed under the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961, as amended. The need for this 
authority arises from the decision to 
transfer the subject costs of interna
tional headquarters and organizations 
from the military assistance budget to 
the Defense budget. 

This year, for the first time, the ad
ministration has included in the Depart
ment of Defense budget approximately 
$31 million of funding for operation and 
maintenance funds to support the 
U.S. share of the cost of the operation 
of NATO. 

If the appropriations for this, as re
quested by the administration, are trans
ferred to the Department of Defense 
from the military assistance program, 
then the authorizing legislation for these 
positions would no longer be valid, and 
the holders of these positions would have 
to be reduced to the level of grade 15. 

I agree with the administration posi
tion that the expenses are incurred be
cause of military functioning of our own 
Armed Forces and are not, in fact, of 
primary assistance to other participating 
countries. Thus the funding should be 
within the Department of Defense rather 
than as a portion of the military assist
ance program. We have cleared this 
matter with the Post Office and Civil 
Service Committee as is shown by our 
report, and there is no objection on their 
part for this bill to authorizing these 
nine positions. ' 

Mr. Chairman, this is a request for a 
rather austere supplemental appropria
tions authorization to support our efforts 
in Southeast Asia. The request earlier 
submitted by the former Secretary of 
Defense, Mr. Clifford, was reviewed in 
detail and approved by Secretary Laird 
and his Deputy, Mr. Packard. 

I urge the Members to support this 
supplemental authorization bill. 

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

Mr. RIVERS. I yield to the gentleman 
for a question. 

Mr. KOCH. I very much appreciate 
the statement of the distinguished gen
tleman from South Carolina. What I 
would like to say is this: On the floor 
of the House yesterday when we were de
bating the course of this country's action 
in Vietnam-! made a statement that I 
would not from this point on-although 
I am only a freshman Member of the 
House of Representatives-that I would 
not vote for a single dollar for Vietnam 
war appropriations. 

I notice that the gentleman from 
South Carolina particularly emphasized 

the fact that these moneys would be used 
in Southeast Asia and I assume he in
cludes the Vietnamese war. 

If that is the situation, then I would 
be opposed to such appropriation in its 
entirety, because I am not able to sepa
rate what will be used in Vietnam and 
what will be used elsewhere. 

I would also like to advise the distin
guished gentleman that I am not op
posed to defense appropriations. I sup
port them. I served, myself, in World 
War II as a combat infantryman. I know 
how important our defense needs are. 
But I am opposed to the War in Vietnam. 
I think it is an unconscionable war; I 
think it is an immoral war; and I believe 
we cannot wait for President Nixon or 
his administration to get us out of it. I 
want this Congress, myself included, to 
do something to demonstrate how our 
opposition to the present situation as It 
exists in Vietnam. 

Therefore, I ask the gentleman whether 
one single dollar of this appropriation 
will be used in Vietnam? 

Mr. RIVERS. As sure as the gentleman 
has two feet to stand on I can assure the 
gentleman that it is going to be used in 
Vietnam and the gentleman is entitled to 
his opinion. We have over 500,000 men 
in Vietnam and someone has got to pro
vide for them and I am unwilling to ex
pose our men to the dangers in that part 
of the world without the proper equip
ment and materiel which they needed 
yesterday. I am sure the gentleman has 
got to live with his conscience and that 
is his business. I do not impugn the gen
tleman's statement, nor do I depreciate 
any of his efforts. But if the gentleman 
does not want to vote for this bill, that 
is his prerogative. 

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. RIVERS. Of course I yield further 
to the gentleman. 

Mr. KOCH. I would like for the gentle
man to know that the depth of my feel
ings and love for this country and the 
security of our soldiers are, I believe, as 
strong as are the feelings of the gentle
man from South Carolina. 

Mr. RIVERS. No question about it. I 
am srire of it. 

Mr. KOCH. And the depth of my feel
ings for the defense of my country are 
as strong as anyone in this House. I love 
this country. 

Mr. RIVERS. I know you are con
cerned about it. 

Mr. KOCH. It is because I love this 
country that I think we ought to have a 
moral position. I think the war in Viet
nam is immoral and unconscionable. 
Would not the gentleman agree with me 
that I ought not to vote a single dollar to 
be used in an immoral and unconsciona
ble war? 

Mr. RIVERS. I thank the gentleman 
for his contribution. But I am not going 
to get in any argument with the gentle
man. The gentleman can do as he pleases. 
The gentleman has to live with his own 
conscience. I have no quarrel with the 
gentleman. I have been delighted to yield 
to him and I would not want him to feel 
for a million dollars that I do not want 
him to believe in what he believes. I have 
no quarrel with the gentleman. 

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

Mr. RIVERS. I yield to the distin
guished gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, with the 
exception of the $14 million, I take it 
that this in the nature of a deficiency 
authorization; that is, the $62 million is 
in the nature of a deficiency because of 
the failure to appropriate enough money 
last year to take care of the needs set 
forth in the bill? 

Mr. RIVERS. I would say to the gen
tleman from Iowa that that was not en
tirely the case. 

Let me answer the gentleman in this 
way: We cannot estimate the wearing out 
of helicopter parts, because there is some 
calculated risk involved. Part of this is 
due to wear and tear, and part of it for 
modifications to improve the equipment. 

Mr. GROSS. Due to unexpected air
craft losses in Vietnam, the gentleman 
is saying, I assume? 

Mr. RIVERS. We have lost quite a bit 
in this offensive that is going on now. We 
have lost an awful lot of things that we 
did not anticipate, but this is not in the 
manner of a deficiency appropriation. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, if the gen
tleman will yield further, I have been 
concerned-as have other members of 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service-about the transferring of nine 
supergrades from NATO. I am satisfied 
with the letter which the chairman of 
the House Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service put into the record. I want 
to say only that I believe the REcoRD 
should, at this point, show that the 
chairman of the House Committee on 
Armed Services and the chairman of the 
House Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service are agreed that this is a unique 
situation, and is not to be considered in 
any way as a precedent for the future. 

Mr. RIVERS. Absolutely. And when 
we saw the possible conflict in jurisdic
tion I immediately addressed a letter to 
the chairman of the distinguished Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
and received his approval before we even 
touched these people. And we did not 
want it to be considered as a precedent. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I com
mend the gentleman from South Caro
lina for so doing. 

Mr. RIVERS. I thank the gentleman 
very much for his statement. 

Mr. Chairman, I have no further re
quests for time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from illinois (Mr. 
ARENDS). 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of H.R. 
7757, a bill authorizing appropriations 
during the fiscal year 1969 for procure
ment of aircraft for the Armed Forces, 
and for other purposes. In rising in sup
port of this bill, I do so as a substitute 
for the ranking minority member of the 
Armed Services Committee, the gentle
man from Massachusetts <Mr. BATES), 
who presently is in the hospital and, thus, 
unable to be here. 

After hearing the chairman's state
ment, I realize there is very little left for 
me to say because he has covered this b111 
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1n detail. I do want you gentlemen to 
know, however, that even though this 18 
a small bill, it required 2 full days of 
committee hearings, and was unani
mously passed by the House Armed Serv
ices Committee. We feel this measure 1s 
essential to provide the support required 
for our troops in Vietnam. 

As the chairman has explained, this 
bill represents $14 million more than was 
requested. We feel this authorization for 
the additional $14 million will result 1n 
solid savings to the United States 1n the 
years to come, for it will enable our allies 
to equip their own forces with an effi
cient, modern airplane to cope with the 
ever-growing air strength of the Soviets. 

Let me try to anticipate some of the 
questions you may have concerning this 
authorization: 

First. Why should the United States 
invest $14 million at this time in an a.ir
craft not in the U.S. inventory? 

It is in the U.S. national interest that 
free world nations be able to maintain 
military air capability adequate to coun
ter the threat of high performance Mig's 
dispersed throughout the world by the 
Soviets. The F-5-21 is a high perform
ance improvement of the basic F-5 intro
duced into the U.S. mutual security pro
gram in 1959, both for grant aid and 
direct export sales. There are more than 
700 of the aircraft programed for 16 dif
ferent U.S. allies. Major purchasers such 
as Canada, the Netherlands, and Nor
way have invested more than $50 million 
in improvements. By minor U.S. invest
ment we can take advantage of these and 
other advances now available to modify 
the F-5 into an improved production 
version. More recently, national policy 
has come to recognize, as President Nixon 
has pointed out, that the weapon sys
tems we supply to our Allies should en
able them to serve as a buffer to separate 
the United States from local and immedi
ate threats of aggression. If these weapon 
systems make it possible for the using 
nations to contain the threat, the United 
States may be spared involvement and 
the world spared the consequences of 
great power action. 

The aim is to make deployment and 
involvement of U.S. Air Forces unneces
sary. We seek by every means, to every 
extent possible, to enable indigenous 
forces to contain local threats. This is 
the policy context in which the F-5-21 
weapon system was initiated in 1959. It 
is within the same context that these 
improvements should be added. A rea
sonable basis for establishing the market 
potential for this aircraft is the replace
ment of the 2,000 obsolete F-84, F-86, 
G-91 and F-100's currently being oper
ated within the force structure of free 
world nations. These aircraft cannot op
erate successfully in an active Mig en
vironment. Obsolescence, high operation 
and maintenance costs dictate that these 
aircraft be replaced if combat capable 
force levels are to be maintained. 

Some of these nations may not buy the 
F-5-21; and it may be judged not in the 
best interest of the United States to make 
high performance aircraft available to 
others. Even so, it is conservatively esti
mated that the F-5-21 will be selected as 
the replacement for 20 to 50 percent of 
the current inventories of F-84's, F-86's, 

G-91's and F-lOO's. If it 1s the upper 
number, this would result in production 
of at least 1,000 aircraft. If it is the lower 
number, 400 aircraft would be produced 
or a potential dollar flow of from $800 
million to $2 billion. 

Second. Will the U.S. recoup its invest
ment in the $14 million? The U.S. objec
tive 1s to provide underwriting as a 
means of capturing a sizable portion of 
the market potential that has been 
identified. A DOD armed service procure
ment regulation provides policy guidance 
for recoupment of R. & D. investment. 
Under the provisions of this directive, 
surcharges are applied and the funds so 
obtained are returned to the U.S. 
Treasury. Military sales negotiations for 
this aircraft would consider terms and 
degree of recoupment, and it is reason
able to eXPect that most, if not all, w.ould 
be recovered. 

Third. What is the precedent for the 
United States to invest in a project of this 
nature? 

The N-156-F-5--aircraft was de
veloped by the U.S. Government for the 
express purpose of providing free world 
forces with an economic and effective 
weapon system under the Mutual Secu
rity Act of 1959, as well as for direct sales. 
To date, 405 F-5's have been sold to eight 
different countries. An additional 300 
were provided under grant aid. 

Fourth. How does Conte-Long amend
ment affect this program? 

The Conte-Long amendment would 
apply. Sales or grant aid provisions of 
the F-5-21 to underdeveloped nations 
would require presidential determination. 

Fifth. Why does not Northrop, the air
craft company responsible for this air
plane, invest the $14 million? 

U.S. foreign policy is always a predomi
nate factor in determining the extent of 
military equipment sales to foreign gov
ernments. Most such sales are conducted 
on a government-to-government basis, 
and all must support foreign policy and 
be in the best interest of the U.S. Gov
ernment. Necessary and basic govern
ment constraints limit contractor free
dom in the development of foreign mili
tary business and preclude contractor 
investment risk to develop these markets. 
Government leadership in the develop
ment of major weapon systems is there
fore necessary. The F-5 program has been 
carried out under the procedures for 
weapon systemf' development established 
by the Department of Defense, and the 
modification into F-5-21 is part of the 
same program. 

I am hopeful that this answers any 
questions you may have had as far as the 
$14 million add-on is concerned. 

Insofar as title n of the bill is con
cerned, we realize that this is a some
what unique departure from the course 
which has been followed in the past. But 
both the former and present administra
tions have recommended funding for 
NATO headquarters be made from the 
Defense budget rather than the foreign 
assistance budget, beginning with fiscal 
year 1970. Title n is thus necessary to 
continue these positions to remain at 
their current levels if the appropriations 
are transferred to the Defense Depart
ment. 

We very carefully checked this with 
and have the concurrence of the Post 
Office and Civil Service Committee. 

I urge your support of this bill which 
unanimously passed our committee. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I shall 
vote "'no" on this supplemental military 
procurement authorization for fiscal year 
1969. 

I do so, first, because a substantial 
proportion of this authorization is re-
quired "to support increased aircraft 

operations in Southeast Asia." I believe 
that instead of intensifying our aircraft 
operations in Vietnam, we should be 
slowing them down. As I stated on the 
floor yesterday during the special orders 
on Vietnam, I believe the recent offensive 
launched by Hanoi and the Vietcong was 
a response to our intensified operations 
undertaken in the last few months. The 
road to peace in Vietnam lies through 
a cease-fire, or at least deceleration of 
military activities, accompanied by more 
intensive efforts to negotiate a political 
settlement. The bill before us points 1n 
the wrong direction. 

I am also opposed to H.R. 7757 because 
certain aspects of this legislation involve 
matters of foreign policy which should 
have come before the Foreign Affairs 
Committee for review. I refer particular
ly to the $14 million added to the bill, 
althotigh not originally requested by the 
administration, for the purpose of mod
ernizing at U.S. Government expense 
aircraft sold to allied countries. This 
clearly constitutes military assistance 
and should be considered as part of the 
foreign aid program. I refer also to title 
n which concerns pay and allowances 
for personnel performing functions un
der the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, 
as amended. This title was proposed by 
the Department of Defense and reported 
out by the Armed Services Committee 
without even any notice to the chairman 
of the Foreign Affairs Committee. 

It is essential, in my judgment, that 
the constant efforts of the military to 
take action affecting foreign affairs with
out adequate consultation with those 
responsible for the foreign policies of 
this country be resisted. 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, this is 
the first opportunity we have had in the 
91st Congress to consider funds for the 
military. While H.R. 7757, which au
thorizes a supplemental military appro
priation, contains no provision for new 
procurement, I feel this is an appropri
ate time to discuss the overall problems 
connected with the military segment of 
the Federal budget. 

This bill comes to the floor in the midst 
of a flurry of public discussion of na
tional issues. I would like to take this 
time to make some recommendations to 
the new administration on what national 
priorities should be followed in our for
eign, domestic, and fiscal affairs. 

There is no question that our economy 
is in dire straits. Both fiscal and mone
tary restraint are needed to reverse the 
trend. 

The core of the problem, is not the re
duction of domestic expenditures and 
domestic programs which have already 
been substantially reduced from author
ized levels. 
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The American people, through taxes 
and through reduced Federal spending on 
urban, social, and environmental prob
lems, have already undergone consider
able sacrifice in an attempt to stem in
fiation in this wartime economy. 

In large measure, these sacrifices 
have been borne by the American people 
in behalf of the people of South Viet
nam. I think that the target of efforts 
to curtail Federal spending must be in 
the defense and the military field-and 
the emphasis must be on reducing the 
cost, in lives, in dollars and in frustra
tion, of the war in Vietnam. 

I believe that the Nixon administra
tion is concentrating a great deal of ef
fort on the solution of this war. The 
President's responses to questions on this 
subject have been forthright, accurate, 
and honest, as have those of his Cabinet. 
The picture in Southeast Asia is gloomy. 
But it has been gloomy since the begin
ning of this decade. The picture here at 
home grows even gloomier as the war 
drags on. 

Many Members of this body and of the 
Senate have underscored the growing 
problem of infiation and skyrocketing in
terest rates in our overheated economy. 

Yesterday, the President asked Con
gress to continue the surtax for another 
year, and to delay reductions in certain 
excise taxes, in an effort to stem the tide 
of infiation. He coupled his request with 
a pledge to recommend substantial re
ductions in Federal spending. 

Earlier this week, it was recommended 
that an all-out moratorium on public 
works of every variety be declared as the 
core of a Federal attack on infiation and 
rising interest rates. 

In the midst of high-level discussions 
on the necessity of making reductions in 
domestic spending, and on the necessity 
of continuing the surtax, we have not 
made any moves toward reduced military 
expenditures. 

Quite the contrary, the administration 
has asked for minimum deployment of 
the "safeguard" ABM system, costing up
wards of $6 to $8 billion. It is in the proc
ess of finalizing an agreement with the 
totalitarian government of Spain, under 
which we would pay Franco for permis
sion to maintain four military bases in 
his country for the next 5 years. 

I understand that the negotiated set
tlement with Franco is to cost upwards 
of $100 million in military aid. The bases 
themselves cost $50 million a year to 
operate. 

I think that the need for these facili
ties, particularly when their retention 
hinges on our support of a totalitarian 
government, must be very carefully re
viewed before we finalize this agreement 
or curtail any domestic programs. 

Troop commitments in Europe and 
elsewhere in the world should also be 
carefully combed to determine their ne
cessity. I was most encouraged by the 
President's stated intention to seek more 
equitable participation from our NATO 
allies which could hopefully result in 
some reduction in U.S. military costs in 
Europe. 

But even careful and cost-conscious 
reviews of these military expenditures 

will produce little, without an all-out ef
fort to end the $35 billion per year drain 
of the Vietnam war. 

Conditions which I will allow the 
United States to drastically reduce its 
manpower commitment in Vietnam must 
be brought about immediately. The tem
per of Congress and the people of this 
country will tolerate no hint of the drag
ging escalation we have faced over the 
past 5 years. 

The U.S. economy is about to burst. 
Infiation is almost uncontrollable. In
terest rates are climbing past record 
heights. And no let up is in sight. The 
people of the United States are fed up 
with increased spending necessitated by 
the war. They are few up with diversion 
of these moneys from urgently needed 
domestic programs. 

The people of this country are not 
going to allow our present prosperity to 
go out the window because of the exorbi
tant cost of this war. Strong and im
mediate action is indicated to resolve this 
problem. 

Secretary Laird, in a gloomy report to 
the Congress on the military status of 
the war, said he could not foresee any 
early withdrawal of American ground 
troops. 

The North Vietnamese · and Vietcong 
have clearly violated whatever private 
understanding led to the cessation of our 
bombing in the north. Once again the 
cities of South Vietnam are under mor
tar and rocket attack. To ward off a 
repeat of last year's pitched battles in 
the streets of Saigon and Hue, United 
States and South Vietnamese ground 
action has put us on the brink of a seri
ous escalation. 

If we respond to this state of affairs 
by escalating our role in the ground war, 
we will make the Paris talks even more 
fruitless and hopeless. 

Thirteen months ago, I returned from 
Vietnam, urging our Government to sit 
down with the South Vietnamese and set 
a deadline for withdrawal of U.S. troops. 
Their battle stations would be manned 
by U.S.-equipped Asian troops, mostly 
the ARVN. In February 1968, I sug
gested 6 to 12 months as a reasonable 
deadline for the start of gradual Amer
ican troop withdrawals. 

Since then, our Defense Department 
stepped up efforts to prepare the South 
Vietnamese forces for eventual takeover 
of the fighting, but we have made no 
effort to set up a firm timetable under 
which such a takeover would take place. 

So far, this "talk and fight" waiting 
game has grown ever so costly in terms 
of American lives lost, American dol
lars spent, and in terms of infiation and 
budget acrobatics needed to remain true 
to commitments at home. 

How long will we wait to make the 
judgment that the Vietnamese are ready, 
with our financial and equipment sup
port, to resume their own defense? Will 
we wait until the level of the fighting has 
escalated to a point where they could not 
possibly step into our shoes and hold 
their own? 

The time has arrived for curtailing 
U.S. involvement in this Asian land war. 
The time has passed for waiting and 
postponing. 

We have already learned that we can
not rely on the North Vietnamese and 
their Vietcong allies to behave honorably 
or honestly. They serve only their own 
interests. If we wait until the Com
munists agree to make real sacrifices to 
achieve peace or deescalation, we may 
wait forever-which means losing 100 to 
400 American men a week for as long as 
it takes. This price is intolerable. 

While it is possible for the Vietnamese 
to fully relieve us from the ground com
bat responsibilities, it is far less likely 
that their air force and navy can be im
proved to the point where these forces 
would have the same effectiveness as our 
own air and sea strike, and firepower 
potential. 

The edge that the United States has 
gained against the elusive Communist 
guerilla is largely a result of the fire
power and mobility of our air and sea 
forces. 

Our cessation of the bombing in North 
Vietnam was a sincere effort to bring 
about a deescalation of action on both 
sides, and to bring about meaningful 
peace talks. Despite our hopes and our 
understanding that attacks on South 
Vietnamese cities would be cut back by 
the Communists, the North Vietnamese 
have so far sacrificed only the air fare of 
their delegation to the Paris peace table. 
They have curtailed neither infiltration 
nor their attacks on South Vietnam's 
population centers. 

My proposal is straight forward and 
simple. The United States immediately 
should withdraw one combat and one 
support unit from the U.S. Army or U.S. 
Marine contingents in South Vietnam. 
We should determine with the South 
Vietnamese, a schedule for further 
gradual withdrawals to reduce the total 
of Army and Marine units substantially 
by the end of this year. 

Until the South Vietnamese are con
vinced that we really intend to pull out, 
they will drag their feet and try to put 
off our first withdrawal date as long as 
possible. 

So far, they have successfully held us 
back from pursuing any plan of gradual 
withdrawal in earnest. They have pre
vented us from giving proper attention to 
our economic and social problems at 
home, and our friendships elsewhere in 
the world. 

We should announce this initial with
drawal as a unilateral, deescalatory move 
on our part. 

At the same time, we must openly de
clare that the North Vietnamese have 
violated the understanding of October 31, 
1968, and, that we expect, if the peace 
talks are to be meaningful and mutual, 
that the North Vietnamese will make 
some similar move to deescalate. 

The President has already issued the 
one and only warning he need make. He 
has put the North Vietnamese on notice 
that further escalation on their part will 
be responded to. 

This would serve to affirm our pledge 
to the South Vietnamese that our air 
and naval forces will be ready to repel 
all escalatory moves by the Communists 
despite the fact that we plan to quickly 
scale down our ground war participa
tion. 
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We can no longer arrest progress in 

America because of our heavy involve
ment in a war whose course is deter
mined by the whim of our Communist 
enemies and by the lack of self-con
fidence of our South Vietnamese friends. 

Their dependency on American young 
men for the defense of their country 
must end. The timetable for ending this 
dependency must be based on the needs 
and priorities of the American people 
and not solely on those of the South 
Vietnamese. 

Within a few days, more young men 
will have .Peen killed in Vietnam than in 
the Korean war. Earlier this week the 
names of more than 31,000 servicemen 
who died in this war were put before 
this House. 

Incr~ased casualty figures, the stag
nant situation in Paris, and the unprom
ising report of the Secretary of Defeme 
on the curent military situation are all 
discouraging. 

The figures add up to the need for 
American initiative at this point to break 
the threatening cycle of escalation on 
the ground, and to end the continuing 
dependency of the South Vietnamese on 
American lives for their defense. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, Congress 
has already appropriated $74,139,000,000 
for fiscal year 1969 to the Defense De
:partmen~the largest military allocation 
m the history of the United States. In 
tJ::le debate on the military appropriations 
blll on September 12, 1968, I said that the 
size of the Department of Defense's 
budget was the product "of the outdated 
cold war mentality, the excessive growth 
of the military-industrial complex, and, 
most of all, the war in Vietnam which 
is the culmination of disastrousiy mis
taken policies." Nevertheless, the argu
ments of those of us who opposed this 
disproportionate emphasis on military 
spending did not prevail. 

In spite of the fact that the Depart
ment. of Def~nse's budget for fiscal year 
1969 IS the highest allocation by the Fed
eral Government to a single agency in 
the history of the United States, the De
par_tment of Defense-or at least some 
of Its proponents--are still not satisfied 
with their billions. For the bill we have 
before us today, H.R. 7757 asks for the 
a:uthorization to appropri~te an addi
ti~mal $76 million to the Army and the 
A1r Force for the procurement and modi
fication of aircraft. 

Above and beyond the question of the 
ne~d for this authorization, there is a 
~nou_s question about what kind of plan
mng .Is represented by this request for 
ad~it~onal authorization of $76 million. 
ThiS Is not a request for a supplemental 
appropriation for funds authorized but 
not appropriated by Congress. The items 
for which authorization is sought in this 
bill were not even included in the Depart
ment's fiscal year 1969 budget presenta
tion. Yet, the Department--scarcely 6 
months after their budget was consid
ered by Congress--is back again, request
ing authorization for the allocation of 
funds which it apparently did not think 
important enough to include in its fiscal 
year 1969 budget. I think this request 
demands the closest scrutiny by Con-

Mr. PIKE went on: gress--a scrutiny this body has been far 
too reluctant to invoke in the past. Th A 1 So the purpose of this expenditure is to 

e rmy a ready has an authoriza- build a plane which we can sen to other 
tion of $735.4 million for the procure- countries, under our military-assistance 
ment of aircraft during fiscal year 1969, program. 
and was appropriated $735.2 million for 
that purpose. 

The Air Force received an authoriza
tion of $5.2 billion and an appropriation 
of $3.86 billion for the procurement of 
aircraft during fiscal year 1969. 

Wi1y cannot the Army and the Air 
Force simply shift priorities within the 
budget appropriated to them by Con
gress if these items are so imperatively 
needed? Why do they seek additional au
thorization above and beyond that 
sought in the fiscal year 1969 budget 
which they submitted to Congress? 

In the case of the Army, according to 
the hearings held on March 11 and 12 
1969, before the House Armed Service~ 
C~~it~e. th~ !UID3 is requesting $62 
million m additional authorization be
cause the need for modifications of ex
isting aircraft became clear only "as a 
result of lessons learned during the 
Communist Tet offensive in early 1968." 
The effects of that offensive General 
Miley testified in the course of 'the hear
ings, motivated the decision "to ac
celerate the improvement and modern
ization of the Republic of South Viet
nam Armed Forces." At least part of this 
additional authorization is needed how
ever, according to the testimony of John 
Blandford, chief counsel for the Armed 
Services Committee, because the Army 
did not have the forethought to request 
the modifications now deemed neces
sary when it placed the order for the 
AH-1G light observation helicopter with 
Hughes Aircraft. In the words of Mr. 
Blandford, "the Army did not know what 
they wanted." 

The portion of this bill which requests 
an additional $14 million authorization 
to the Air Force for the F-5 and F-5-21 
aircraft was apparently not sought at 
any time by the Air Force-neither dur
ing its budget presentation to the Con
gress last year nor even, for that matter, 
from the Armed Services Committee 2 
weeks ago. At page 535 of the hearings, 
Gen. Duward Crow, the director of the 
budget for the Air Force, said: "We are 
not asking for authorization, sir." The 
impetus for the request for the additional 
$14 million autnorization apparently 
came primarily from the Chairman of 
the Armed Services Committee. 

General Crow affirmed that "that is 
the primary purpose"-hearings page 
525. 

If the Air Force does not plan to use 
this plane itself, it would seem that this 
$14 million-and the additional $62 
which the chairman of the Armed Serv
ices Committee has indicated he will 
later seek for this plane-is nothing 
more than a subsidy to Northrup Avia
tion designed to encourage them to con.: 
vert their production line so as to be 
able to turn out greater quantities of the 
F-5-21 for sale abroad. 

This raises several questions. First, 
does this authorization mean that the 
Armed Services Committee, and not the 
Foreign Affairs Committee, now has au
thority over the military assistance pro
gram? Chairman RIVERS believes it does. 
If he is correct, I think this committee's 
approval of a subsidy to Northrup Avia
tion-for a plane which our own Air 
Force has no plans to utilize-should 
prompt Congress to question whether or 
not control of our military assistance 
program should be with the Armed Serv
ices Committee. Second, is not this ap
propriation inconsistent with the provi
sions of the Conte-Long amendment 
which is designed to discourage the sal~ 
of sophisticated weapomy to underde
veloped countries? I think it is. 

More importantly, however, I think 
both of these requests for authorization 
for the expenditure of more funds on 
weapons-and especially the $14 mil
lion sought for the manufacture of a 
plane which our own Air Force has no 
plans to incorporate into its inventory
are yet another example of the tragic 
imbalance of our spending priorities. 
While our cities rot and our air is pol
luted, while millions of Americans con
tinue to suffer from inadequate educa
tional and economic opportunities, Con-

. gress is being asked to pour still more 
money into the hands of the strategists 
who have led us into the bloody morass 
of the Vietnam war. 

To support these requests for more 
money is to support our present budg
etary imbalance. I urge my colleagues to 
vote against this bill and to turn the 
money requested instead tc the urgent 
domestic needs of this country. 

The CHAIRMAN. There being no fur
ther requests for time, the Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

The money sought would be used in 
Chief Counsel Blandford's words as' an 
"initial increment for the retoollng of 
the Northrup Aviation plant to go from 
the production of F-5's to the produc
tion of the F-5-21" which entails, among 
other things, a new engine, better radar 
coverage, and the installation of two Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
machineguns. Representatives of the United states of 

America in Congress assembled, 
The Department of the Air Force, ac

cording to the testimony of General 
Crow, has no plans for utilizing this 
plane in our own aircraft inventories. In 
response to a question from our col
league, Congressman PIKE as to whether 
the Air Force intended to acquire this 
plane itself, General Crow replied: 

We do not have an approved program !or 
this aircraft in our inventory. 

TITLE I-PROCUREMENT 

SEC. 101. In addition to the funds author
ized to be appropriated under Public Law 
90-500, there is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated during the fiscal year 1969 for 
the use o! the Armed Forces of the United 
States for procurement of aircraft in 
amounts as follows: 

AIRCRAFT 

For aircraft: for the Army, $62,000,000. 
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COMMITI'EE AMENDMENT 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report 
the committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment: On page 2, line 

2: Strike the period, and insert a semicolon 
and insert "for the Air Force, $14,000,000." 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

TITLE n--GENERAL PROVISIONS 

SEc. 201. There is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as may be necessary 
for the pay and allowance of not to exceed 
nine persons, including personnel detailed 
to International Mllltary Headquarters and 
Military Organizations, at rates provided for 
under section 625 (d) ( 1) of the Foreign As
sistance Act of 1961, as amended. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the ru1e, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. RosTENKOWSKI, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under considera
tion the bill <H.R. 7757) to authorize 
appropriations during the fiscal year 1969 
for procurement of aircraft for the 
Armed Forces, and for other purposes, 
pursuant to House Resolution 336, he ·re
ported the bill back to the House with an 
amendment adopted by the Committee 
of the Whole. 

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

The question is on the amendment. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the 

engrossment and third reading of the 
bill. 

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

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

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

Mr. RYAN. 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 wlll notify absent 
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The question was taken; and there 
were--yeas 341, nays 21, not voting 68, 
as follows: 

Abernethy 
Adair 
Adams 
AddabbO 
Albert 
Anderson, 

Calif. 
Anderson, Ill. 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Andrews, Ala. 
Andrews, 

N.Da.k. 
Annunzio 
Arends 
Ashley 
Aspinall 
Baring 
Barrett 
Beall, Md. 

[Roll No. 31] 
YEA8-341 

Belcher 
Bennett 
Berry 
Betts 
Bevlll 
Blagg! 
Biester 
Blackburn 
Blanton 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Bow 
Brasco 
Bray 
Brinkley 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brotzman 
Brown, Mich. 

·Brown, Ohio 
Broyhlll, N.C. 
Broyhill, Va. 
Buchanan 
Burke, Fla. 
Burke, Mass. 
Burleson, Tex. 
Burlison, Mo. 
Bush 
Button 
Byrne, Pa. 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Cabell 
Caffery 
Camp 
Carter 
casey 
Cederberg 
Chamberlain 
Chappell 

Clancy EUcks Poff 
Clausen, Hogan Pollock 

Don H. Holifield Preyer, N.C. 
Clawson, Del Horton Price, Dl. 
Cleveland Hosmer Pryor, Ark. 
Collier Hull Pucinski 
Colllns Hungate Purcell 
Conable Hunt Qu1e 
Conte Hutchinson Qulllen 
Cor'bett Ichord Railsback 
Corman Jacobs Randall 
Coughlin Jarman Rarick 
Cramer Joelson Reid, ID. 
Culver Johnson, Calif. Rei!el 
Cunningham Johnson, Pa. Rhodes 
Daddario Jones, Ala. Riegle 
Daniel, Va. Jones, N.C. Rivers 
Daniels, N.J. Karth Roberts 
Davis, Ga. Kazen Robison 
Davis, Wis. Kee Rodino 
de la Garza King Rogers, Colo. 
Delaney Kleppe Rogers, Fla. 
Dellenback Kyl Rooney, N.Y. 
Denney Kyros Rostenkowski 
Dennis Landgrebe Roth 
Derwinski Langen Roudebush 
Devine Latta Ruth 
Dickinson Leggett St Germain 
Diggs Lennon St. Onge 
Donohue Lipscomb Sandman 
Dorn Lloyd Satterfield 
Dowdy Long, La. Saylor 
Downing Long, Md. Scherle 
Dulski Lujan Schneebeli 
Duncan Lukens Schwengel 
Dwyer McCarthy Scott 
Eckhardt McClory Shipley 
Edmondson McCloskey Shriver 
Edwards, La. McClure Sikes 
Eilberg McDade Slsk 
Erlenborn McEwen Skubltz 
Esch McFall Slack 
Eshleman McCulloch Smith, Iowa 
Evans, Colo. McKneaily Smith, N.Y. 
Fascell McMillan Springer 
Feighan Mass. Staggers 
Fisher Macdonald, Stanton 
Flood MacGregor Steed 
Flowers Madden Steiger, Ariz. 
Flynt Mahon Steiger, Wis. 
Foley Mailliard Stephens 
Ford, Gerald R. Marsh Stratton 
Ford, Martin Stubblefield 

Wllliam D. Mathias Stuckey 
Foreman Matsunaga Sullivan 
Fountain May Symington 
Frelinghuysen Mayne Taft 
Frey Meeds Talcott 
Friedel Meskill Taylor 
Fulton, Pa. Michel Teague, Calif. 
Fuqua Miller, Ohio Thompson, Ga. 
Galifianakis Mills Thompson, N.J. 
Garmatz Minish Thomson, Wis. 
Gaydos Mink Tiernan 
Gettys Minshall Tunney 
Giaimo Mize Udall 
Gibbons Mollohan ffilman 
Gonzalez Mona.gan Utt 
Goodling Montgomery Van Deerlin 
Green, Oreg. Moorhead Vander Jagt 
Green, Pa. Morgan Vanik 
Griffin Morse Waldie 
Gri.ffi.ths Moss Wampler 
Gross Murphy, ID. Watkins 
Grover Murphy, N.Y. Watson 
Gubser Myers Weicker 
Gude Natcher Whalen 
Hagan Nedzi Whalley 
Haley Nelsen White 
Hall Nichols Whitehurst 
Halpern O'Konski Whitten 
Hamilton Olsen Widnall 
Hammer- O'Neill, Mass. Wiggins 

schmidt Ottinger Williams 
Hanley Passman Winn 
Hanna Patman Wold 
Hansen, Idaho Patten Wolff 
Hansen, Wash. Pelly Wyatt 
Harsha Pepper Wylie 
Harvey Perkins Wyman 
Hastings Pettis Yates 
Hathaway Philbin Yatron 
Hays Pickle Young 
Hechler, W.Va. Pike Zablocki 
Heckler, Mass. Pirnie Zion 
Henderson Poage Zwach 

Bingham 
Brown, Callf. 
Burton, Calif. 
Chisholm 
Clay 
Farbstein 
Fraser 

NAY8-21 
Gilbert 
Hawkins 
Helstoski 
Ka.stenmeier 
Koch 
Lowenstein 
Mikva 

Mosher 
Nix 
Podell 
Rosenthal 
Roybal 
Ryan 
Stokes 

NOT VOTING-68 
Abbitt Fallon 
Alexander Findley 
Ashbrook Fish 
Ayres Fulton, Tenn. 
Bat.es Gallagher 
Bell, Calif. Gray 
Blatnik Hebert 
Brademas Howard 
Brock Jonas 
Burton, Utah Keith 
Cahlll Kirwan 
Carey KlUczYnski 
Celler Kuykendall 
Clark Landrum 
Cohelan McDonald, 
Colmer Mich. 
Conyers Mann 
Cowger Miller, Calif. 
Dawson Mizell 
Dent Morton 
Dlngell O'Hara 
Edwards, Ala. O'Neal, Ga. 
Edwards, Calif. Powell 
Evins, Tenn. Price, Tex. 

So the bill was passed. 
The Clerk announced 

pairs: 
Mr. Hebert with Mr. Jonas. 

Rees 
Reid, N.Y. 
Reuss 
Ronan 
Rooney,Pa. 
Rumsfeld 
Ruppe 
Schade berg 
Scheuer 
Sebelius 
Smith, Calif. 
Snyder 
Stafford 
Teague, Tex. 
Vigorito 
Waggonner 
Watts 
Wilson, Bob 
Wilson, 

Charles H. 
Wright 
Wydler 

the following 

Mr. Waggonner with Mr. Cowger. 
Mr. Kirwan With Mr. Morton. 
Mr. Brademas with Mr. Ashbrook. 
Mr. Evins of Tennessee With Mr. Smith of 

California. 
Mr. G:my with Mr. Ayres. 
Mr. Reuss with Mr. Bell of California. 
Mr. Ronan with Mr. Keith. 
Mr. O'Neal of Georgia with Mr. Brock. 
Mr. Miller of California with Mr. Stafford. 
Mr. Teague of Texas with Mr. Bates. 
Mr. Charles H. Wilson with Mr. Price. 
Mr. Kluczynski with Mr. McDonald of 

Michigan. 
Mr. Howard with Mr. Burton of Utah. 
Mr. Carey with Mr. Reid of New York. 
Mr. Dent With Mr. Findley. 
Mr. Fallon with Mr. Edwards of Alabama. 
Mr. Rooney of Pennsylvania with Mr. Fish. 
Mr. Gallagher with Mr. Mizell. 
Mr. Colmer with Mr. Kuykendall. 
Mr. Vigorito with Mr. Rumsfeld. 
Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Snyder. 
Mr. Abbitt with Mr. Schadeberg. 
Mr. O'Hara with Mr. Ruppe. 
Mr. Dingell with Mr. Sebelius. 
Mr. Edwards of Catifornia with Mr. Wydler. 
Mr. Fulton of Tennessee with Mr. Bob 

Wilson. 
Mr. Scheuer with Mr. Cohelan. 
Mr. Rees with Mr. Conyers. 
Mr. Landrum with Mr. Wright. 
Mr. Alexander With Mr. Clark. 
Mr. Dawson with Mr. Powell. 
Mr. Watts with Mr. Mann. 

The resu1t of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The doors were opened. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days to extend 
their remarks on the bill, H.R. 7757, just 
passed. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. KEITH. Mr. Speaker, I was in the 
city of Boston this morning attending a 
funeral of a very close personal friend, 
and I had hoped to get back in time for 
the debate and the rollcall on the ap
propriations bill for aircraft. 
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UnfortWlateiy I was Wlable to arrive 

at the Capitol Wltil after the vote had 
been completed. Had I been present and 
able to vote I would have voted in favor 
of the bill. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITI'EE ON 
BANKING AND CURRENCY TO SIT 
TODAY 
Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Banking and Currency may sit this 
afternoon during general debate and 
special orders. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

A 5-YEAR LABOR CONTRACT 
SIGNED BY LOCAL NO. 5 

<Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts asked 
and was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, this morning at 11 a.m. a 5-
year labor-management contract was 
signed between Local No. 5 of the In
dustrial Union of Marine and Ship
building Workers of America---AFL
CIQ--and the Quincy, Mass. division of 
General Dynamics. 

A similar long-term contract was 
signed and ratified last December by 
local No. 90 of the same union. Thus the 
6,300 production and clerical workers of 
the Quincy Shipyard are covered by 
labor-management contracts extending 
to March 16, 1974. 

This is an important labor-manage
ment agreement of Wlusual significance. 
It is a long-term commitment by this 
company and this union to the future of 
shipbuilding in the United States. It as
sures that this shipyard, with its long 
and distinguished history, with its out
standing technical capabilities, and its 
broad design and shipbuilding experience 
is totally devoted and committed to the 
marine requirements of this country. 

I congratulate the union and the com
pany on this honorable agreement and 
particularly on their expression of mu
tual confidence in what they can do to
gether at Quincy. 

I also commend the employees in both 
unions for their overwhelming and en
thusiastic endorsement and ratification. 

This is certainly good news for all con
cerned: The 8,500 employees, the com
munity, the Commonwealth, the Navy, 
and the Maritime Administration. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I welcome the 
statement made by my good friend and 
colleague from Massachusetts. This is 
good news not only to the southeastern 
section of Massachusetts but also for our 
Nation. It means that a labor agreement 
has been reached under the highest tra
ditions of good labor-management nego
tiations. The officers of the Industrial 
Union of Marine and Shipbuilding Work
ers of America---AFL-CIO-and the offi
cials of General Dynamics Division at 
the Fore River Shipyard in Quincy, 
Mass., are to be congratulated. The labor
management stability at the Fore River 
yard should go a long way in convincing 

private shipping companies, our Mari
time Commission, and the Department of 
Defense that the Quincy Fore River Ship
yard is a good place to build ships. I 
conclude by saying the able and hard
working Congressman from Massachu
setts (Mr. BURKE) has been in the van
guard in Congress leading the fight for 
a strong Navy and effective merchant 
marine. 

Mr. KEITH. Mr. Speaker, I am very 
pleased to join with the Speaker and the 
gentleman from Massachusetts <Mr. 
BuRKE) in noting the successful resolu
tion of differences at the General Dy
namics Fore River Yard. It is most 
gratifying to learn that the Ship Build
ing Workers of America--in particular, 
local No. 5-and General Dynamics have 
resolved their differences, and that sta
bility of operations can be anticipated 
for at least a 5-year period. 

The shipbuilders of this Nation have 
a long and glorious record. Much of it 
has been written in southeastern Mas
sachusetts. I hope and I believe that we 
can recapture our preeminence in this 
field. 

Our Nation needs not only the world's 
best Navy, but we also need the world's 
foremost merchant marine. To achieve 
and maintain these desirable objectives 
we need the capability and we need the 
cooperation which is evident in this new 
contract. 

I join with JIMMY BURKE and Speaker 
McCoRMACK in congratulating both 
management and labor, and especially 
Bob Laney and Ronnie Orcott, repre
senting management and labor. They 
worked diligently and effectively to keep 
the Fore River Yard of General Dy
namics turning out the world's finest 
ships. 

PERSONAL TAX EXEMPTIONS MUST 
BE RAISED 

<Mr. LONG of Louisiana asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speaker, 
all of us here are personally familiar with 
the rising cost of living which has 
plagued our Nation almost continu
ously for the past two or three decades. 
On occasion even the Government has 
addressed itself to the problem of _ in
flation, usually without much success. 
Meanwhile, our national tax structure 
continues to exact its measure from the 
pittance of the poor, a class created in 
large measure by the very taxes they are 
required to pay. The burden of taxes, in
cluding the silent tax we call inflation, 
rests most onerously upon the working 
man and woman, the small businessman, 
the aged, the disabled, the young who are 
just starting out in life, and all those 
who for whatever reason are destitute. I 
can think of no better way, in the ab
sence of a complete overhaul of the In
ternal Revenue laws, to ease the finan
cial burdens of these millions of citizens 
than by increasing the present personal 
and dependent exemptions. Therefore, 
Mr. Speaker, I am introducing a bill to
day to increase the individual taxpayer's 
personal income tax exemptions from 
$600 to $1,200. This increase would also 

apply to a spouse and dependents, and 
additional exemptions are provided for 
the aged and the blind. 

I think it is important to remember 
that personal exemptions under the 
Revenue Act of 1913, which established 
the foundation of our present tax sys
tem, were $3,000 for a single person and 
$4,000 for a couple. And as late as 1939 
the personal exemptions were $1,000 for 
a single person and. $2,500 for a couple. 
In light of such liberal exemptions in 
those years when living costs were small 
in comparison to our present standards, 
my proposal certainly is not exorbitant. 

It is a sad commentary on the hon
esty of the Federal Government when 
we see some of the very wealthy com
pletely escape taxation while the Inter
nal Revenue Service hoWlds the last 
nickel from the pockets of the worker, or 
when we see giant financial corporations 
evade taxation because they are tech
nically nonprofit while scores of small 
businessmen are driven out of business 
each year because they cannot make a 
profit under our tax laws. These familiar 
inequities have suddenly become the Na
tion's greatest injustices. And I need not 
remind the House, Mr. Speaker, that Wl
less we act to relieve the tax burdens of 
the needy, it will be fairly said of us tha-t 
we saw our way clear to end our own 
financial hardship but that we did not 
have compassion enough to relieve the 
suffering of our fellowmen. Thank you, 
Mr. Speaker. 

THE GREAT OIL CAPER 
<Mr. PODELL asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, the Humble 
Oil Refining Co., domestic a:ffillate of 
Standard Oil Co. of New Jersey and larg
est purchaser of crude oil in the United 
States, has announced increases in the 
price it would pay for crude. This price 
increase was announced on Friday, 
March 21, 1969. 

Taking note of "competitive condi
tions" in which many other oil compa
nies have raised prices in recent weeks, 
Humble has posted increases between 5 
cents and 10 cents a barrel at various 
points throughout the Nation. These new 
prices are effective right now. 

This is the second roWld of increases 
recently. Marathon Oil Co. said it raised 
its posted prices 5 cents a barrel in Dli
nois and Michigan, effective March 15. 

Charming. Smoothly done. Superb. 
The oil barons have sunk another well 
into the pockets of the American con
sumer in a way to make Machiavell1 
applaud. 

As the largest purchaser of crude oil in 
the Nation, Humble has cracked the 
whip, and the rest of this "very com
petitive" industry will follow, in the 
name of competition. Heaven help us. 
But Humble is an umbrella corporation, 
buying crude oil from subsidiaries it owns. 
Please note that Standard Oil Co. is an
other name for Humble Oil Co. So again 
we see that a group of oil barons in a 
board room have decided to raise prices 
they charge themselves for crude oil, thus 
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allowing them to take greater oil deple
tion allowances. Then these altruistic, 
courageous, patriotic oil barons will turn 
to the American public with long faces, 
stating that because the price of crude 
oil has gone up, they will have to grudg
ingly raise prices of oil, gasoline, and 
related products. 

We should applaud such performances. 
It is the shrewdest, cleverest, and most 
diabolical method of extortion by an 
industry of the consuming public ever 
attempted-in broad daylight. No reason 
in the world exists for this rise in prices. 
Let every consumer in America now 
digging so deep to pay taxes examine 
this. Taxes are high for lower and middle 
income wage earners, while they stay low 
or virtually nonexistent for the wealthy. 
All the while, major malefactors such as 
the oil industry gleefully add that last 
straw by accomplishing this latest ex
traction from the pockets of millions 
upon millions of people. 

If this is public service, then so will 
your local sheriff dance "Swan Lake" in a 
tutu in the business district during rush 
hour. Then so do we need to give distin
guished service awards to presidents of 
oil companies. 

Standard of New Jersey is quite a 
giant. In 1967, it paid $166 million in 
Federal taxes on net income before taxes 
of $2,098,283,000-or 7.9 percent of its 
income. 

Mr. Speaker, today and tonight, sev
eral hundred poor American youngsters 
will be arrested by police throughout the 
Nation for small crimes. Petty thievery, 
petty larceny, breaking into a place of 
business, and so forth. Many of these 
young people will be arraigned, brought 
to trial, convicted, and sent to reform 
school or jail. Yet I do ask: If we send 
these youngsters to reform school or jail 
for such crimes, what do we do about a 
major oil company that does what 
Humble has just done? Throw them a 
testimonial dinner and bleat about 
patriotism and public service? Present 
them with a plaque? Or perhaps it might 
be a silver wheelbarrow for them to use 
in taking home all their loot? Let the 
people ponder it. Let the oil barons think 
about it. 

UNITED NATIONS SHOULD ESTAB
USH REL~ FOOD FORCE FOR 
NIGERIA-BIAFRA 
(Mr. McCARTHY asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend his 
remarks, and to include extraneous mat
ter.) 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to speak briefly today about 
a matter that is increasingly bothering 
my conscience. I speak of the tragedy of 
Nigeria/Biafra where hundreds of thou
sands are starving because of a lack of 
food. Hunger and death from starvation 
in Nigeria/Biafra is not a matter of de
bate; the international relief organiza
tions, the responsible press, members of 
the United States Congress have all wit
nessed the daily toll of children, the el
derly, the sick and even mature adults. 

Up until now it appeared that there 
might be a reasonably prompt resolution 

to the conflict in Nigeria. United States 
policy and that of the Organization of 
African Unity was to work only through 
the usual procedures of the international 
relief organizations to relieve the suffer
ing of civilians in the federal and Bia
fran regions of Nigeria. 

But it has become clear that this reli
ance on the usual relief procedures is 
not working. Already short protein food 
supplies being flown into Biafra are 
likely to decrease because of the rainy 
season which is about to begin and be
cause of the aggressive actions of the 
federal air force. In addition, supplies of 
carbohydrates are dwindling, adding to 
the already tragic situation. 

In the face of this international trag
edy, I do not believe that the United 
States can refrain any longer from ex
erting its leadership. As the only major 
power not directly involved in this con
flict, we have a responsibility to find an 
effective method of preventing further 
starvation. 

I have proposed to Secretary Rogers 
that we use all our influence to get the 
United Nations to establish a relief food 
force for Nigeria;Biafra. As a part of 
that influence, I suggest that we offer 
transportation, food, and security forces 
for use by the United Nations. 

Failing our attempts to get the United 
Nations to set up relief food centers, I 
suggest that the United States establish 
such centers with the international re
lief organizations or even unilaterally. I 
believe that we can do no less. 

Some excused the failure of other na
tions to prevent the deaths of millions 
of Jews prior and during World War II 
on the basis that most people did not 
know of the situation. We know about 
the starvation in Nigeria/Biafra-the 
conscience of our citizens demands that 
we do something about it. 

I include my letter to Secretary Rogers 
in the RECORD at this point: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., March 27, 1969. 

Hon. WILLIAM P. ROGERS, 
Secretary, Department of State, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: Shortly after you took 
office I wrote to you expressing my concern 
about the tragedy of Nigeria/Biafra. Verified 
reports of massive starvation in the Biafran 
region of Nigeria and in the Federal area as 
well led me to urge that you and President 
Nixon place this problem high on the list of 
priorities for attention. I welcomed your 
thoughtful reply and subsequent appoint
ment of a personal representative by Presi
dent Nixon, Professor Ferguson. 

I am concerned, however, that the efforts 
of international rellef agencies to feed the 
starving of Nigeria/Biafra are .proving to
tally inadequate. Even the limited protein 
food shipments that are now reaching Biafra 
via ffii Airport are probably going to be cur
tailed by bad weather and air action by the 
Federal forces. And shortages of carbohy
drates, further increasing the death rate, 
are expected to occur in April and May. These 
food shortages can only increase the already 
appalling death rate. 

I, for one find it difficult to understand the 
actions of the Federal and Biafran forces that 
stand in the way of efforts to supply emer
gency food. But I find even more incompre
hensible the inaction of the United Nations 
and the Organization of African Unity in the 
face of this disaster. If international or
ganizations are unable even to provide relief 

to non-combatants, there would appear to be 
little future for them. Some excused the 
failure to prevent the deaths of millions of 
Jews prior and during World War II, for 
example, on the basis that we did not know of 
the catastrophe. In Nigeria/Biafra we know
but our rellef efforts remain ineffective. Is it 
any wonder that our young people question 
our commitment to the moral values that we 
profess? 

I suggest that the United States exert the 
world leadership in the Nigerian/Biafran 
situation that falls on us as the only major 
world power not directly involved in this 
conflict. I believe that we should: 

1. Ask for a meeting of the Security Coun
cil to consider a resolution establishing a 
rellef food force in Nigeria/Biafra on the basis 
that failure to provide effective relief may 
lead to further involvement of other coun
tries in this conflict. If necessary, ask for a 
special session of the General Assembly to 
consider the same resolution. A vote on this 
resolution would show clearly which coun
tries stand in the way of attempts to resolve 
this conflict. 

2. Offer transportation equipment, food 
and personnel as well as any necessary secu
rity forces to establish relief food terminals 
in Nigeria/Biafra under the auspices of the 
U.N. and the O.A.U. 

3. State that we will set up such terminals 
in cooperation with I.C.R.C. and other inter
national relief organizations if U.N. and 
O.A.U. won't sponsor them. 

4. State that we find unacceptable the 
international failure to provide relief in face 
of the know tragedy and exert the strongest 
pressure on involved nations to see, that as a 
minimum, effective relief measures are taken. 

I do not feel that the United States can 
delay strong positive actions any further. To 
do so would be to cast doubt on our human
ity. Although there may have been some 
arguments for refraining from involvement 
in the affairs of another country when it ap
peared that the conflict would be resolved 
quickly that condition no longer seems to 
apply. Our international responsibility now 
is to the starving of Nigeria/ Biafra-not to 
the political powers engaged in civil struggle. 
I believe that we can and should move to 
set up effective food relief centers now. I 
urge you, Mr. Secretary, to give these rec
ommendations your most careful considera
tion. 

Sincerely yours, 
RICHARD D. McCARTHY, 

Member of Congress. 

GOVERNMENT-IMPOSED RESTRIC
TIONS ON AMERICAN BUSINESS 
VENTURES ABROAD ARE DAMAG
ING ECONOMIC INTERESTS 
(Mr. GIAIMO asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and extend his re. 
marks, and to include extraneous mat
ter.) 

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Speaker, there is 
increasing concern that Government
imposed restrictions on American busi
ness ventures abroad are damaging the 
economic interests of our country. Re
straints on U.S. ,foreign direct invest
ments were imposed in February of 1965 
as a temporary measure to alleviate our 
balance-of-payments difficulties and 
the drain on our dollars. 

The temporary restraints were re
luctantly adopted in order to buy time 
to get at the root causes of our balance
of-payments problem. Our difficulties 
are owed mainly to large and continuing 
government offshore expenditures for 
defense purposes, foreign aid, military 
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assistance, and other international com
mitments. Our allies and trading part
ners are not bearing a fair share of the 
burdens of maintaining a defense shield 
for the free world nor of providing as
sistance to less developed countries. 

U.S. exports and our dollar-earning 
assets abroad are the mainstay in our 
balance of payments. The private sector 
has made a net contribution of $60 
billion to our international accounts 
since 1950 but Government outflows 
amounted to more than $92 billion. 

Restrictions on American overseas in
vestments are now in the fifth year. 
They are damaging the competitive po
sition of American companies in world 
markets while mortgaging the future of 
our balance of payments. 

The President has pledged that he will 
end these self-defeating controls andre
store to American businessmen freedom 
to invest abroad. Secretary of Commerce 
Stans has expressed good intentions for 
terminating the mandatory program. The 
question is when. 

We have been repeatedly assured the 
restraints would be ended "as soon as 
possible" but we are in the fifth year and 
the controls are assuming the look of 
permanency. Business is entitled to know 
now when the program will be terminated 
so that companies can proceed with the 
forward-planning essential to the ex
pansion of our dollar-earning assets 
abroad. This is the proper approach for 
strengthening our balance of payments. 

James G. Morton, director of govern
ment relations for the Manufacturing 
Chemists Association, astutely summed 
up the case for terminating the manda
tory program in an appearance before 
the Subcommittee on Foreign Economic 
Policy. 

I wish to enter in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD the remarks of Mr. Morton who 
has earned the trust and respect of Mem
bers of Congress in both parties because 
of his objectivity, intellectual honesty, 
and grasp of economic affairs: 
STATEMENT OF JAMES G. MORTON, FORMER SPE

CIAL AsSISTANT TO THE SECRETARY OF COM
MERCE, MARCH 26, 1969 
My name is James G. Morton. Before re

turning to private industry I served succes
sively as special assistant to three Cabinet 
officers during a five and a half year period 
from 1962 to 1967. I was a principal assistant 
to Secretary of Commerce John T. Connor 
when the United States Government cur
tailed foreign direct investments in February 
of 1965 and am testifying as a former official 
involved in the program. 

It is a privilege to appear before this Com
mittee to discuss U.S. foreign economic policy 
and to urge adoption of the bipartisan House 
Concurrent Resolutions 85 and 86 calling for 
an end to the self-defeating restrictions on 
American business ventures abroad. 

These resolutions offered by Representative 
John V. Tunney of california, together with 
42 Republican and Democratic members of 
the House, reflect the mounting concern over 
the mandatory controls on foreign invest
ments which are damaging the competitive 
position of American companies and mort
gaging the nation's economic future. 

The decade of the sixties has been an era 
of unparalleled economic expansion for the 
world. We have been following an unwise 
and harmful policy of restrictionism when 
we should be encouraging American busi
nessmen to seize the opportunities of the 
times. 

Restrictionism represents a confused nega
tive, and contradictory approach to the pur
suit of our economic and foreign policy ob
jectives and to the world's needs. It offers no 
meaningful or durable solutions to our com
plicated international problems, only the 
crutch of expediency. 

Full participation of American companies 
in the growth of foreign markets is funda
mental to our economic well-being. The ex
pansion of our foreign earnings is a critical 
factor in supporting U.S. foreign policy ob
jectives and in attaining a favorable balance 
of payments. 

The mandatory controls, invoked as a stop
gap measure during a monetary emergency, 
w1llin the longer term reduce the foreign in
come needed to offset the large and continu
ing government offshore expenditures which 
are responsible for the deficits in our inter
national accounts. 

Between 1950 and 1967 the net contribu
tion of the private sector to the balance of 
payments was nearly $60 b1llion whereas net 
government outflows amounted to $92.6 bil
lion. 

Dollar outflows for U.S. foreign direct in
vestment totaled $33.7 b1llion from 1950 to 
1968 compared with inflows in the form of 
earnings, royalties, and fees of $69.5 billion. 
Overseas investments during the period of 
our balance of payments difficulties bul
warked the private account with a net con
tribution of $35.8 billion. 

It is becoming increasingly evident that 
the host of restrictions placed on the pri
vate sector, rather than materially improv
ing our future balance of payments outlook, 
may worsen it by "killing the goose that lays 
the golden egg." 

The time has come to call a halt to there
strictionist course that has pervaded our for
eign economic policy throughout this decade 
and inhibited U.S. gains in the world 's 
growth. 

Long-term credits were restricted through 
the Interest Equalization Tax in 1963 and 
bank and non-bank controls by the Federal 
Reserve Board. President Johnson later in
voked the Gore amendment to apply the 
tax to foreign loans by banks and other fi
nancial institutions. 

Voluntary restraints were imposed on U.S. 
foreign direct investments and on foreign 
lending in 1965 and were extended and 
progressively tightened in the two years to 
follow. 

There were several attempts to restrain 
the overseas travel of American citizens but 
the administration backed off in the face of 
oitter opposition on the part of the public 
and on Capitol Hill. 

Within the government the possibility of 
restricting the overseas transfer of American 
technology which is of vital importance to 
continued world development is now being 
examined. This would add a new and tragic 
dimension to the policy of restrictionism. 

The im,position of stringent mandatory 
controls on foreign investments with crim
inal penalties for violators was effected in 
January of 1968 by executive order based on 
grounds of dubious legality. While the nega
tive effects of the mandatory program are 
the immediate consideration of these hear
ings, there is the larger fundamental ques
tion whether it is not time to reorient our 
foreign economic policy outward to the re
alities and opportunities of an expanding 
world economy. 

The hearings before this Committee will 
serve to illuminate the vital importance of 
U.S. private investments abroad and the need 
for compatible, forward-looking foreign 
trade and investment policies which will re
lease the creative forces of American enter
prise to achieve the maximum benefits for 
our country. 

International investment has been one of 
the most powerful forces for progress in the 
free world in the resurgent years following 

World War II. The dynamic growth generated 
by capital ventures has lifted living stand
ards across the continents and demonstrated 
vast potentials for attacking hunger, poverty, 
ignorance, and human despair. 

International investment has opened up 
new fields of production, employment, and 
income. It has broadened the flow of tech
nology and trade. It has strengthened the 
economic structures which support our ef
forts to achieve a rational, stable, and pro
gressive world order. 

The United States has been the leader in 
committing capital, technology, management 
skills, and other private resources to world 
development. While benefitting our own 
country economically, our foreign invest
ments are also contributing to the growth 
and prosperity of our free world trading part
ners. 

U.S. private investments, along with for
eign assistance programs, have been indis
pensable in establishing the conditions for 
stab1llty and progress in the less developed 
areas of the world, most particularly in those 
nations which are our hemispheric neigh
bors. 

American investment in other countries 
has provided a major stimulus to production 
at home and abroad; and we are mindful 
that production is the wellspring of wealth. 

Continued restraint on these investments 
will inevitably affect the level and structure 
of world trade and retard the growth rate. 
Should the world's growth rate fail to stay 
apace of the world's growing needs, we would 
face problems of a magnitude that would 
dwarf our balance of payments difficulties. 
We would face not monetary crises but world
wide convulsions. 

U.S. businessmen have invested some $60 
billion or more outside our borders. These 
investments have created and expanded for
eign markets, strengthened the competitive 
position of American companies, and in
creased the flow of exports. 

Our offshore producers are quick to seize 
opportunities to create markets for the man
ufactures of their home-based parent com
panies and are constantly increasing exports 
by adding to product lines. 

About 25 percent of all U.S. exports are 
shipped to foreign subsidiaries and affiliates 
of American corporations. In fact, shipments 
to affiliates acoount for an even more sub
stantial percentage of the exports, up to 35 
percent or more, of some of our larger inter
national companies. 

The interrelationship between trade and 
investment has been well established, al
though not in precisely quantifiable terms. 
It is an indisputed fact, ·however, that our 
exports expand as our foreign investments 
climb. 

On this interaction a National Industrial 
Conference Board study observes, "Total 
foreign investment, now approaching $100 
billion, with its related output which is still 
larger, constitutes a fundamental link be
tween the U.S. economy and foreign econo
mies which is not only of greater magnitude 
than the $40 billion of receipts and pay
ments reoorded annually in the balance of 
payments, but it is a phenomenon with di
rect implications for the world pattern of 
production and trade." 

"The growth of production abroad," the 
Conference Board report notes, "has been in 
fact accompanied by an increasing stream of 
exports from the United States, reflecting 
not only the orientation of foreign subsid
iaries to supply sources within the United 
States, and the importance of their location 
as a stimulus to and channel for other U.S. 
exports, but also a substantial factor in the 
level of output in foreign countries, and 
hence in the rising level of foreign demand 
for imports." 

The United States benefits from increased 
foreign demand for imports to the extent 
that American products are competitive or 
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that we are the exclusive source of supply. 
Due to our technological superiority, capital 
resources, and the scale of our economy, we 
enjoy many advantages in satisfying demand 
for sophisticated products. Computers and 
jet aircraft are case examples. 

American production abroad spurs the 
growth of foreign economies and incomes 
with the result the countries become better 
customers in the world market. The United 
States share of the market growth is trans
lated into more jobs and rising incomes at 
home. 

President Kennedy expressed the benefits 
of broadly shared growth in his memorable 
comment, "A rising tide lifts all the boats." 
That 1s the phenomenon of production gen
erating wealth and buoying trade levels In 
both the producing country and the Invest
Ing country. 

The Implications of production and its 
trade effects are dlftlcult to quantify, but 
there are indications the interaction may go 
much farther than we realize. The benefits 
are at least suftlciently discernible as to re
move all doubt our policies should fac1Utate 
international growth, not retard it. 

It 1s clear, then, that restraint of capital 
movements committed to production de
presses the level of trade. It 1s thus contra
dictory to restrict foreign investments while 
attempting to expand exports. That is pre
cisely what we are doing under existing pol
icies and serious harm can be done our 
exports as well as our competitive position 
abroad by hampering our foreign production. 

The Irrationality of our policies becomes 
more evident when one examines the busi
ness realities of the International market
place. It Is a business fact of life that after 
an export market reaches a certain scale the 
economics and other competitive factors 
very often dictate It be served from local 
production. 

If we fail to establish production within 
a foreign market when business circum
stances require it, our Industrial competitors 
will quickly take advantage of the oppor
tunities. More often than not, direct invest
ment is the next logical and necessary step 
in developing foreign markets if the product 
can be manufactured economically by local 
production. 

In exhorting American manufacturers to 
widen export markets we must accordingly 
be mindful of the realities which may at a 
given point require foreign direct Investment, 
and we must fashion compatible trade and 
investment policies to facilitate the retention 
of overseas markets. 

The facts of trade disprove the contention 
that foreign production displaces exports. 
There will perhaps be a shift in the kind 
of exports, the substitution of capital goods, 
raw materials, intermediates and other sup
plies for finished products. But we maintain 
export growth and potentials while deriving 
the added benefit of foreign income from 
production. 

This combination of earnings constitutes 
the backbone of the U.S. balance of pay
ments and we should exert every effort to 
build upon it rather than sap its strength. 

For many reasons . American companies 
would normally prefer to export than pro
duce abroad. In Western Europe, for example, 
land costs are frequently exorbitant, skilled 
labor Is in short supply, the margin of 
profitability has diminished, and numerous 
other business circumstances make it more 
desirable in many instances to produce at 
home. 

Trade barriers and other unfair practices 
denying U.S. manufacturers equal access to 
markets, as well as the pure economics, have 
strongly influenced decisions to produce 
abroad. The prospect of common walls 
around the Common Market doubtlessly 
played an important part in the large capital 
outflows for investment in Western Europe. 

Government policy makers are well aware 
that trade barriers exert this influence and 
they should be working energetically either 
to remove the obstacles to U.S. exports or to 
equalize the advantages for our producers. 

In some countries national policies have 
prompted direct investments by American 
companies as the only means of creating and 
serving markets for certain manufactures 
such as, for example, In Australia and Mex
ico, both Important trading partners of the 
United States. 

When Luther H. Hodges was the Secretary 
of Commerce the major thrust of the depart
ment was the promotion of two-way trade, 
two-way travel, and two-way investment. 
That was a sound, realistic, and productive 
policy and we should go back to it. 

An expanding world economy, fed by in
creasing flows of trade and investment, of
fers the only realistic prospect for stability 
and order and progress on which we can build 
a durable peace. 

It is illusory to think we can restrict Amer
ican capital resources which the world needs 
while hoping to eliminate the conditions 
which foment insurrection and war. 

To what avail has the United States poured 
out $100 billion in foreign aid if we are to 
restrict private investment which has proved 
far more effective in increasing foreign pro
duction and income? 

How does one rationalize the spending of 
billions to be the world's policeman while 
restricting the economic processes which will 
help eliminate the conditions requiring a 
policeman? 

We may well have miscalculated the 
benefits of temporary measures in our haste 
and anxiety to deal with the balance of pay
ments crisis. A recent survey by Jack Behr
man, University of North Carolina interna
tional expert who served as assistant secre
tary of commerce in the Kennedy Adminis
tration, indicated that recoupments on capi
tal outflows for production are more rapid 
than the minimum of five to seven years 
which has been assumed. 

Dr. Behrman undertook a fresh calculation 
of the balance of payments payout period on 
U.S. foreign direct investment. The payout 
is the length of time required for an invest
ment to generate foreign exchange returns 
equivalent to initial dollar outflows. 

He concluded on the basis of typical in
vestment experience, ascertained from data 
available in the Commerce Department, the 
payout period of just over two years could 
be justified. The data included experience in 
the European area. 

Actual dollar outlays for new investments 
were calculated at 40 percent of the total ex
penditure, the balance being financed 
through funds abroad. Of the actual dollar 
outlay 8 percent was used for immediate 
equipment exports from the United States, 
more than 12 percent for components, raw 
materials, and supplies from the United 
States, and about 2.5 percent in remitted 
earnings. 

Dr. Behrman's computations thus indi
cated the actual drain resulting from capital 
ventures for offshore production may be re
duced to an abbreviated period with rela
tively unimportant effects on our external 
accounts. 

It is the collective judgment of the Ameri
can business community that the continua
tion of mandatory controls will damage the 
nation's economic interests while providing 
only temporary and costly nostrums for our 
balance of payments diftlculties. That ludg
ment is based on a great weight of experi
ence in the practical workings of interna
tional business. 

Every sign suggests we are well beyond 
any short-term benefits of value and are now 
headed down the road of diminishing returns. 
As President Nixon has no~d, "Every dollar 
of investment which Is blocked by adm1nis-

trative edict costs us more than one and 
one half dollars of future earnings." 

We are now in the fifth year of invest
ment restraints and they are assuming the 
look of permanency. Even now the massive 
debts incurred by American companies 
through costly foreign borrowings as a re
sult of this program are being argued as a 
case for its continuation. 

It Is contended that future capital out
flows to repay or refinance the huge backlog 
of indebtedness, estimated at $5 billion for 
1968, will require regulation; and thus the 
program feeds on Its own consequences. 

Charles E. Fiero, then director of the Of
fice of ·Foreign Direct Investment, testified 
before the Joint Economic Committee in 
January that the program is creating its own 
set of balance of payments liab111ties. He 
said: 

"Repayment of foreign borrowing used by 
U.S. companies and their foreign aftlliates 
will, of course, result in reduced direct in
vestment income or increased capital out
flows in the future. In this sense, current 
balance of payments gains may have been 
made at the expense of future balance of 
payments reductions." 

"There has been a mortgaging of future 
balance of payments gains and a consider
able imposition upon freedom of action of 
the business sector," Fiero acknowledged. 

The adverse effects go far beyond balance 
of payments considerations. American com
panies are being forced to take financial ac
tions undesirable from a business stand
point--borrowings they do not need, there
stricting of trade credits to foreign subsidi
aries, early repayment of loans to aftlliates. 

The high costs of foreign borrowing are 
detrimental to earnings. Foreigners are gain
ing increasing equity in American overseas 
business ventures, further reducing the in
come flows to the United States. 

The restraints inhibit our companies from 
building and expanding plants with the re
sult both earnings and exports are retarded. 
New projects are in some cases postponed 
or abandoned and the opportunities they 
represent may be lost to foreign competitors. 

The curtailment of acquisitions also re
duces our future earnings potentials while 
fortifying the competitiveness of foreign 
companies through mergers which could have 
expanded our markets. 

Situations are developing where lending 
sources for local borrowing by U.S. foreign 
aftlliates are substantially exhausted, reduc
ing working capital and hence sales. Where 
working capital may not be available or ob
tained at prohibitive cost the continued ex
istence of these operations is brought into 
question. 

Much of our overseas investment is in the 
extractive industries which supplement our 
own supplies of oil and ore or which supply 
raw materials we do not possess in this 
country. Reports indicate the restrictions are 
causing postponement or abandonment of 
explorations in certain countries due to the 
limited exemptions allowed under the law. 

Prudent financial management will not 
permit American industry to continue in
definitely the financing and refinancing of 
its foreign investments without being able 
to meet the commitments undertaken. The 
regulations on retention obstruct this. 

The heavy debt load incurred by American 
companies has severely restricted freedom of 
financial planning and of financial assistance 
to foreign aftlllates. Certain aftlliates are 
under-capitalized in relation to debt in
curred. Recapitalization is prohibited by low 
authorizations under the mandatory pro
gram. Those companies with aftlliates having 
high debt to equity ratios in the Schedule B 
and C countries are placed in an especially 
diftlcult position. 

The regulations are creating a situation in 
which American companies are finding it 
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difficult to formulate rational financial plans 
for their foreign operations. 

Perhaps the most serious consequence 
from a balance of payments standpoint are 
the trade effects. For example, a major Amer
ican chemical manufacturer with world-wide 
operations estimates $1 million loss in sales 
this year, $5 million next year, and over $100 
million total export losses over a protracted 
period. 

While export losses may principally result 
from the curtailment of new capital invest
ments and plant expansions abroad, and 
from diminished competitiveness, the 
shortage of working capital aggravates the 
situation. 

Much can be .said of the extra-territorial 
consequences of the mandatory program. 
Suffice it to point out the regulations have 
marked our foreign affiliates as aliens which 
will make u.s. direct investments less wel
come in the future. 

It is relevant to note Representative Tun
ney's appraisal of foreign reaction. "It is well 
known that though host countries recognize 
the need for foreign investments they also 
have shown some concern lest foreign in
vestors dominate their economies or follow 
policies laid down by local authorities," he 
said. "The program for controls of direct 
foreign investment have given evidence the 
concern is not unwarranted. The assurance 
of local management that companies intend 
to be good citizens ring hollow in the light 
of the official U.S. view expressed in the 
mandatory program that the operations of 
these companies must be conducted subject 
to the overriding needs of U.S. foreign eco
nomic policy." 

While some of our government policy mak
ers have derived comfort from temporary 
balance of payments gains achieved by the 
program, it should be restrained gratification 
for the United States is no longer accumu
lating net assets in the rest of the world. 

Historically de-regulation has proved ex
tremely difficult and cumbersome in our 
bureaucracy. It is important that a firm date 
be set now-not later-for eliminating man
datory controls, recognizing that certain 
transitional rules will be required to phase 
out the program in an orderly manner which 
will minimize balance of payments effects. 

One hopes this Committee will urge the 
President to fix a firm date on which the 
program will be terminated; simply relaxa
tion of regulations would leave residual in 
the bureaucracy, the framework for reim
position of controls as expediency dictates. 

If restraints on capital outflows should in 
the future be essential to the national in
terest in time of a declared national emer
gency, they should be imposed by Congres
sional action, not by administrative fiat. 

One hopes these hearings will serve to 
reassert in emphatic terms the authority of 
the Congress, under the Constitution, to 
regulate foreign and domestic commerce. In 
the exercise of that authority the Congress 
ensures every citizen a voice in public policy 
making. 

The mandatory program with its basic fal
lacies, burdensome restraints, high costs, and 
transparent fa111ngs was invoked under a 
fifty-year-old law relating to "Trading with 
the Enemy" and predicated on a national 
emergency declared by President Truman in 
response to communist aggression in Korea. 
It would strain credulity to maintain that 
dubious legal action represented the intent 
of Congress a half century later. 

President Nixon has pledged he will end 
this self-defeating program and has prom
ised, "We will reestablish the spirit of co
operation with other nations which our 
Investment curbs have damaged, and we will 
encourage investments which stimulate U.S. 
exports and a healthy return flow of capital." 

"For the greatest nation in the world to 
withdraw within its own shell and to stifle 
American commerce abroad," he said, "is 
economic isolationism at its worst." 

The President merits the fullest support 
of the American people in this determination. 
Adoption of the bipartisan House Concurrent 
Resolutions 85 and 86 will express the sense 
of Congress that curtailment of American 
business abroad should cease and it will dis
credit the policy of restrictionism as con
trary to the foreign policy objectives and the 
economic well-being of the United States. 

END UNFAIR TREATMENT OF 
SINGLE TAXPAYERS 

<Mr. KOCH asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and extend his re
marks, and to include extraneous mat
ter.) 

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, I am today 
introducing a bill to rectify one of the 
inequities now contained in our tax code. 
At this time when the Congress is ad
dressing itself to closing up loopholes and 
making our tax code more rational and 
equitable, I would hope that the Mem
bers of this Congress would consider the 
inequitable tax burden now carried by 
the single individual. 

Under our prevailing tax code, married 
individuals have one schedule of taxa
tion, heads of households have another, 
and lastly, there is the single individual 
who pays the highest rate of tax, since 
neither he nor she is entitled to head of 
household status. To make my point 
more vividly: a single individual with a 
taxable income of $10,000 will pay $2,-
354. A married individual, using the joint 
return, with the same taxable income 
will pay $1,956. And the head of house
hold individual will pay $2,150. In other 
words, if a single individual were given 
head-of-household status, he would, un
der my bill, pay $204 less than he is cur
rently paying. And, indeed, a single in
dividual is, in fact, head of his own 
household if he maintains his own home. 

Some legislators take the position that 
a single person should be at least 30 or 
35 years old before being favored with 
head-of-household tax status. I strongly 
disagree. Every single individual who 
pays over half the cost of maintaining 
his or her own home should be given the 
same tax consideration. That cost, which 
in my district is rising steadily, has noth
ing to do with age. 

When this Congress, as I hope it does, 
revises the tax code, its goal should be 
that of having everyone pay his fair 
share and no more. So let us close the 
tax loopholes which the wealthy use to 
avoid paying their fair share, and at the 
same time let us end the unfair treat
ment of the single taxpayer. 

SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 
<Mr. POAGE asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
honor a dear friend of Texas and the 
Nation-Mr. H. N. Smith of the Soli 
Conservation Service. 

For 15 years until his death March 
13, "Red" Smith served as SCS State 
conservationist for Texas. His modest, 
unassuming manner belied an unfiag
ging zeal for solving resource problems 
in Americas largest conservation State. 

"Red" Smith capably administered a 
complex conservation program that has 
the largest appropriation and the larg
est number of employees of any State 
in the Nation. His personable leader
ship literally changed the face of Tex
as-gullies have healed, streams :flow 
clearer, dust storms and :floods have 
been lessened, grass grows green and lush 
on tens of millions of acres of fine range
land. Communities throughout Texas 
have a wealth of technical information 
to aid in their land-use planning. 

"Red'' had a remarkable ability to in
spire cooperation, understanding, and 
teamwork among the State's nearly 200 
soil and water conservation districts, 
scores of special purpose districts, coun
ty governing bodies, and other agencies. 
It can be noted especially in the small 
watershed programs in Texas that more 
than 1,400 structures have been bullt to 
retard :flooding and create new water 
supplies for irrigation, recreation, and 
many other uses. 

"Red" Smith quietly took on a personal 
vendetta against moisture-robbing brush 
that encroached on 88 million acres of 
range and pasture and threatens the 
cattle industry. He directed many studies 
of the problem, and the preparation of 
five publications. These publications have 
been hailed throughout the United States 
where brush is a problem as a significant 
milestone in the study of brush invasion, 
causes, effects, and remedies. But "Red" 
did not stop with studies-he saw to it 
that over the past two decades an average 
of a million acres a year was treated to 
control brush. 

Mr. Smith joined the Soil Conserva
tion Service at Dublin, Tex., in 1935, the 
year that agency was formed, after serv
ing for 10 years as head of the animal 
husbandry departmenJ.; at John Tarleton 
Agricultural College. He advanced 
through several positions to acting re
gional director with wide-ranging tech
nical and administrative responsibilities 
in Texas, Arkansas, Oklahoma, and Lou
isiana, and in 1954 began directing the 
most rapid advance in resource improve
ment in Texas history. He received 
USDA's Superior Service Award in 1960. 

In all this activity and responsibility 
"Red" Smith remained a warm, person
able individual known and respected 
throughout the State. He was a good 
friend as well as leader to the 2,000 SCS 
employees in Texas. 

I am happy that Clyde Graham, who 
served under "Red" Smith for several 
years as assistant and deputy State con
servationist, has been chosen to succeed 
him at the helm of conservation in Texas. 
Clyde for the past 2 ¥2 years has been 
serving as Director of the SCS Water
shed Planning Division t .. ere in Washing
ton, and brings to his new job broad 
experience and wide knowledge of SCS 
programs and activities. 

"Red" Smith was a great conserva
tionist. We will miss him and his work 
for Texas and the Nation. 

A POLICEMAN'S RESPONSmiLITIES 
<Mr. WALDIE asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and extend his remarks, 
and to include extraneous matter.) 
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Mr. WALDIE. Mr. Speaker, recently 
Robert B. Murphy, the police chief of 
the city of Richmond, Calif., in my con
gressional district posted a memorandum 
to all of the members of the police force 
of the city of Richmond in which he 
responded to some accusations that had 
been directed at the conduct of policemen 
in that city. 

I believe several paragraphs within 
that memo that describe the reponsibili
ties of police otncials are so well put 
that it would be wise to have it shared 
with more than the members of the 
Richmond Police Department. 

Although all of the statement is of 
value, I particularly found a great sensi
tivity expressed in the paragraph that 
states: 

Most ot the work of policemen 1s human 
management. We come to our job with good 
schooling, some experience and our personal
ities. Our success in our job is directly related 
to our a;bll1ty to wisely manage ourselves, 
and where management of others becomes 
involved, to warmly manage them. 

I am including a copy of Chief Mur
phy's memo along with my remarks. 

MEMO 
FEBRUARY 26, 1969. 

To: All officers. 
From: Robert B. Murphy, Chief of Pollee. 

Recently our department has received 
some adverse publicity, expressed in general
ities. I'm aware that this kind of publicity 
creates an atmosphere of distrust and doubt 
of the police. I'm also aware that most mem
bers of the department are embarrassed 
and/or disgusted by it. 

The purpose of my writing 1s to encour
age all of you to remain as objective as pos
sible; to be businesslike, and continue to 
fulfill our responsibility in a legal manner. 
It takes great courage and patience to do 
the work expected of police officers in to
day's society, but in my opinion there is no 
more essential assignment than that of po
lice officer. 

Our purpose 1s worth much sacrifice. I 
appreciate your displayed abilities to date. 
You may feel you aren't understood or ap
preciated, but let me assure you that most 
of our citizens are well aware of what we 
are going through, and will support us 
heartily when we're right. We cannot expect 
anyone to support us when we're wrong. 

I assure you that any administrative ac
tion from my office will always be based on 
fact.s, not on general or unsupported state
ments. To my personal knowledge, since 1960 
our department has not failed to hear, in
vestigate and properly dispose of complaints 
against us. We must remember that there 
will be complaints and that we're not per
fect. We must also remember that the nature 
of our work creates some friction. We should 
help always to reduce tensions while per
forming our tasks. 

We cannot fail or refuse to do our law 
enforcement tasks, but we must remember 
that much of our work is non-enforcement 
services to the community. We must be re
ceptive to suggestions about the latter kind 
of services. We must be willing to account 
for ourselves in all our work. 

Most of the work of policemen is human 
management. We come to our job with good 
schooling, some experience and our person
alities. Our success in our job is directly 
related to our ability to wisely manage our
selves, and where management of others 
becomes involved, to warmly manage them. 

It's my hope that we can restore and main
tain a climate which will help you feel proud 
to be a police officer in Richmond. We have 
a. very fine department, doing an excellent 
job under some very adverse conditions. It's 
our individual responsibility to help keep 

it that way and let the people know that we 
don't need sympathy. We need their volun
tary compliance with society's acceptable 
rules and their support when we enforce 
their rules against non-conformists to law. 

RoBERT B. MURPHY, 
Chief of Police. 

LEGISLATION WOULD INCREASE 
SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS 

<Mr. MYERS asked and was given 
permisston to address the House for 1 
minutes and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Speaker, I have to
day introduced a social security legisla
tive package which would provide in
creases in benefits based on the cost of 
living as well as increase the survivors' 
benefits and the amount a person may 
earn and still receive all the benefits to 
which he is entitled. 

This legislation would result in a ma
jor overhaul of the present Social Secu
rity Act which now requires congres
sional approval for each change in ben
efits and qualifiOOJtions. It includes the 
following major changes in present law: 

First. An automatic cost-of-living in
crease whenever the Consumer Price 
Index jumps by at least 2.5 percent dur
ing the preceding quarter. The index in
creased nearly 5 percent in 1968 and has 
climbed nearly 20 percent since 1960. 
This would eliminate the necessity of 
congressional action. 

Second. Increase the amount a person 
may earn from $1,680 to $3,000 a year 
without forfeiting part or all of his so
cial security benefits. The present law 
penalizes those who want to help them
selves. A person should be able to receive 
the benefits regardless of whether he 
chooses to work after 65. 

Third. Increase the survivors' benefits 
on retirement to 150 percent of the pri
mary cash benefits for which the de
ceased would have qualified under social 
security. Under present law, the sur
vivors' income is cut at a time when the 
cost of operating the household may ac
tually increase. 

These reforms are urgently needed to 
spare older Americans the hardship that 
results from inflation. 

Most older Americans are defenseless 
against higher living costs produced by 
the inflationary trend. It seems only ap
propriate that we provide these retirees 
with help as soon as they are hit by a 
loss in the purchasing power of their 
pension dollar. 

These people should not have to wait 
1, 2, and 5 years for such relief through 
general amendments to the Social Secu
rity Act. This is especially so when the 
increases do not compensate fully for 
changes in living costs anyway. 

I believe that compassion, equity, and 
commonsense demand that we stop mak
ing older people wait until some future 
Congress chooses to make good on cam
paign promises. This legislation would, 
in effect, remove social security from the 
political arena. 

I have given considerable thought to 
this proposal, and I am convinced it is 
one which offers protection for our sen
ior citizens, who through no fault of their 
own are in real and dire need of positive 

assistance against circumstances that 
could destroy independence, dignity, and 
sense of purpose. 

Almost all citizens are hurt by rising 
living costs. Only the very wealthy es.
cape. No single group suffers more, how
ever, than older Americans. 

I supported this type of approach in 
the 90th Congress but it failed. Hope
fully, with the support of the Nixon ad
ministration, we will be able to remove 
social security from politics once and for 
all and provide our senior citizens with 
the security and peace of mind they so 
richly deserve. 

ALL-AMERICA CITY 
(Mr. McMILLAN asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and extend his remarks, 
and to include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I am in
serting in the RECORD a statement by 
Mayor David McLeod of Florence, S.C., 
which is my hometown, concerning an 
article appearing in the Sunday Star of 
March 23, 1969. It seems that a reporter 
from the Star visited Florence, S.C., for 
a few days recently and talked with a 
number of the citizens of that commu
nity. The reporter did not talk with me 
since I was here in Washington at the 
time. Also, he did not talk with Mayor 
McLeod. 

We are all wondering what the motive 
of the editor of the Star was in sending 
reporter Donald Smith to Florence, S.C., 
as he prepared an unusual article that 
has no meaning whatsoever other than 
there seems to be no truth in connec
tion with the article. I presume the re
porter made a trip to Florence to see if 
he could find someone that would say 
something detrimental about me. I cer
tainly could not make any sense out of 
the article as reporter Smith seemed to 
intentionally or unintentionally get all . 
of his facts incorrect. We have a good 
prosperous city which has almost dou
bled in size during the past 10 years and 
we have 52,000 people who receive their 
mail at the Florence Post Office, both 
black and white, and they seem to get 
along as harmoniously as any people 
could anywhere in the United States. We 
have several excellent colored policemen 
and several excellent colored members 
of the fire department, in addition to 
three colored deputies in the county 
sheriff's office. 

I didn't think any newspaper in Wash
ington would have the gall to send a re
porter to Florence or any other city 
where good relations exist between all 
people when we have so much confusion 
and crime here in the Nation's Capital. 
As chairman of the House District Com
mittee, I have not been able to secure 
very much assistance from any of the 
news media in the Nation's Capital in 
connection with my efforts to solve the 
crime problem. 

I have been successful in having the 
Members of the House of Representa
tives approve approximately 900 bills, 
the majority of which vitally affect the 
Nation's Capital: for instance, a bill we 
enacted last year granting $80 million 
to the hospitals 1n Washington, D.C., 
without any strings attached. 
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We are very proud of our mayor in 

Florence and the progress our city has 
made during the past 12 years. We have 
excellent community leaders, both 
colored and white, and it is refreshing to 
know that we do not have people of 
different races calling names at each 
other and making all types of accusa
tions as exist here in the Nation's Capi
tal. We have very little crime in Florence 
for the simple reason that law enforce
ment is excellent, punishment is swift 
and certain when a crime is committed. 

Shaw Field that was mentioned in the 
reporter's article 1s not located in my 
congressional district and I am not ac
quainted with any street by the name of 
"Square," however, the reporter states 
that my residence is located on "Square" 
Street. The mayor, city council and other 
officials in the Florence community have 
reason to be angry over this article as it 
portrays anything but true facts con
cerning the fine city of Florence, S.C., 
which was recently designated as an all
American city. 

I, of course, am accustomed to this 
type of treatment here in Washington as 
I have been accused of everything in the 
book by the news media in Washington 
since I have been serving as chairman 
of the House District Committee, simply 
because I do not hold the same philoso
phy concerning crime and the solvency 
of the Nation's Capital as the news media 
in our Capital City. 

I could write a book several inches 
thick quoting the outright misrepresen
tations and other accusations that have 
been heaped on my shoulders for the 
simple reason that I do not cater to these 
people's way of thinking in connection 
with my position in making laws for the 
Nation's Capital. I, nor any other Con
gressman, has any jurisdiction over the 
administration of the affairs of the Dis
trict of Columbia and we do not have an 
opportunity to make any appointments. 
They are all made by the Commissioner 
and the President of the United States 
and the laws are administered through 
the Mayor, the Attorney General and the 
District Corporation Counsel under the 
supervision of the Department of Jus
tice. 

I am making these statements for the 
simple reason that the people who read 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD in my home
town and in every town in the United 
States will understand some of the rea
sons why we have certain conditions in 
the Nation's Capital at the present time. 

The article incorporating Mayor Mc
Leod's statement follows: 

Vf ASHINGTON STAR STORY CRITICIZED 

An article in the Sunday magazine section 
of The Washington Star was highly critical 
of Florence as an All-America city and was 
in return criticized by Mayor David McLeod. 

The article, by Donald Smith, was to "dis
cover if the All-America city might have 
some influence on McMillan's (Cong. John 
L. McMillan) manner in dealing with Wash
ington. Cong. McMillan is chairman of the 
House of Representatives D.C. Committee. 

The article discussed race relations in Flor
ence and was critical of the city's action 
in this field. 

Mayor McLeod said Tuesday "I have never 
seen the gentleman that wrote the story 
or talked with him on the telephone. 

"Many statements in the story are errone
ous, misleading and are not at all factual. 

"It seems to me that if a reporter wrote 
a story on Florence and used the mayor as 
part of a story he should at least discuss 
it with him (the mayor) before writing any 
such misleading information." 

ONE NATION, UNDER GOD 
<Mr. ROGERS of Florida asked and 

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

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
the National Association of Broadcast
ers are in Washington this week. A 
speaker at one function was reported to 
be Tom Smothers, who is concerned 
about network and affiliate censorship of 
his program, broadcast by CBS. 

One of the more interesting things 
about the Smothers show is its slip from 
among the top-rated programs in the 
Nation. It is reportedly below 40 now, 
indicating that perhaps there is some 
relationship between listener approval 
and ratings after all. 

Last Sunday night the Smothers pro
gram began with a reservation of their 
own version of the pledge to the flag. 
Their version omits "under God." In 
fact, the only apparent reason for what 
might otherwise have been a welcome bit 
of patriotism was actually an affront to 
the traditions of this Nation. 

As Senator PASTORE noted in a speech 
before the NAB this week, ABC and NBC 
have agreed to submit their own pro
grams to the code authority of the NAB, 
but CBS has refused. 

CBS may well be concerned about code 
approval, if the Smothers show is an 
example of what they feel is good Sun
day night listening. It was a CBS affiliate 
in Chicago which staged a pot party, in 
an apparent effort to help sagging rat
ings there. Maybe they are trying to use 
a little shock value to help the Smothers' 
sagging ratings. 

CBS has placed itself in the position 
of opposing regulation of networks, reg
ulation of programing, and even self
regulation within the industry. CBS has 
written Senator PASTORE that-

In our society the determination of taste 
and propriety as to TV programing must 
be pluralistic. A single last word would be 
harmful, indeed dangerous. 

What about CBS's own "last word?" 
If CBS continues to refuse any advice 
on programing from any source but its 
own, where does "pluralistic" come in at 
all? Far from accepting a pluralistic ap
proach, CBS is saying to the National 
Association of Broadcasters, and to the 
Federal Communications Commission, 
and to the Congress, and to the listening 
public, that CBS will not listen to any
one, regardless of the violence, sex, or 
poor taste involved in its programs. 

Well, CBS, "under God" is an impor
tant part of the pledge to the flag. One 
segment of the pluralistic approach you 
cannot long deny is the listening audi
ence, and perhaps you had better go 
back and read the ratings again. 

ABC and NBC are not without faul·t, 
but are to be commended for their in-

terest in arriving at a voluntary industry 
solution. CBS apparently wishes to con
tinue down the road on its own, with the 
likes of the Smothers show. 

An increasing number of people 
throughout the country now demand 
Government intervention. I sincerely be
lieve most Members of Congress would 
like to avoid that if at all possible. 

Self-regulation within the broadcast 
industry seems to be the best answer for 
the present. ABC and NBC are willing. 
CBS is not. I suggest that the American 
people let CBS know what they think. 
This can be done by switching the chan
nel receiver away from offending pro
grams. And it can be done by writing 
product manufacturers and letting them 
know what the public thinks about such 
programs. And writing or calling the lo
cal network affiliate and letting them 
know. It has been my experience that 
local stations, which are licensed and 
are deeply committed to good community 
relations, act in a responsible and rea
sonable manner to public opinion. In the 
end, CBS will get the message. And per
haps at last there will be some industry 
solution to a serious problem of public 
concern. 

DECENTRALIZATION AND RESTRUC
TURING OF FEDERAL FIELD 
OFFICES 
(Mr. GERALD R. FORD asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
the announcement today by President 
Nixon of his first steps toward the de
centralization and restructuring of Fed
eral field offices convincingly demon
strates that he intends to keep his cam
paign pledge "not to dismantle Govern
ment but to modernize it." The field 
offices of the five related departments and 
agencies which have been operating un
der the handicap of a crazy-quilt of dif
ferent boundaries and regional head
quarters will be able to serve the public 
more efficiently. The public will be spared 
a great deal of confusion and wasted 
time in doing business with the Govern
ment. 

The President's expansion of the re
gional council concept to all eight of the 
new regional centers, and his directive to 
other executive agencies to study further 
means of decentralizing decisionmaking 
and bringing the administration of Fed
eral programs closer to the people should 
also be welcomed by the Congress. We 
have long urged greater coordination and 
more businesslike methods upon the ex
ecutive agencies that come before us for 
funding and support of their programs. 
We should now unhesitatingly back up 
the President's move to bring this about. 

There will be temporary dislocations 
and discomforts for some Federal em
ployees but the President's plan has min
imized these and its implementation will 
be spread over the next 18 months to 
permit the necessary readjustments. In 
the end the benefits to all our citizens 
will far outweigh the inconvenience of 
making these urgent and sensible changes 
in a system which has, unfortunately, 
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grown up without a clear pattern and 
desperately requires reorganization. 

COLUMBIA BROADCASTING 
SYSTEM 

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

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I won
der if the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
RoGERS) would be willing to answer a 
question in connection with what he has 
said. I would like to ask the gentleman 
this question, in view of his statements, 
which accurately reflect correspondence 
that I have had with officials of CBS, be
cause of a highly distorted, unfair, in
accurate, and untruthful report last year 
with respect to the hunger question. The 
Nation and the world were absolutely 
horrified when CBS put on a show that 
opened up by purporting to show a child 
starving because of malnutrition. It was 
completely untrue. The child was a pre
mature, 2-months-old child. The parents 
were healthy, and well nourished. That 
fact was established beyond any question 
of doubt. 

CBS admitted that they did not know 
there was any other way, but they felt 
that even if a hoax containing untruth 
were perpetrated on the listening and 
viewing audience of the world, it was 
justified as long as they thought their 
cause was a good and holy one. Later 
the president of CBS substantiated his 
view that it would be perfectly all right 
to lie to the viewing public if, in their 
opinion, it was justified. So I am glad 
to hear the gentleman say what he has 
said. I think the time has come when 
Congress should look into this whole 
question. I agree with him that none of 
us wishes to inject regulatory authority, 
but if it comes to that, I think we can
not escape the clear responsibility that 
reposes in the Congress to do something 
about this vast network system that con
trols 93 percent or more of the prime 
viewing time of the American public 
with no restraint whatsoever. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GONZALEZ. I yield to the gentle
man from Florida. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I thank the 
gentleman. Judging from my conversa
tions with Members of Congress, there is 
great concern with this problem. Chair
man STAGGERS of the Interstate and For
eign Commerce Committee, of which I 
am a member, has said, "We are going to 
look into some of these problems." And I 
think it is very needed. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. I thank the gentle
man. 

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

Mr. GONZALEZ. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. I have not seen the 
program in question. Certainly the gen
tleman from Florida and the gentleman 
from Texas are correct in calling to the 
attention of Congress the shortcomings 
of this network. It is particularly unfor
tunate that this would occur, because 
this particular network, CBS, did do an 

excellent job the last two Sundays when 
they brought to the B~ttention of the 
American people a two-part series on the 
growing problem of pollution in this 
country. 

In their 21st century series, I thought 
they had done one of the greatest jobs I 
have seen in reporting in calling to the 
attention of the American people the 
great problems that are being created 
for our American public in this problem 
of air pollution. So on the one hand they 
do a greS~t job, and then on the other 
hand they undo the good they do with 
the kind of program the gentleman from 
Texas mentioned. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, if CBS 
will take care of its own pollution, I think 
everything will be OK. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM-WEEK 
OF MARCH 31, 1969 

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

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I take this 
time in order to ask the distinguished 
majority leader about the legislative 
program for next week. 

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

Mr. ARENDS. I yield to the majority 
leader. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, in response 
to the distinguished minority whip's in
quiry, we have finished the legislative 
program for this week, and will ask to 
go over until next week. 

There is no legislative business for 
Monday. 

Tuesday is Private Calendar day. 
For Tuesday and the balance of the 

week, we have House Resolution 270, au
thorizing the expenditure of certain 
funds for the expenses of the Committee 
on Internal Security, and H.R. 9328, to 
provide special pay to naval officers who 
agree to remain in active submarine 
service. 

This announcement is made subject 
to the usual reservation that conference 
reports may be brought up at any time, 
and that any further program may be 
announced later. 

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, 
MARCH 31, 1969 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the House 
adjourns today it adjourn to meet on 
Monday next. 

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the right to object. 

Mr. Speaker, I wonder if the gentle
man from Oklahoma could tell us, in view 
of the staggering workload for next week, 
whether he thinks it wUl be possible to 
get out of here by midnight of Wednes
day? When does the gentleman think it 
will be possible for the House to adjourn 
next week, so we may have some idea as 
to when the Easter recess w111 be started? 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I am glad 
the gentleman asked that question, be-

cause we are going to try to finish the 
business by not later than early Wednes
day afternoon. 

Mr. GROSS. By Wednesday afternoon? 
Mr. ALBERT. By not later than that, 

and hopefully Tuesday evening. 
Mr. GROSS. Then it will not be 

Wednesday midnight or some such time 
as that? 

Mr. ALBERT. That is true unless some 
unforeseen event happens. The gentle
man understands the program is always 
announced with that reservation. 

Mr. Speaker, I renew my unanimous
consent request that when the House 
adjourns today it adjourn to meet on 
Monday next. 

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

There was no objection. 

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON 
WEDNESDAY NEXT 

Mr: ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanrmous consent that the business in 
order under the Calendar Wednesday 
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday 
next. 

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

There was no objection. 

RESIGNATION FROM NINTH MEX
ICO-UNITED STATES INTERPAR
LIAMENTARY GROUP 
The SPEAKER laid before the House 

the following communication: 
MARCH 26, 1969. 

Hon. JoHN W. McCoRMACK, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I sincerely regret that 
an unexpected demand from my constitu
ency will prevent my taking part in the 
Ninth Mexico-United States Interparlia
mentary Conference, which will be held in 
Mexico, beginning April 2nd through the 
8th. For this reason, I am constrained to re
sign from the House Delegation. 

With high regard, I am, 
Sincerely, 

F. BRADFORD MORSE, 
Member of Congress. 

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBER OF U.S. 
DELEGATION OF THE MEXICO
UNITED STATES INTERPARLIA
MENTARY GROUP 
The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro

visions of section 1, Public Law 86-420, 
the Chair appoints as a member of the 
U.S. delegation of the Mexico-United 
States Interparliamentary Group the 
gentleman from Utah <Mr. LLOYD), to 
fill the existing vacancy thereon. 

ELECTION OF REPUBLICAN STATE 
SENATOR IN CALIFORNIA 

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

Mr. McCLOSKEY. Mr. Speaker, I 
noted in the REcoRD yesterday that there 
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was some enjoyment on the other side of 
the aisle over an election in Tennessee 
which was considered to set some sort of 
guidelines for the election results in 1970. 

I want to advise the House and my 
colleagues that there was also an election 
on that same day in California, in a State 
senatorial district including Contra Costa 
County, and coterminous with the dis
trict of our esteemed colleague (Mr. 
WALDIE). Our Republican senatorial 
candidate, John Nejedly, won in a demo
cratic district by a 4-to-3 margin. I 
hope the Members on the other side of 
the aisle will, therefore, view with in
creased respect the words of our distin
guished minority leader to the effect that 
Tuesday's elections may be an indication 
of things to come. 

THE CASE AGAINST THE ABM 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Washington (Mr. PELLY) is 
recognized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, our highly 
respected former colleague, the able and 
articulate Secretary of Defense, Melvin 
Laird, as those of us who served many 
years with him know, can be a powerful 
and persuasive advocate of any cause he 
chooses to espouse. In the well of this 
House, he demonstrated that year after 
year, and as I say, his reasoning and in
sight are highly respected. Many times 
I have listened to his argument on legis
lation and followed his recommendations 
when the time came to vote. 

But, Mr. Speaker, I strongly differ when 
Mr. Laird says, as he has recently, that 
the modified anti-ballistic-missile pro
gram, newly named by the Pentagon as 
the "Safeguard" system, is a building 
block for peace. On the contrary, I feel 
that proceeding at this time with an 
ABM deployment could actually result 
in the building of more Soviet nuclear 
blockbusters and accelerate the entire 
atomic arms race with the Russians in
creasing their offensive capacity and 
causing another tragic stepup in the 
spiral of the arms race. 

Perhaps, Mr. Speaker, the time will 
come when the United States will be 
forced into deploying a so-called Safe
guard system or perhaps indeed a thick
shield anti-Soviet missile defense. Pray 
God, as a deterrent to nuclear war, this 
country will not be forced to construct 
any such defense system against a Soviet 
capability to render our retaliatory strik
ing power ineffective. But, as to now, as 
testified by Director Gerard Smith of 
the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency, such second-strike capability, 
which we presently have as a deterrent 
to enemy attack, would not be jeopard
ized by a halt in the antimissile program 
until after nuclear disarmament talks 
with the Soviet Union. · 

If I thought for a moment a halt in 
the ABM program would risk our los
ing our retaliatory deterrent striking 
strength, I would support Mr. Laird. For 
who will deny that until disarmament, 
the real deterrent is the knowledge by 
Moscow, and perhaps in a few years by 
Peking when Red China acquires nuclear 

missiles, that either of them if they at
tacked us would in truth be obliterated. 

My conviction is that momentarily 
there is no need and no sense in initiat
ing this program until the United States 
and the Soviet Union have discussed a 
limitation by both nations in offensive 
and strategic weapons. The fact is that 
if such talks fail, either country could 
overcome any ABM system by the use of 
multiwarheads and decoys and other 
penetration aids. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not trust the Com
munist leaders in the Kremlin any more 
than does my distinguished friend, Mel 
Laird. I do not doubt his so-called firm 
and solid information that the SOviets are 
deploying the SS-9, a 20 to 25 megaton 
weapon which in turn might destroy a 
portion of our Minuteman launch sites. 
But, surely an attack by such a weapon 
would be deterred by the U.S. retaliatory 
capability of our Poseidon and Polaris 
missiles from submarines underwater. 

Right now, it seems to me, there is still 
time for a return to commonsense and 
reason. From the layman's point of view, 
it is not easy to oppose any new means 
of defense, but in all sincerity, I say, let 
us delay and not set off another expan
sion in the suicidal arms race. 

Mr. Speaker, last year when I voted 
for funds to deploy the Sentinel missile 
system, I felt that such action on the 
part of the United States would give us 
greater strength over the disarmament 
bargaining table. However, now certainly 
the Russians are on notice of our inten
tions just as much as if those Sentinel 
missiles were located throughout the 
country. They know that we will never 
be second in any arms competition. They 
know we will insist on maintaining such 
strategic defense and offensive weapons 
as are needed for our national security. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I say, let us talk
talk softly as President Nixon has sug
gested-and not feel impelled to spend 
billions of dollars on a new defensive 
system that will be, I am sure, out of 
date, obsolete, and ineffective by the 
time it would be completed. The Safe
guard missile would, in reality, be no 
bargaining tool for dealing with the 
other nuclear superpower, nor is it a 
building block for peace as Secretary 
Laird would have it. 

Let us negotiate and not lay waste our 
strength in this $10 billion unneeded 
gesture in muscle flexing. 

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

Mr. PELLY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Dlinois. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. I am interested in the 
gentleman's deep interest in this subject. 
He has a problem in his immediate area 
on this, which I am sure the gentle
man is concerned about. 

Mr. PELLY. If the gentleman would 
not mind, I will say that that problem has 
been removed by President Nixon's deci
sion to remove the antiballistic missiles 
from the populated areas. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. I am mindful of that, 
but here is the question I want to ask 
the gentleman. He said that he voted 
last year for this. Actually this House 
and the other body voted on eight dif
ferent occasions for this country to move 

ahead with a deployment of the ABM. I 
would like to know if the gentleman 
would be good enough to tell me what 
has changed. 

Has the Soviet Union changed in any 
way? Has the brutal invasion of Czecho
slovakia in any way given us reason to 
believe that the Soviet Union is ready to 
start changing and behaving like a civil
ized nation? Has the Soviet Union in any 
way deterred its own research in ABM 
development? Has the Soviet Union 
stopped building the 65 ABM's around 
Moscow? Is there an iota of proof that 
the Soviet Union has in any way deterred 
its own development? On the contrary, 
the best evidence that we have is that 
the Soviet Union has substantially ac
celerated its research in an attempt to 
knock out the offensive deterrents that 
we have in this country. I am at a loss 
to understand why, in the face of the 
overwhelming evidence presented before 
the American people by Secretary Laird 
and by the President of the United 
States, we continue to hear those who 
would have us stop. Finally, is it not cor
rect that the chairman of the Disarma
ment Commission stated that in his judg
ment our continued deployment of the 
ABM would in no way alter or interfere 
with any future discussions we may have 
with the Soviet Union on some form of 
a mutual inspection treaty? 

Is not that what the chairman said? 
I noted with interest the gentleman's 

statement that he said it would not in 
any way affect our deterrent power. But 
he also said very unequivocally that if we 
proceed with the deployment which we 
are now planning to do, it will not in any 
way alter the basic approach in this 
country to ask the Soviet Union to sit 
down and start talking about some 
meaningful inspections. However, I 
would like to remind my colleague that 
President Eisenhower proposed an open 
skies treaty and the Soviet Union 
wrecked that proposal with the phony 
shooting down of the U-2. Every Presi
dent Nixon, has indicated that we in
Kennedy, President Johnson, and Presi
dent Nixon, have indicated that we in
deed want an open skies treaty. We want 
to come to some agreement with ref
erence to this proliferation of the nuclear 
arms race, but the Soviet Union has not 
given one iota of evidence or hope that 
it is ready to start acting like a civilized 
nation. 

Mr. PELLY. The gentleman from Illi
nois has presented me with a long ques
tion. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. I have a 30-minute 
special order and I shall give the gentle
man some of my time. 

Mr. PELL Y. I will say to the gentle
man from Dlinois that insofar as I am 
concerned there have been changes since 
the gentleman and I both testified before 
the Real Estate Subcommittee of the 
Committee on Appropriations on Jan
uary 15, and I have changed my mind. 

I will say for one thing, of course, the 
Soviet Union has indicated that they 
were interested in talks which I under
stand are designed to curtail the arms 
race. I think President Nixon has indi
cated that he intends to talk with repre
sentatives of the Soviet Union. 
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I would say further, because the gen
tleman from Dlinois referred to the Di
rector of the Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency, Mr. Smith, he has stated 
and testified before a Senate Committee 
that a delay in deploying this program 
would not jeopardize our defense; other
wise, I would not be standing here in 
the well today. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield further, did not the 
Director of the Arms Control and Dis
armament Agency, Mr. Smith, also say 
that in proceeding with the deployment 
it would in no way interfere with our 
talks with the Soviet Union, because they 
have not stopped their deployment of 
such ABM systems? 

Mr. PELLY. I would say the gentleman 
was correct. However, I am in favor of 
continuing the research aspects of this 
system but not actually deploying these 
missiles which I am sure will be out of 
date and obsolete at the time of their 
deployment. 

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

Mr. PELLY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Dlinois. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
opinion that two points have to be made. 
The first point that has to be made is 
that the gentleman from Dlinois (Mr. 
PuciNSKI) has very cleverly sought to 
place those in favor of the position of 
the gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
PELL Y) and the position which I es
pouse in opposition to the ABM in 
opposition also to maintaining and fos
tering and enhancing our national secu
rity. This is totally untrue. The fact that 
we oppose the ABM system does not mean 
that we are not seeking to pro
mote and foster the national security 
of the United States. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Will the gentleman 
yield on that point? 

Mr. PELL Y. Let me say this to the 
gentleman, that I believe the Secretary 
of Defense has indicated that he has 
hard and firm information that the So
viet Union is proceeding to develop the 
SS-9. 

Mr. HALL. If the gentleman will yield, 
that is correct. 

Mr. YATES. Yes. 
Mr. PUCINSKI. Will the gentleman 

yield? 
Mr. PELLY. With 20 to 25 megaton 

capacity. , 
Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, will 

the gentleman yield? I want to com
ment on the remarks of my colleague. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MATSUNAGA) . The gentleman from Wash
ington has the floor. 

Mr. PELLY. I just want to finish this 
statement by saying that the way I feel 
is that if we proceed with the anti-bal
listic-missile system that we are going 
to get hard and firm information that 
the Russians are proceeding with the 
SS-9, with multple warheads, which 
would overcome the "safeguard" mis
sile defense. It would take 500 of the 
present SS-9's, we are told, to put out 
of commission half of our Minuteman in
stallations. I believe we have time now 
to discuss disarmament. That is the way 
I see it. Otherwise I am certain that if 
we continue on with an antimissile 

defense program we may not be able 
to talk. 

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

Mr. PELLY. The gentleman from Dli
nois (Mr. YATES) had been making a 
statement, and I will yield further to 
the gentleman from illinois. 

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

The second point that I wanted to 
make was this: that with respect to what 
the Russians are doing in developing 
their offensive strength. We are not lag
gard in this respect. We, too, are moving 
to increase the already awesome power of 
our ICBM's and Poseidons with MERV 
warheads. We are going forward with 
that. So that we are expanding our power 
and that is certainly offsetting what the 
Russians are doing. We are doing this 
without reference to deployment of the 
ABM. 

It is true that they are going forward 
with the SS-9, according to Secretary 
Laird, and that it is a very powerful 
weapon, but the United States is mov
ing forward also. 

I want to associate myself with the 
remarks made by the gentleman from 
Washington. It is unfortunate that both 
the Soviet Union and we are going for
ward with such weapons when we should 
be trying to stop this ever-increasing 
buildup of nuclear arms. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to make one fur
ther point. 

The gentleman from Washington 
rightfully said that in his judgment the 
building of these weapons will not be 
building blocks for peace. 

I fail to understand the rationale be-
. hind Secretary Laird's statement that 
if we build these ABM's that it will not 
be stimulating to the arms race. I am 
under the impression that a credible 
deterrent on both sides requires a bal
ance, that there must be the ability of 
both sides to destroy the other. I believe 
that we must maintain the credibility of 
our deterrent force. 

If we were to build an ABM system 
which would be successful-and there is 
great doubt whether that is possible at 
the present time--but if it were success
ful, and if thereby the ABM system could 
thwart the Russian missiles from their 
destructive mission, I feel quite sure the 
men in the Kremlin could very well be 
impelled to increase their offensive 
strength further by additional missiles 
to overwhelm this new defense. They 
would want to build additional destruc
tive missiles in order to overcome our 
anti-ballistic-missile system. Therefore, 
I cannot see where this would be a build
ing block for peace. I believe that instead 
of a building block for peace, the Soviet 
Union would conclude they must in
crease the number of their offensive mis
siles to balance the new advantage pos
sessed by the United States. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. If the gentleman will 
again yield, my colleague talks about the 
fact that there are those who say there 
is no possible ABM system that is capa
ble of defeating the Russian missiles. 
That is a matter of opinion. 

I believe that these are the same peo
ple who for 20 years have been taking 

such positions. We have tried in the 
Congress, and it has been a hard job 
to do, to maintain an effective defensive 
posture, because this has been the great
est containment of the Soviet Union. For 
20 years the Soviet Union has embarked 
upon a policy of causing turmoil through
out the world. 

Is there anyone who believes that they 
are not present in Vietnam? They are 
the ones who started the turmoil in Viet
nam, not us. Is there anyone who is 
naive enough to believe that the Soviet 
Union is not knee deep in the Vietnam 
war? 

We have seen the Soviet Union try to 
cause turmoil throughout the whole 
world. They started the civil war in 
Greece in 1947. Yet there are those who 
continue to be naive enough to think, 
even at this late date, that somehow or 
other we are going to be able to get the 
Soviet Union to sit down and behave like 
a civilized nation, when the record of the 
past two decades disproves that theory. 

But more importantly, Mr. Speaker, 
why did the Soviet Union stop, in the last 
few days, putting together their fourth 
segment of the anti-ballistic-missile sys
tem around Moscow? The Russians have 
67 ABM's over there right now. The rea
son they have stopped it is because, as 
the gentleman himself has said, and as 
the Secretary has said, they have de
veloped more sophisticated weapons. 
They are now moving ahead with more 
sophisticated weaponry. 

There is not an iota of proof any
where that the Soviet Union has stopped 
or deaccelerated its development of its 
ABM system, and for me to hear respon
sible members of this Government and 
of this country say that we should put 
everything aside until the Soviet Union 
is willing to sit down and talk. Mr. Eisen
hower tried desperately 12 years ago and 
the Soviet Union has had more than 12 
years to show one iota of good faith in 
trying to bring this nuclear race to a halt. 
It has been this country that has made 
move after move after move to try to 
bring this nuclear race to an end and it 
has been the Soviet Union that has in 
every instance said, "We are not inter
ested-we are moving ahead." 

Mr. PELLY. I agree with some of 
the things that the gentleman has said, 
but he overlooks the fact that now the 
nuclear weapons race has accelerated so 
that even the Soviet Union indicates that 
it wants to talk about disarmament and 
that is a changed situation. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Listen, they could 
start talking right now. The first thing 
they can do is to get hold of Hanoi and 
say, "Listen, sit down in Paris and start 
talking like decent people and work this 
thing out." 

But there is not one iota of proof any
where that the Soviet Union has given 
up its design of ultimate conquest. I say 
that those who read into the Soviet Union 
some hope, are looking at the world 
through rose-colored glasses-not pink
but rose-colored glasses. 

Mr. PELLY. Let me say to the gentle
man that he does not have any monopoly 
when it comes to opposition to commu
nism. So far as I am concerned, I think 
that the times are such now that we 
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should not continue on a suicidal arms 
race which is just producing a two
nation overkill capacity. 

Mr. HICKS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. PELLY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Washington at this point. 

Mr. HICKS. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
commend the gentleman for his remarks 
and I join the gentleman in his remarks. 
I will go just this one bit further and say, 
as the gentleman in the well knows, that 
our Navy is in such sad shape that I 
would like to see the money that is pro
posed to be spent on deployment of this 
ABM placed in Navy construction. I agree 
with the gentleman that we must con
tinue with research and development of 
the ABM system. 

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

Mr. PELLY. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, the gentle

man from Dlinois (Mr. PuciNSKI) has 
again wrapped himself with the mantle 
of anticommunism and thereby has 
sought to cast aspersions on those who 
take the opposite position. He used the 
phrase about all of those who opposed 
military appropriations over the last 20 
years. 

The fact is the gentleman from Wash
ington and the gentleman from Dlinois 
have supported the efforts to keep our 
country strong all during these years. 

That kind of a charge is grossly unfair. 

"CLASSICAL CASE" OF NAVY CON
TRACT BUNGLING EXPOSES THE 
WASTE IN DEFENSE SPENDING 
THROUGH NEGOTIATED, NON
COMPETITIVE "EMERGENCY" 
PROCUREMENTS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. MAT

SUNAGA). Under previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania (Mr. RooNEY) is recognized for 60 
minutes. 

Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, last August 1 in this Chamber, I 
announced that I had asked both the 
Department of the Navy and the Gen
eral Accounting Office to investigate the 
Navy's award of a negotiated, noncom
petitive emergency procurement contract 
which was about to cost the American 
taxpayer nearly three times more than 
necessary. 

At that time I expressed my view, 
based on an investigation carried out by 
my staff, that this particular contract 
was an example of "gross abuse of emer
gency procurement authorization." 

The target of my criticism then was 
an "emergency procurement" contract 
awarded to the York, Pa., division of 
American Machine & Foundry Co. to 
produce 2,000 breechblock locks for the 
Mark-12 20-millimeter aircraft gun at a 
unit price of $97.13. This "emergency 
procurement" was authorized more than 
a month after a routine supply-replen
ishment contract for the identical gun
part had been awarded to Newbould Tool 
Co., also of York, Pa., at a unit price of 
only $37.75, or slightly more than one
third the price of the AMF negotiated 
contract price. 

In my remarks at that time I cited a 
CXV---498-Part 6 

letter I had sent to then Secretary of the 
Navy Paul R. Ignatius, requesting a Navy 
investigation of this contract award. I 
quote in part from that letter: 

I submit that this entire procedure is in
dicative of a plan to reward York AMF with a 
substantial and profitable contract for some 
reason unknown to me. It Is possible that the 
contract was to help York AMF offset some 
loss it may have suffered in the redesign of 
the breechblock lock, if indeed any loss was 
suffered under that contract. 

In that same letter to Secretary Igna
tius I also charged that the "emergency 
procurement contract was contrived as 
a means to carry out the--thwarted
original plan to provide York AMF with 
a fat profit." 

Under date of August 27, 1968, the 
Navy Department forwarded to the Gen
eral Accounting Office a report of the 
Navy's findings regarding its own in
vestigation of its noncompetitive con
tract award to York AMF. After thorough 
review of the Navy's report, I again ad
dressed my colleagues in this Chamber to 
label the Navy report "an attempt to 
whitewash a needless, an outrageous, 
waste of public funds for reasons which 
are not yet clear." I conveyed those exact 
words, plus a detailed dissection of the 
Navy's findings to Comptroller General 
Elmer B. Staats in a letter dated Sep
tember 6, 1968. My letter to the Comp
troller General included these observa
tions: 

It is more important than ever, in view of 
the contradictions and inadequacies of this 
report, that you begin a complete investiga
tion of this matter immediately. I earnestly 
urge that you do so. 

I anticipate that an independent investiga
tion of the procedures followed in this in
stance could lead to development of spec11lc 
recommendations for a thorough overhaul of 
contract award procedures in the Navy De
partment and other Defense units. Such an 
overhaul is long overdue and most essential 
to the public and the National interest. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to report 
that the General Accounting Office has 
now completed its independent investiga
tion. An extensive study of the GAO re
port by my office has been completed and 
additional questions for purpose~ of 
clarification have been submitted to GAO 
informally and answered during a per
sonal briefing session in my office. I shall 
place the entire GAO investigative re
port, plus an appendix containing 14 per
tinent questions I originally submitted to 
the Navy, the Navy's replies to each ques
tion and GAO's comments upon those re
plies in the RECORD with my remarks. 

In view of the evidence reported by 
the GAO, I renew here and now the 
charges I made in this Chamber on 
August 1, 1968. The report speaks for 
~tself. I personally find it difficult to put 
mto words the almost unbelievable man
ner in which the Navy Department in 
this instance, handled a small but 'ex
tremely critical procurement matter. 

A GAO representative who was directly 
associated with the investigation de
scribed the situation perfectly when he 
said it is "a classical case" of procure
ment bungling. And as always, when 
public funds are involved, it was the 
American taxpayer who was the loser. 

In this instance, however, I am pleased 

to report that the American taxpayer 
may have lost an instant battle but 
could very well win a broader war. 

The Navy's procedures in this clas
sical case were so inept that GAO has 
agreed with me that a broader investi
gation of emergency procurement pro
cedures is warranted. 

GAO has already begun an investiga
tion of $5 billion worth of annual emer
gency procurements on a Defense-wide 
basis. GAO's investigation will focus 
particular attention on those emergency 
procurements which involve noncom
petitive negotiated contracts with so
called sole-source producers. 

In this instance, the Navy Departmen.t 
insisted that the York Division of AMF 
was the sole-source capable producer of 
the breechblock locks for the Mark-12 
aircraft gun, So ingrained within the 
Navy Department's procurement system 
was this allegiance to York AMF that 
various sectors of the Navy supply sys
tem specifically designated York AMF 
as the supplier when they issued pur
chase requests for the breechblock lock. 
The term "competitive bidding" ap
parently was taboo. 

Nevertheless, when the Navy set out 
more than a year ago to replenish its al
most exhausted supply of breechblock 
locks by entering into negotiation with 
sole-source York AMF, two competitors 
appeared on the scene and submitted 
bids, both of which were lower than the 
price proposed by AMF. Suddenly there 
were three potential manufacturers of 
the breechblock lock. 

And, on January 3, 1969, the Navy 
opened "competitive" bids on yet another 
breechblock lock contract and found
undoubtedly to its surprise--that nine 
potential manufacturers had submitted 
bids. Since then, those bid proposals have 
-been thrown out, slight revisions made to 
the breechblock lock specifications and 
the . pending contract for 4,500 'locks 
agam put out for competitive bidding. 
On March 13, when bids were received, 
fully a dozen companies had submitted 
proposals-the lowest of which was $22.80 
per lock, or about $75 per unit cheaper 
than the Navy paid York AMF for 2 000 
units in 1968. ' 

GAO has estimated that about 70 per
cent of the $5 billion worth of Defense
wide emergency procurement contracts it 
~lans to investigate, or nearly $3.5 bil
lion worth, are noncompetitive contracts 
negotiated with so-called sole-source 
suppliers such as York AMF. Based on 
the investigation of the York AMF con
tract, this broader GAO investigation 
could produce recommendations for pro
cureme!1t policy changes which can 
save hundreds of millions of dollars if 
not billions of dollars, annually. The 
potential for such savings clearly exists 
and must be made fact, in the public in
terest and the national interest. 

I commend GAO and those GAO per
sonnel directly responsible for the re
sults of this "classical case" investiga
tion for a job well done. By applying 
such diligence to the extraordinary in
vestigative task before them, they will 
perform a public service of tremendous 
impact. 
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THE NAVY'S STRANGE RELATIONSHIP WITH AMP 

While the noncompetitive "emergency 
procurement" contract awarded to York 
AMF has served as the springboard for 
the GAO's Defense-wide investigation of 
similar procurements, a great deal more 
remains to be said about the springboard 
case itself. 

To define clearly the relationship be
tween the Navy Department and the 
American Machine & Foundry Co., as it 
specifically involves York AMF, is a most 
difficult undertaking. Additional infor
mation gaps still exist. To overcome 
these gaps, I have asked the Navy De
partment, the General Services Adminis
tration and GAO for complete details re
garding the sale in 1964 of the naval 
ordnance plant at York, Pa., to Amer
ican Machine & Foundry Co. It is this 
former naval ordnance plant which is 
known today as the York Division of 
AMF. 

I already have learned that a condi
tion of that sale required that AMF 
maintain the production capabilities of 
the naval ordnance plant for 10 years 
from the date of the sale. I have spe
cifically asked GAO to determine if the 
sale agreement, either in specific terms 
or by implication, obligated the Navy 
Department to provide York AMF with 
defense contracts for that same 10-year 
period. Commonsense would dictate that 
the Navy not obligate itself in such a 
manner, but until now I have found little 
in the Navy's handling of its breech
block lock procurement from AMF to 
indicate that sound commonsense pre
vails in Navy contracting. 

Further, I have learned conclusively 
that a noncompetitive, negotiated, fixed
price $33,000 contract which the Navy 
Department awarded York AMF on 
June 3, 1966, to develop a new breech
block lock for the Mark-12 aircraft gun 
netted AMF a profit of some $21,000, or a 
profit rate of 180 percent of the actual 
cost to develop the new lock. GAO has 
confirmed this 180-percent rate of profit 
on that noncompetitive contract. It is a 
disgrace that the Navy then continues 
to deal with an industry which bleeds 
the American taxpayer in this manner. 

The GAO investigation just completed 
has identified York AMF as a "high-cost 
producer," virtually incapable under its 
present system of operation of being able 
to secure Government contracts of this 
type on a competitive basis. Inefficiency 
on the production line and extraordi
narily high overhead costs result in its 
high production costs, GAO found. 

For example, in financial data sub
mitted to justify the $97.13 per unit price 
it negotiated with the Navy for the 2,000-
unit emergency procurement contract, 
York AMF cited a per-unit overhead cost 
which was higher than the total unit 
price of $37.75 bid by Newbould Tool Co. 
In its $37.75 bid figure, Newbould had 
included cost of the special miraging 
steel to produce the locks, its labor costs, 
overhead, and profit. 

It is interesting, if not pertinent, to 
note that York AMF has submitted price 
quotations in both biddings held this year 
on a contract to supply 4,500 additional 
breechblock locks for the Mark-12 gun. 
In both instances, York AMF's bid was 
$59.94, or far below the $97.13 unit price 
it had convinced the Navy was reason-

able for the emergency procurement 
contract last May. 

GAO has determined that Newbould 
Tool Co., as of last November when pro
duction of its 2,400-unf.t contract was 
completed, anticipated that its profit 
would approximate 10 percent of the 
$37.75 unit price. Accordingly, New
bould's actual costs for material, labor, 
and production totaled about $34.30 per 
unit. Therefore, if AMF's production ca
pabilities were equal to those of New
bould, the AMF unit price of $97.13 
should have netted AMF a profit of ap
proximately 200 percent, or 20 times 
higher than Newbould's profit. 

On the other hand, even if AMF's 
profit actually was within the 10-to-15-
percent range it has claimed, the Navy 
Department and all other Defense pro
curement agencies should immediately 
halt all noncompetitive purchases from 
AMF in the public interest. The Ameri
can taxpayer frankly cannot afford to 
underwrite inefficiency or high over
head or whatever else might be offered 
as justification for its high-cost products. 

For the record, I want to point out 
that on the basis of its investigation 
GAO reported to me it "could not con
clude York AMF's emergency procure
ment contract was an illegal" contract 
award. AMF has received precisely such 
notification from GAO in writing. It 
must be pointed out, however, that GAO 
has not by any stretch of the imagina
tion issued any commendations to either 
the Navy or York AMF in connection 
with this investigation. 

It is a simple and obvious fact that by 
the time GAO had concluded its inves
tigation, York AMF had completed p-ro
duction of 2,000 breechblock locks and 
the Navy had accepted delivery of most 
of them and probably had already sub
jected many of them to actual service in 
the combat area in Southeast Asia. To 
declare the contract illegal would have 
been a paper victory at best and would 
have served no useful purpose for the 
public good nor the national interest. 

It is enough to say that the Navy need
lessly wasted about $120,000 when it 
awarded the emergency procurement 
contract to York AMF last May. 

UNBELIEVABLE PROCUREMENT BUNGLING BY 
THE NAVY 

The file in my office which contains 
the lengthy and detailed record of the 
Navy Department's procurement of 
breechblock locks for the Mark-12 air
craft gun is nearly 2 inches thick. The 
incredible information it contains places 
this Navy Department procurement on 
a par with a Keystone Cops comedy. 

Unfortunately, the gross abuse of 
sound procurement procedures involved 
here is not a laughing matter. I cannot 
dismiss this matter lightly because I can
not state with any degree of confidence 
that this case of bungling has not cost 
American lives in Southeast Asia or that 
it has not resulted in any loss of Amer
ican aircraft. 

I do know that for a period beginning 
in March of 1968 and continuing for 
approximately 6 months and possibly 
much longer, a critical nonsupport con
dition existed within the Navy's supply 
pipeline because the stockpile of breech
block locks for the Mark-12 aircraft gun 

was depleted. Neither GAO nor I has 
determined up to this point whether 
this supply depletion had a direct impact 
in the Southeast Asian combat zone in 
terms of aircraft rendered defenseless 
because supplies of spare parts for the 
Mark-12 were exhausted. I hope to get 
that information. 

I do know that breechblock locks pro
duced by the Navy at the naval ord
nance plant at York, Pa., prior to its 
1964 sale to York AMF failed to perform 
according to the Navy's own specifica
tions of a service life of 2,000 gun firings. 
GAO's investigation report shows that 
the Navy-produced locks of pre-1964 
vintage frequently failed after fewer 
than 300 rounds were fired. 

These premature failures caused the 
destruction of Mark-12 aircraft guns 
both in the United States during test 
firings and in the combat area. In some 
instances, aircraft were damaged by 
the resultant explosions of the Mark-12 
guns. 

The decision to find a material capable 
of providing a longer service life for the 
breechblock lock led to the awarding of 
the high-profit design contract to York 
AMF. Changes in specifications for the 
breech block lock have resulted from the 
premature failures. 

Many circumstances which have come 
to Ugh t are extremely disconcerting. 
Among them are the following: 

It took the Navy more than 3 years, 
from the first warning in June of 1965 
that its stockpile of breechblock locks 
was failing prematurely, to pinpoint the 
cause of the failures, take steps to cor
rect the specifications and achieve pro
duction of the first replacement parts in 
August of 1968. 

Repeated warnings that the existing 
stockpile of spare breechblock locks was 
being exhausted rapidly were ignored. 

A request from the Naval Air Systems 
Command in June of 1967 to proceed 
with a priority No. 2-second highest 
priority rating-procurement of spare 
parts for the Mark-12 was ignored until 
almost a year later. 

The Navy Ships Parts Control Center 
at Mechanicsburg, Pa., initiated a routine 
supply replenishment-priority No. 20-
procurement on Decembel' 29, 1967, 6 
months after Navair requested emer
gency procurement, and exactly 7 days 
after SPCC was advised that only 166 
spare breechblock locks remained in 
supply. 

Still ignoring the 8-month-old request 
of Navair for an emergency procurement 
of breechblock locks, SPCC on February 
13, 1968, issued a solicitation of bid pro
posal-noncompetitive-to York AMF 
for a routine supply replenishment pro
curement of 2,400 locks, setting a March 5 
deadline for bid proposals. 

By the March 5 bid deadline, which 
found two other firms submitting unre
quested bid proposals in addition to that 
solicited from AMF, the supply of breech
block locks was exhausted and a "critical 
nonsupport condition existed." 

Suddenly, on March 21, 1968, or 9 
months after an emergency procure
ment had been requested and more than 
2 weeks after SPCC learned that York 
AMF apparently had lost out on the 
routine procurement of the spare gun 
part, SPCC generated a priority No. 2 
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"emergency procurement" request for 
2,000 additional locks. 

Ignoring Newbould Tool Co.'s low bid 
of $37.75 on the routine procurement 
contract less than 3 weeks earlier, 
SPCC on or after March 22, 1968, en
tered into negotiation with York AMF 
for a bid proposal on the emergency pro
curement contract. 

On M:ay 13, 1968, 1 month after New
bould had been awarded the routine pro
curement contract to manufacture 2,4{)0 
breechblock locks at $37.75 each, SPCC 
awarded the noncompetitive emergency 
contract to York AMF to produce 2,000 
locks at $97.13 each, still without in
quiring whether Newbould would accept 
the additional contract work at its far 
more favorable cost figure. 

Despite repeated claims by SPCC that 
its decision to negotiate the emergency 
contract price with York AMF was in
tended to save vital production time be
cause of the part shortage, SPCC ulti
mately approved a contract delivery 
schedule for the emergency contract with 
a later delivery deadline than the routine 
contract awarded Newbould. 

I could list point after point, Mr. 
Speaker. Instead, I invite my colleagues 
to read the incredible details in the GAO 
report itself. It will substantiate the 
fantastic pyramid of delay, inaction, mis
judgment, indecision and lack of com
munication whi-ch characterize this en
tire case. 

To assist anyone who wants to study 
this Navy "classic," I will include in the 
RECORD with the GAO report a chronol
ogy of the pertinent development dating 
from the introduction of the Mark-12 
aircraft gun in 1951 up to and including 
the oral briefing in my office on March 19, 
1969, by members of the GAO staff 
directly associated with the investiga
tion. 

As I stated, I am seeking additional 
details from GAO, GSA, and the Navy 
Department to fill the information gaps 
which still remain. As this becomes avail
able, I shall enter it in the RECORD as 
well, in an effort to· complete the doc
umentation of the critical need for over
haul of policies and procedures affecting 
billions and billions of dollars worth of 
defense spending. 

It is obvious that we can make signifi
cant strides to cut Government spending 
if we simply adopt sound, businesslike 
procurement procedures throughout the 
Federal Government. 

Incidentally, it might also be possible 
to make substantial reductions in de
fense spending if we could simply learn 
how to keep track of the supplies we 
have contracted for. 

On March 19, the date GAO represent
atives reviewed the GAO report orally 
in my office, they reported they had 
learned from Navy earlier in the day 
that a number of the breechblock locks 
produced by both Newbould and AMF 
were "lost." 

According to GAO, a shipment of 300 
locks from York AMF which failed to 
meet the specified 2,000 test-firings serv-
ice life were to be returned to AMF for 
reworking. Of that number, GAO learned, 
69 had been returned to AMF for cor
rection and 231 were unaccounted for. 

As of the same date, all Newbould 
locks had been accepted after two lots 

were reworked. However, th~ Navy was 
not able to locate one lot of 761 locks 
which had passed specification tests and 
were accepted by the Navy on Decem
ber 3, 1968. 

And, yes, I have urged the Comptroller 
General to make every possible effort to 
expedite the Defense-wide investigation 
of emergency procurement to such a 
degree that will not sacrifice accuracy 
and maximum public and national bene
fit. We cannot afford to lose time in cor
recting such incredible procurement 
practices-
CHRONOLoGY OF EVENTS RELATING TO DEVEL

OPMENT OF MARK-12 AIRCRAFT GUN INCLUD
ING THOSE ACTIONS ASSOCIATED DIRECTLY 
WITH 1968 EMERGENCY PROCUREMENT OF 
MARK-12 BREECHBLOCK LOCKS FROM YORK 
DIVISION OF AMF 
Approximately 1951: Mark-12 Aircraft gun 

designed by Navy. 
Years 1951 to 1957: Mark-12 produced by 

Navy Gun Factory, Washington, D.C., and 
Naval Ordnance Plant (NOP), York, Pa. 

Years 1957 to 1963: Mark-12 spare parts 
produced at NOP, York, Pa. 

Years 1963 to 1964: NOP, York, Pa., de
activated and sold to AMF. (This facility 
now known as York Division, AMF.) 

January 1964: Bureau of Naval Weapons 
received report from Naval Aviation Engi
neering Service Unit concerning failure of 
breechblock lock during air gunnery flight 
at Naval Air Station, Cecil Field, Fla. Failure 
occurred after firing of 600 rounds rather 
than life-expectancy of 2,000 firings or more 
based on Navy specifications. 

Years 1964 to 1965: Navy recorded addi
tional reports of breechblock lock malfunc
tions, including resultant destruction of 
Mark-12 guns and damage to aircraft. 

June 1965: Naval Weapons Laboratory, 
Dahlgren, Va., (NWL) reported failure of 
locks was common and occurred in some 
cases after fewer than 300 rounds were fired. 

July-August 1965: Fighter squadrons re
ported open-breech explosions had occurred 
which resulted in damage to both the gun 
and aircraft. Explosions were attributed to 
breechblock lock malfunctions and correc
tive action was requested. 

September 1965: Bureau of Naval Weapons 
directed Naval Weapons Laboratory to in
vestigate lock failures and recommend 
changes to assure satisfactory service life. 

November 1965: Naval Weapons Laboratory 
decided to have a number of experimental 
locks manufactured of new materials and 
new finishes. NWL also decided to obtain 
the locks on noncompetitive basts from York 
AMF, justifying this sole-source procurement 
on stipulation of 1964 Naval Ordnance Plant 
sales agreement that AMF maintain gun 
production capab111tles for a period of 10 
years. 

June 3, 1966: NWL awarded noncompeti
tive negotiated fixed-price {$33,000) contract 
to York AMF for manufacture of 45 expert
mental locks. August 12, 1966 was initially 
specified as delivery schedule but was sub
sequently changed to March, 1967, a delay of 
seven months. 

July 1, 1966: Consolldated Stock Status 
Report obtained from Navy Ships Parts Con
trol Center, Mechanicsburg, Pa., showed that 
Navy had about 3,090 breechblock locks on 
hand as of this date. 

April 12, 1967: Navy Ships Parts Control 
Center initiated processing of purchase re
quest for 188 breechblock locks for stock 
replenishment based on routine supply de
mand review. 

May 4, 1967: Naval Weapons Laboratory 
advised SPCC that evaluation of experimen
tal locks was completed and recommended 
that no purchase action be taken since re
vised specifications would be avallable in a 
short time. 

June 1967: Naval Air Systems Command 

notified SPCC that spare parts to support 
gun system problems on aircraft in Sout~
east Asia (SEA) should be procured on Pri
ority 2 (second highest priority) basis from 
York AMF. 

August 1, 1967: Inventory records shov:ed 
that number of locks on hand had dimm
ished to 340 units in ready-for-issue con
dition. On basis of supply-demand review 
conducted then, processing of procurement 
of 2,220 units was initiated, and subse
quently deferred "apparently in anticipation 
of ... new specifications," according to 
GAO. 

August 29, 1967: Naval Air Systems Com
mand (NAVAIR) approved design drawing 
for new breechblock lock. 

December 7, 1967: After nearly 18 months 
of research and development, and eight 
months after the experimental locks were 
obtained, Naval Weapons Laboratory notified 
SPCC that locks manufactured from 18 per
cent nickel maraglng steel would satisfac
torily meet service life requirements. 

-In same communication, NWL also rec
ommended SPCC immediately award con
tract for new locks to meet urgent fleet 
needs. 

Decemb-er 22, 1967: SPCC received letter 
from NAVAIR stating that stock had dim
inished to 166 units and recommending that 
contract for 2,400 of the new breechblock 
locks be awarded to AMF (American Machine 
& Foundry Company), York, Pa. 

December 29, 1967: SPCC cancelled two 
procurement requests in process at that time 
(180 units and 2,220 units) and prepared pur
chase request for 2,400 locks of new type. 

Purchase request was designated Priority 
20 routine stock replenishment action, de
spite NA V AIR request six months earlier for 
Priority 2 procurement. 

January 18, 1968: SPCC prepared purchase 
recommendation stating it was impractical to 
develop either a limited or unlimited pur
chase description for this new breechblock 
lock. 

January 30, 1968: SPCC's Contract Review 
Board granted authority to negotiate pro
curement on basts "it is Impractical to secure 
competition." 

February 13, 1968: More than two months 
after Dec. 7 notice of new lock's approval, 
SPCC prepared solicitation for 2,400 breech
block locks and mailed copy to AMF. March 
5, 1968 was specified as closing date for 
receipt of proposals. Solicitation was syn
opsized in Commerce Business Dally. Syn
opsis in Commerce Business Daily stated that 
drawings (approved by NAVAIR Aug. 29, 
1967) and specifications could not be fur
nished by the government. 

February 23, 1968: Newbould Tool Co., 
York, Pa., contacted SPCC, Mechanicsburg 
and requested drawings for the lock. New
bould was told drawings were not available 
and if they were, the procurement probably 
would be advertised. 

February 26, 1968: Milo Components, Inc. 
contacted SPCC and requested drawing. Milo 
was told drawings were not available. 

February 27, 1968: At insistence of New
bould and Milo, it was determined drawings 
were available at SPCC, Mechanicsburg, at 
least since January 19, 1968, almost a month 
prior to issuance of the solicitation of a bid 
from AMF. Drawings were supplied both New
bould and Milo this date. 

March 5, 1968: Bids were received from 
Newbould at $37.75 per lock, Milo at $89.90 
per lock, and York AMF at $99.79 per lock. 

March 7-8, 1968: Conference held at SPCC 
received report that despite 2,400-unlt pro
curement already underway, stock of breech
block locks for the Mark-12 had been de
pleted thereby causing a non-support condi
tion to exist. 

March 8, 1968: SPCC requested pre-award 
survey of Newbould and Milo including 
evaluation of technical, productive and 
financial capab111tles, past performance rec
ord and ability to meet required delivery 
schedules, by Defense Contract Administra-
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tion Services District (DCASD), Garden City, 
N.Y. 

March 1968: SPCC received notice from 
NAVAIR (exact date uncertain) that Mark-
12 gun spare parts support remained criti
cal and that it was imperative additional 
action be taken to provide improved quan
tities of falllng parts. SPCC officials in
formed GAO investigators that NAVAIR was 
concerned about November 25, 1968 delivery 
schedule for 2,400-unit procurement al
though at this point In time that contract 
had not been awarded and delivery schedule 
was not firmly established. 

March 21, 1968: SPCC generated a Pri
ority 2 purchase request for an additional 
2,000 breechblock locks and established a 
"desired" delivery date of May 30, 1968. GAO 
confirmed during investigation that "not by 
any stretch of the imagination" could SPCC 
expect delivery of any quantity of breech
block locks by the desired delivery date. 

March 22, 1968: SPCC purchase division 
received purchase request for 2,000 locks un
der Priority 2 procurement. Because AMF, by 
virtue of its earlier development contract for 
the new locks, was considered by SPCC to 
be the only proven manufacturer at this 
paint. SPCC officials con tended this fact 
could advance delivery by 120 days, and 
therefore did not contact Newbould regard
ing its possible capablllty to perform both 
contracts at its low bid price. 

March 29, 1968: AMF submitted proposal 
to manufacture 2,000 locks at a unit price of 
$100.31, claiming the figure provided a profit 
of $10.03 per unit, or 11.1 percent. 

March-April 1968: Upon completion of 
the pre-award survey at Newbould, DCASD 
of Reading, Pa., recommended complete 
award of 2,400-unit routine procurement 
contract to Newbould. 

April 12, 1968: Routine contract awarded 
Newbould for 2,400 locks at $37.75 each, or 
a total rJ! $90,600. Contract required delivery 
of two pre-production sample locks to NWL, 
Dahlgren, Va., for testing by July 11, 1968. 
The contract schedule allowed 30 days for 
government testing of the samples, with de
livery of the 2,400 units 120 days after ap
proval of the samples. 

April 1968: During this month, DCASD, 
Reading, Pa., conducted review and evalua
tion of the $100.31 unit price quoted by 
AMF for the 2,000-unit emergency procure
ment of breechblock locks. 

May 1, 1968: DCASD Reading e.udit re
port recommended acceptance of a unit price 
of $94,068 for AMF production of 2,000 
breechblock locks. 

May 1 and 2, 1968: DCASD Reading con
ducted negotiations with AMF on the unit 
price variances and ultimately reached a 
compromise unit price of $97.13 for the 
emergency contract work, including an esti
mated profit of $8.83 per unit, or 10 percent 
profit. 

May 9, 1968: York AMF requested priority 
assistance (assignment of special "DX" rat
ing to contract) to expedite procurement of 
raw materials for production. 

May 13, 1968: Contract, specifying Septem
ber 11, 1968, delivery date for 2,000 locks at 
total price of $194,260, was issued by SPCC 
to AMF. Delivery date represented a period 
of 120 days from contract award, as specified 
in the solicitation, or more than three 
months later than the "desired delivery date" 
of May SO which had been established on 
March 21, 1968. 

May 29, 1968: York AMF acknowledged re
ceipt of the contract and took exception to 
the delivery schedule. AMF contended that 
according to the request for proposal and 
subsequent negotiation, dellverles were not 
required to be completed until December 10, 
1968, and asked that the contract be so 
modified. 

June 10, 1968: SPCC advised AMF that the 
contract delivery schedule was in accord with 
the request for proposal to which AMF had 
responded with its bid and that the requested 
modification was not acceptable. 

June 21, 1968: Newbould Tool Co., Inc. 
delivered to Naval Weapons Laboratory, Dahl
gren, Va., three sample locks for testing. 
Speclflcations required that they pass 2,000 
test firings. The tests conducted submitted 
the samples to 3,000 firings and Newbould 
officials were advised orally the samples were 
approved and that written approval would 
follow. 

Newbould, during manufacture of its sam
ples for testing, discovered an error in the 
speclfled design and manufactured one of its 
three samples to correct that error. It was the 
sample based on Newbould's correction of the 
design error which was selected for subse
quent manufacture. 

On this date, Newbould also formally pro
tested award of the 2,000 unit contract to 
AMF and advised SPCC that Newbould was 
prepared to enter a bid. 

July 1 (Approximately), 1968: GAO found 
that NWL, Dahlgren, this week notified 
SPCC by phone that Newbould's sample lock 
had passed tests. SPCC indicated no knowl
edge of having received such message. 

July 3, 1968: DCASD Reading advised 
SPCC that AMF could not produce its 2,000 
units at necessary rate to complete contract 
by september 11, 1968. AMF contended their 
offer was based on the fact that 98 days was 
required prior to first delivery on August 10 
and that thereafter AMF would deliver at 
the rate of 125 units per week, completing 
the contract December 10, 1968. 

July 19, 1968: NWL confirmed telephone 
approval by speedletter to SPCC. 

July 22, 1968: SPCC formally agreed to 
AMF's delivery schedule including December 
10, 1968 final delivery. The delivery date for 
AMF which SPCC finally accepted represented 
a contract execution period of 211 days as 
compared with the 120 days speclfled in the 
contract. Further, the AMF contract com
pletion date of December 10, 1968 actually 
exceeded the completion date for Newbould's 
routine procurement contract which was No
vember 25, 1968. 

July 26, 1968: SPCC issued Modification No. 
1 to Newbould contract, advising that sam
ples met specifications and that firm deliv
ery date for 2,400 units was November 25, 
1968. Time delay since initial approval
three weeks. 

August 1-15, 1968: AMF requested waivers 
for dimensional variations on 1,190 breech
block locks including Lots 1 of 600 units, 
Lot 2 of 40 units and Lot 3 of 550 units. 

August 16, 1968: SPCC recommended that 
requests for waiver be rejected due to criti
cal application and current status of sub
ject lock. Congressman Rooney formally re
quested Navy Department and GAO investi
gations under date of August 1, 1968. 

August 19, 1968: Naval Weapon Service 
Office (NWSO) advised SPCC it agreed with 
rejection of waiver No. 1 but approved waiver 
No.2. 

August 23, 1968: NAVAIR approved waivers 
noting that urgency to secure Mark-12 gun 
spare parts dictates most expeditious pro
duction. 

NWSO notified SPCC this date that due to 
critical supply problem, approval was given 
to waiver No.3 as well. 

August 28, 1968: SPCC notified AMF that 
all three waivers had been granted. 

October 29-November 1, 1968: Newbould 
forwarded two sample locks from each of 
three production lots for test and evaluation 
by NWL, Dahlgren, Va. The three lots rep-
resented total production of 2,400 locks con
stituting Newbould contract. 

November 26, 1968: York AMF made final 
shipment of locks under its emergency pro
curement contract for 2,000 units. 

November 1968: NWL notified SPCC that 
test samples of lots 5 and 8 from AMF (300 
units) did not meet specification of 2,000 
round firing life requirement. 

December 3, 1968: NWL notified Newbould 
that its Lots 1 and 3 (1,639 units) failed to 
meet necessary requirements. Newbould's 
Lot 2 (761 units) was accepted. 

January 1, 1969: SPCC considered New
bould contract delinquent as of November 
25, 1968, because 2,400 acceptable locks had 
not been delivered under contract. The prob
lem of 1,639 unacceptable locks had not been 
resolved as of this date. 

SPCC had taken no action as of this date 
regarding 300 locks produced by AMF which 
were unacceptable. NWL, Dahlgren, had not 
determined cause of test sample failure as of 
this date. SPCC did not, at this time, declare 
AMF contract delinquent, despite passage 
of December 10, 1968 delivery deadline lor 
all 2,000 of AMF breechblock locks. 

January 3, 1969: SPCC received "competi
tive" bids to supply 4,500 additional breech
block locks for the Mark-12 aircraft gun. 
In this instance, nine bids were reported 
ranging from a low of $15.29 per unit to 
$98.00 per unit. Newbould ranked as fifth 
lower bidder at $37.65 each while AMF ranked 
eighth at $59.94, or approximately $37 lower 
than its unit price under the negotiated 
emergency procurement of 2,000 units. 

February 7, 1969: NWL, Dahlgren, Va., 
requested change of specifications for breech
block lock in advance of 4,500 unit procure
ment. As a result, bids received January 3, 
1969 were rejected. 

February 20, 1969: SPCC issued new invita
tions for bids on 4,500-unit procurement of 
breechblock lock based on new specifications 
involving dimensional changes to make the 
breechblock lock more reliable and durable 
in performance. 

March 11, 1969: GAO investigation report 
concluded that AMF contract award was not 
"illegal" under existing Navy procurement 
procedures. However, GAO was critical of 
Navy procurement procedures in this instance 
and concurred with Congressman Rooney 
that broader investigation of emergency pro
curement was in order. GAO suggested that 
Rooney's request for Navy-wide investiga
tion of emergency procurement be expanded 
to review such procurement on Defense-wide 
basis. 

March 13, 1969: SPCC received bids from 12 
companies on new specifications for breech
block lock, ranging upward from low of 
$22.80. Newbould was sixth lowest bidder at 
$33.70 per unit while AMF was farther from 
contention at $59.94. 

March 19, 1969: GAO investigators con
ferred with Administrative Assistant to U.S. 
Rep. Fred B. Rooney, to review investigative 
report and respond to 29 comments and ques
tions submitted by Congressman after re
port was received from GAO March 11, 1969. 

GAO reported this date that 1,639 unac
ceptable locks produced by Newbould had 
been returned to manufacturer for adjust
ment and were accepted upon re-testing. 
However, GAO was advised this date by tele
phone, Navy had "lost" Lot 2 (761 units) of 
Newbould contract which were accepted as of 
December 3, 1968. 

GAO reported this date that Navy had re
turned to AMF for adjustment 69 of its 300 
units which were declared unacceptable. By 
telephone conversation with GAO this date, 
Navy also had "lost" the remaining 231 AMF 
locks which were unacceptable. 

GAO reported this date that both New
bould and AMF were being charged for addi
tional testing required by failure of certain 
lots to meet test firing speclflcations. 

GAO, asked if this AMF contract investi
gation indicated the Navy Department had 
utillzed good procurement procedures, re
sponded with a firm "No." 

GAO concluded that the SPCC contracting 
otD.cer should have considered negotiations 
with Newbould or others for performance of 
the emergency contract a.t lower cost per 
unit. 

GAO, asked if this emergency procurement 
investigation indicated possible substantial 
waste of publlc funds within Defense con
tracts because of neglect, unnecessary delay, 
poor judgment, defective business sense or 
other factors involving limited competence 
or incompetence responded with an emphatic 
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"Yes." Speclflcally because of the evidence 
of tax dollar waste in this contract, GAO w1ll 
conduct investigation o! emergency procure
ments totaling $5 bllllon annually on De
fense-wide basis, with special emphasls on 
70 percent o! such spending whlch involves 
supposed "sole-source suppliers" such as York 
AMF. 

[B-164978] 
COMPTROLLER GENERAL 

OF THE UNITED STATES, 
washington, D.C., March 11, 1969. 

DEAR MR. RooNEY: We refer to your letters 
of August 1 and September 6, 1968, request
ing that the General Accounting Offi.ce inves
tigate the circumstances spelled out ln en
closures pertaining to the award of a contract 
on May 13, 1968, for 2,000 breechblock locks, 
and an apparent abuse of sound emergency 
procurement procedures by the Department 
of the Navy involving two contracts awarded 
at widely divergent per-unit prices to two 
different firms by the Navy Ships Parts Con
trol Center. 

In addition, you asked in your letter of 
August 1, 1968, that we seek answers to 14 
questions contained in a letter which you 
sent to the Secretary of the Navy. In your 
letter of September 6, 1968, you advised us 
that you had received a copy of the Navy's 
report of its findings. You also asked that we 
consider issues which pertain to the Ships 
Parts Control Center (SPCC) comments. 

Subsequently, on October 8, 1968, we met 
with Mr. Huber, your staff assistant, who 
agreed that the requests could be reviewed 
and reported as two separate assignments; 
the first, a review of the procurement of 
breechblock locks and the second, a review 
of the Navy's emergency procurement proce
dures. 

We therefore directed our review to the 
procurement of breechblock locks taking into 
consideration related questions and com
ments which were made in your letters of 
August 1 and September 6, 1968. Our review 
also covered the Navy's use of emergency 
procedures in the instant procurement, but 
did not cover the Navy's general use of emer
gency procedures in other procurements. We 
plan to examine into this matter on a De
fense-wide basis shortly after July 1, 1969. 

On May 13, 1968, Navy awarded a sole
source negotiated contract to the American 
Machine and Foundry Company (AMF), 
York, Pennsylvania, for 2,000 breechblock 
locks at $97.13 each. The unit price for the 
locks to be fabricated by AMF was about 
three times the unit price of $37.75 for 2,400 
of the same klnd of locks to be fabricated 
under a competitively negotiated contract 
awarded on April 12, 1968, to the Newbould 
Tool Company (Newbould), York, Pennsyl
vania. A summary of the circumstances per
taining to the award of these contracts 
follows. 

PREDECESSOR LOCKS 

The breechblock lock is one of five com
ponents of the Mark 12 20mm aircraft gun 
breechblock assembly. The breechblock as
sembly is that part which loads a round into 
the barrel chamber, closes the breech, fires 
the round, and removes the empty cartridge 
case. Failure of any one of the five compo
nents may cause the breechblock assembly to 
function improperly, thereby resulting in fir
ing failure or shell explosion outside of the 
barrel chamber. 

This aircraft gun was designed by the Navy 
about 1951, and was produced until about 
1957, primarily by the Navy Gun Factory, 
Washington, D.C., and the Naval Ordnance 
Plant (NOP), York, Pennsylvania. The NOP 
continued to produce spare parts for the gun 
until 1963, when the plant was deactivated 
and sold to AMF. 

Although produced in significant quanti
ties, this gun apparently saw limited service 
until the confiict in Southeast Asia (SEA) 
was expanded. The gun is currently being 

used in three different types of combat air
craft, and many of these aircraft are based 
lnSEA. 

In January 1964, the Bureau of Naval 
Weapons (BuWeps) received a technical re
port from the Naval Aviation Engineering 
Service Unit concerning the failure of a 
breechblock lock during an air gunnery fiight 
at the Naval Air Station, Cecil Field, Florida. 
The report stated that a breechblock had 
prematurely unlocked causing it to be blown 
to the rear of the gun receiver with great 
force. The incident was attributed to a shat
tered breechblock lock that had failed after 
approximately 600 rounds of ammunition had 
been fired from the gun. Military specifica
tions applicable to the gun provided that all 
parts should have a life expectancy of at least 
2,000 rounds. The report further pointed out 
that although damage to the aircraft was 
slight, damage to the gun was sufficient to 
require replacement and the premature fail
ure of the breechblock lock was considered 
indicative of a material deficiency. 

During 1965, additional reports were re
ceived pertaining to malfunctions of breech
block locks. In June 1965, the Naval Weapons 
Laboratory, Dahlgren, Virginia (NWL), 
pointed out that failure of the locks was 
common and had occurred in some cases after 
less than 300 rounds had been fired. In July 
and August 1965, fighter squadrons reported 
that open-breech explosions had occurred 
which resulted in damage to both the gun 
and the aircraft. The reports indicated that 
the explosions were attributable to breech
block lock malfunctions and recommended 
that action be taken to prevent recurrence 
of such incidents. In September 1965, as a 
result of these reports, BuWeps directed NWL 
to investigate the causes of the breechblock 
lock failures and recommend changes that 
would assure a satisfactory service life. 

DEVELOPMENT OF NEW LOCK 

In order to obtain a satisfactory part, the 
NWL, in November 1965, decided to have a 
number of experimental locks manufactured 
with various types of new finishes and ma
terials. The NWL further decided to obtain 
the experimental locks on a noncompetitive 
basis from AMF. Justification for this sole
source procurement was based on the fact 
that NOP, York, where the locks had been 
previously manufactured, was sold to AMF 
in 1964 with the stipulation that the com
pany maintain gun production capabilities 
for a period of 10 years. Moreover, the special 
tooling to be furnished by the Government 
had been designed specifically for the NOP 
equipment acquired by AMF and many 
former NOP, York, personnel involved in the 
manufacture of th~ locks were employed by 
AMF. It was thus believed that the "know
how" to produce the locks was available at 
AMF. 

NWL awarded a noncompetitive negoti
ated fixed-price contract to AMF on June 3, 
1966, for the manufacture of 45 experimental 
locks. The delivery schedule was initially 
established as August 12, 1966, but was sub
sequently changed to March 1967, or a delay 
of approximately 7 months. 

A Consolidated Stock Status Report (CSSR) 
obtained at SPCC showed that the Navy had 
about 3,090 breechblock locks on hand as of 
July 1, 1966. On April 12, 1967, prior to re
ceiving notice of the status of the new lock, 
SPCC initiated action to process a purchase 
request for a quantity of 188 breechblock 
locks for stock replenishment. We were ad
vised by an SPCC offi.cial that the quantity 
to be purchased was determined on the 
basis of a routine supply demand review 
conducted to determine future needs for 
items under SPCC cognizance. Shortly there
after, on May 4, 1967, NWL advised SPCC that 
evaluation of the experimental locks had 
been completed and recommended that no 
purchase action be taken since revised speci
fications would be available in a short time. 
On August 1, 1967, inventory records indi-

cated that the number of locks on hand 
had diminished to 340 units in ready-for
issue condition and on the basis of a supply 
demand review conducted at that time, a 
system stock replenishment action for an 
additional quantity of 2,220 units was initi
ated. This action also was deferred, appar
ently in anticipation of receiving the new 
specifications. 

The drawing for the new breechblock lock 
was approved by the Naval Air Systems Com
mand (NAVAIR) on August 29, 1967. How
ever, it was not until December 7, 1967, after 
nearly 18 mon·ths of research and develop
ment and about 8 months after the experi
mental locks were obtained, that NWL noti
fied SPCC that breechblock locks manufac
tured from 18 percent nickel maraging steel 
would satisfactorily meet service life require
ments. The NWL also recommended that all 
future locks be fabricated in accordance with 
the revised drawing. We were informed that 
18 percent nickel maraging steel generally 
provides a steel product of superior strength 
and durability. 
PROCUREMENT OF 2,400 LOCKS FROM NEWBOULD 

NWL, in its December 7, 1967, communica
tion, recommended that SPCC immediately 
award a contract for the new locks in order to 
meet urgent fieet needs. On December 22, 
1967, SPCC received a letter from NAVAIR, 
stating in part: 

"The In-Service Breechblock Lock Buweps 
Dwg 851500 is to be replaced by the new pro
curement item. Current stock status shows 
166 on hand and that a contract is in proc
ess of being awarded for 2,400. It is rec
ommended that this contract be changed to 
procure 2,400 of the new Breechblock Locks, 
NASC-NAVAIR 2518518 and that this con
tract be awarded to AMF (American Ma
chine and Foundry Company), York, Penn
sylvania • • •." 

On December 29, 1967, SPCC cancelled the 
two procurement requests in process at that 
time and prepared a new purchase request 
for a quantity of 2,400 locks to be manufac
tured in accordance with the revised draw
ing. The new purchase request was desig
nated priority 20, stock replenishment ac
tion, even though NAV AIR had notified SPCO 
in June 1967 that spare parts to support 
gun system problems on aircraft in SEA 
should be procured on a priority 2 basis. The 
request further indicated that AMF, York, 
was the recommended source of supply. 

During January 1968, SPCC accompllshed 
the necessary internal processing of the pur
chase request and on January 30 its Contract 
Review Board granted authority to nego
tiate the procurement, because it was im
practicable to obtain competition. The pur
chase recommendation prepared on January 
18, 1968, stated that it was impracticable to 
develop either a limited or unlimited pur
chase description for this item. 

SPCC made a solicitation for the 2,400 
locks on February 13, 1968, more than 2 
months after being notified of approval of 
the new lock, with March 5, 1968, estab
lished as the closing date for receipt of pro
posals. On the basis that AMF was the only 
source, a copy of the solicitation was mailed 
to AMF and the proposed procurem~nt was 
synopsized in the Commerce Business Daily. 
The synopsis stated that drawings and speci
fications for the breechblock lock could not 
be furnished by the Government. 

At their request, Milo Components, Inc., 
Newbould, and other companies were pro
vided copies of the proposal. However, draw
ings were not furnished with copies of the 
proposal. On February 23 and 26, 1968, re
spectively, Newbould and Milo contacted the 
SPCC buyer and requested drawings for the 
lock. Both companies were informed that 
drawings were not available and that if they 
were, the porcurement would probably be 
advertised. At the insistence of Newbould 
and Milo, it was determined that drawings 
were available and had been available at 
SPCC since at least January 19, 1968. The lock 
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drawings were furnished to both Newbould 
and Milo on February 27, 1968. 

AMF, Milo, and Newbould proposed unit 
prices for the 2,400 locks of $99.79, $89.90, 
and $37.75, respectively. On March 8, 1968, 
SPCC requested the cognizant Defense 
Contract Administration Services District 
(DCASD), Garden City, New York, to per
form a preaward survey of these companies 
and evaluate their technical, productive, and 
financial capabilities in view of the contract 
requirements. This request included an eval
uation of the companies' performance record 
and abi11ty to meet required delivery sched-. 
ules. Upon completion of the survey at New
bould, the DCASD, Reading, Pennsylvania, 
recommended a complete award to Newbould. 

A contract was awarded to Newbould on 
April 12, 1968, for a quantity of 2,400 locks at 
a unit price of $37.75, or a total of $90,600. 
Delivery of two preproduction sample locks 
were to be submited to NWL by July 11, 1968, 
for first article approval. A period of 30 days 
was provided in the contract schedule for 
first article testing by the Government; de
livery of the 2,400 locks was to be completed 
120 days after first article approval. 

On June 21, 1968, a Newbould otficial took 
the two required preproduction sample locks 
to the NWL and test firings were conducted 
from June 24 to July 1, 1968. NWL personnel 
informed us that the period required to com
plete testing of the locks was extended be
cause of their procedure of testing several 
articles concurrently, thereby reducing the 
cost of testing. However, we were informed 
that if time was of the essence on any par
ticular item, it could be tested alone. 

NWL, by letter of August 16, 1968, notified 
SPCC that the sample locks were subse
quently subjected to metallurgical examina
tion and that SPCC had been notified by 
telephone, during the week of July 1, 1968, 
that the two sample locks had satisfactorily 
met test requirements. An SPCC otficial ad
vised us that he had no knowledge of the 
telephone notice nor any information con
cerning the test results until receipt of 
written notification from the NWL on July 19, 
1968. NWL otficials informed us that the delay 
in preparation of a written notification was 
due to a large volume of reports under 
preparation at the time, a number of which 
were for items of a higher priority. However, 
they stated they considered the telephone 
message to be proper notification of the test 
results to SPCC. 

On July 26, 1968, or about 3 weeks after 
testing was completed, SPCC advised New
bould that the first article test samples had 
been approved by NWL and that production 
units should be delivered in about 120 days, 
or by November 25, 1968. 

PROCUREMENT OF 2,000 LOCKS FROM AMF 

At a conference held at SPCC on March 
7 and 8, 1968, it was reported that although 
a procurement for 2,400 breechblock locks 
was underway, stocks of the original lock 
had been depleted, thereby causing a non
support condition to exist. SPCC was also 
notified by NAVAIR, during March 1968, that 
Mark 12 gun spare parts support remained 
critical and that it was imperative that ad
ditional action be taken to provide improved 
quantities of failing parts. SPCC officials in
formed us that NAV AIR was concerned about 
the November 25, 1968, delivery schedule pro
posed for the procurement of the 2,400 locks, 
as these locks were needed as soon as pos
sible. 

SPCC on March 21, 1968, generated a pri
ority 2 purchase request for an additional 
2,000 of the new breechblock locks. SPCC 
officials informed us that they purchased 
2,000 locks because it was an economical 
order quantity. A desired delivery date of 
May 30, 1968, was established, or about 6 
months prior to the scheduled delivery of 
the 2,400 locks already under contract. 

SPCC officials stated that when the pur
chase request for the 2,000 locks was received 
by the SPCC purchase division on March 22, 

1968, AMF was the only proven manufac
turer and accordingly the only manufacturer 
for whom first article test requirements 
could be waived. It was expected that waiver 
of first article testing would advance delivery 
by 120 days. SPCC officials stated, therefore, 
Newbould was not contacted for the addi
tional procurement. Accordingly, the cog
nizant buyer recommended that SPCC nego
tiate solely with AMF. 

Following authorization from the review 
board, AMF was requested to submit pro
posed pricing data for a quantity of 2,000 
breechblock locks. In response to the request 
for proposal, AMF on March 29, 1968, sub
mitted a proposal to manufacture 2,000 locks. 
After a review and evaluation of the pricing 
data included in AMF's proposal by DCASD, 
Reading, negotiations were conducted on 
May 1 and May 2, 1968, and agreement was 
reached on a unit price of $97.13 for the 
contract. 

During the week of May 3, 1968, negotia
tion proceedings were completed and AMF, 
although prior to receipt of the formal award, 
recognized the effective date of the contract 
as May 1, 1968. To assure that raw material 
would be available to meet the required deliv
ery dates, AMF, on May 9, 1968, requested 
priority assistance in expediting procurement 
of raw materials requJred by their forging 
vendor. DCASD, Reading, advised AMF that 
the receipt of materials for the forgings was 
only part of the vendor's problem and special 
priority assistance to effect earlier delivery 
was not recommended unless other vendor 
problems could be resolved. 

Subsequently, the SPCC Contract Review 
Board approved the award to AMF for the 
2,000 locks for a total price of $194,260. A 
contract providing for delivery by September 
11, 1968, was issued to AMF on May 13, 1968. 
This delivery date represented a period of 120 
days from the date of award, which was the 
required delivery stated in the request for 
proposal, or more than 3 months later than 
the desired delivery date of May 30, 1968, 
established by the purchase request issued 
in March. 

In a letter dated May 29, 1968, AMF 
acknowledged receipt of the contract and at 
the same time took exception to the delivery 
schedule. The letter stated that according to 
the request for proposal submitted by AMF 
and discussions held during negotiations, 
deliveries were not required to be completed 
until December 10, 1968. Accordingly, AMF 
requested that the contract be modified. 
SPCC notified AMF on June 10, 1968, that the 
contract delivery schedule was in accordance 
with the RFP and that the requested change 
was not acceptable. Two weeks later SPCC 
advised AMF that failure to deliver in accord
ance with the contract would result in the 
initiation of default action. 

On July 3, 1968, DCASD, Reading, for
warded a delay in delivery notice advising 
SPCC that AMF could not produce at the 
necessary rate to complete the contract by 
September 11, 1968. DCASD added that AMF 
officials stated that the delivery schedule 
contained in the contract was not the sched
ule negotiated. In order to clarify the mis
understanding regarding the contract deliv
ery schedule AMF noted that their offer was 
based on the fact that 98 days would be 
required prior to first delivery on August 10, 
1968. Thereafter, AMF would deliver at a rate 
of 125 units per week which would complete 
the contract by December 10, 1968. 

AMF stated this schedule was predicated 
on a 10-week 1eadtime for the material and 
4 weeks in-process time prior to first deliv
ery. The leadtime of 10 weeks for delivery of 
material was apparently based on quotes 
from suppliers. These quotes were available at 
the time of negotiations. Accordingly, on 
July 22, 1968, SPCC formally agreed to AMF's 
delivery schedule. 

The delivery schedule finally accepted by 
SPCC represented a time frame of 211 days 
for total delivery compared to the 120 days 
originally specified in the contract. Also, the 

December 10, 1968, completion date exceeded 
the completion date of November 25, 1968, 
established for the Newbould contract by 15 
days. Although Newbould's preproduction 
locks had passed all testing requirements as 
early as the first week of July 1968, we found 
no evidence that SPCC contacted Newbould 
in an attempt to determine whether New
bould could phase delivery of the 2,400 locks 
over a time frame similar to the revised 
AMF schedule. Newbould had, on June 21, 
1968, formally protested the award to AMF 
and advised SPCC that they were willing to 
bid on the 2,000 breechblock locks. SPCC otfi
cials indicated that something less than 2,000 
locks were required to satisfy emergency re
quirements. 
PROBLEMS EXPERIENCED BY BOTH NEWBOULD 

AND AMF 

Waivers requested by AMF 
During August 1968, AMF requested 

waivers for dimensional variations in 1,190 
completed units. Waiver number one covered 
600 units, waiver number two 40 units, and 
waiver number three 550 units. SPCC recom
mended to the Naval Weapon Service Office 
(NWSO) on August 16, 1968, that due to the 
critical application and current status of 
subject lock, AMF's request for waiver be 
rejected. On August 19, 1968, NWSO informed 
SPCC that they concurred with rejection of 
waiver number one but approved waiver 
number two. On August 23, 1968, NAVAIR 
approved the waivers stating that urgency 
of Mark 12 gun spare parts dictates the most 
expeditious production of parts. Further, 
NWSO notified SPCC on August 23, 1968, that 
due to the critical supply problem, approval 
was given to AMF's waiver request number 
three. SPCC notified AMF of acceptance of 
their waiver requests on August 28, 1968. 
AMF lot samples jail to meet 2,000 round life 

On November 26, 1968, AMF made the final 
shipment of breechblock locks under the sub
ject contract. The NWL notified SPCC in 
November 1968 that test samples submitted 
for AMF's lots 5 and 8 (300) units did not 
meet the 2,000 round minimum life require
ment for acceptance by the Navy. As of Janu
ary 1, 1969, the NWL had not determined 
the exact cause for the test sample failures. 
Therefore, no action had been taken by SPCC 
at that time. 

Newbould lot samples jail to meet 2,000 
round life 

On October 29 and November 1, 1968, New
bould forwarded two sample breechblock 
locks from each of three production lots to 
the NWL for test and evaluation. On Decem
ber 3, 1968, the NWL notified SPCC that 
samples from production lots 1 and 3 failed 
to meet the necessary requirements. On the 
basis of the test results the NWL recom
mended acceptance of production lot 2 (761 
units) and rejection of lots 1 and 3 (1,639 
units). As a result of Newbould's inability 
to deliver the entire 2,400 acceptable locks 
by November 25, 1968, the contract was con
sidered delinquent by SPCC; however, New
bould was not notified. As of January 1, 1969, 
SPCC had not resolved the problem of the 
1,639 units. 
PROCUREMENT OF 4,500 ADDITIONAL BREECH

BLOCK LOCKS ON AN ADVERTISED BASIS 

On July 22, 1968, NWSO notified SPCC that 
in addition to the 4,400 units currently un
der contract, approximately 4,500 units were 
required to pr-ovide for 100 percent retrofit. 
Accordingly, during the latter part of 1968, 
SPCC advertised for 4,500 breechblock locks. 
Nine bids were recorded on the opening date 
of January 3, 1969. These bids ranged from 
a high of $98.00 per unit to a low of $15.29 
per unit. Newbould was fifth low bidder with 
a bid of $37.65 and AMF was eighth low bid
der with a bid of $59.94. 

We were informed that the Navy rejected 
all bids and has changed specifications for 
the lock. 
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While we believe it to be questionable that 

Navy gave adequate consideration to sollcit
ing Newbould and other manufacturers prior 
to the award to AMF, it should be noted that 
the need for the locks was critical and the 
procurement was assigned an 02 priority des
ignator. At the time of the award to A:MF 
(May 13, 1968) the scheduled delivery of pre
production sample locks by NWL was still ap
proximately 2 months away (July 11, 1968), 
and Navy could not be certain that such 
samples would satisfactorily meet the test re
quirements so that production runs could 
commence immediately thereafter, whereas 
A:MF had produced satisfactory locks under 
its development contract and preproduction 
test requirements could therefore be waived 
for that firm. 

Paragraph 3-202.3 of the Armed Services 
Procurement Regulation states that a de
termination and findings by the contl'acting 
officer, justifying use of the public exigency 
exception to formal advertising under the 
authority of 10 U.S.C. 2304(a) {2), need only 
state the existence of a priority designator 
of 1 through 6 in order to justify use of that 
exception. Further, findings in support of a 
determination to negotiate under the public 
exigency exception are made final by 10 U.S.C. 
2310{b}, and are therefore not subject to 
question by our Office. While the exception 
does not, in and of itself, authorize sole
source procurement, a considerable amount 
of discretion with respect to the use of that 
exception must be reserved to the contract
ing officer, and this Office will not overturn 
the contracting officer's decision to negotiate 
a sole-source award pursuant to the public 
exigency exception unless it is clear that 
he has abused the discretion vested in him 
in an arbitrary or capricious manner. See 44 
Camp. Gen. 590. 

It is our view that the circumstances sur
rounding the award to A:MF do not disclose 
such a clear abuse of discretion by the con
tracting officer as to affect the legality of the 
contract awarded to that firm, ;:~.nd that there 
is no basis for any imputation of bad faith 
on his part. 

The 14 questions presented in your letters, 
the SPCC answers, and our comments there
to are contained in appendix I to this letter. 

Sincerely yours, 
R. F 0 KELLER. 

For the Comptroller General of the 
United States. 

APPENDIX 1 
YoUR ORIGINAL 14 QUESTIONs, SPCC CoM

MENTS AND GAO COMMENTS 
QUESTION NO. 1 

Why has the Navy not purchased any 
breechblock locks for the MK-12, 20mm Air
craft Guns for a period of more than five 
years preceding the contract awards of April 
and May of 1968? Did the Navy have an in
ventory of these pieces sufficient to carry it 
through this period. 

SPCC COMMENT 
Until December 1967 the Navy had ade

quate stocks of the original Breechblock lock 
(FSN 1005-713-9407, BUWEPS Drawing 
851500) either on hand or under procure
ment to satisfy its known requirements. 

In December 1967, based upon an evalua
tion of tests performed on a number of Locks 
manufactured from different materials with 
different finishes by the American Machine 
and Foundry Company (AMF), York, Pa., 
under contract with the Naval Weapons Lab
oratory (NWL), Dahlgren, Va., new specifi
cations covering the Breechblock Locks were 
approved and released. The objective of this 
effort was to develop a Lock which would 
possess greater rellability and have a longer 
service life. A history of the design and 
engineering work performed to achieve this 
objective is contained in Attachment A. 

Upon approval of the new specifications 
(NASC-NAVAIR Drawing 2518518}, the 
Naval Air Systems Command on 22 December 

1967 (Attachment B) recommended that a 
stock procurement for 2,400 Breechblock 
Locks then in process at SPCC be revised to 
obtain Locks manufactured to the new de
sign and that AMF York be awarded the 
production contract. 

GAO COMMENT 
On April 12, 1967, SPCC initiated a pur

chase request for 188 locks based on a rou
tine supply demand. However, in anticipa
tion of receiving revised specifications, the 
procurement was not made. Further, on Au
gust 1, 1967, when lock inventories had 
diminished to 340 units in a ready to issue 
condition, a stock replenishment action for 
2,220 locks was initiated. However, this ac
tion was also deferred, apparently in antici
pation of receiving the new specifications. 
A contract for 2,400 locks to be built in ac
cordance with the new specification was 
awarded on April 12, 1968, or one year after 
it was determined that additional lock sup
plies were required. Details of the stock 
status of the locks are presented on pages 3 
and 4 of our letter. 

ADDENDUM 
In response to SPCC's comments, you ques

tioned in your letter of September 6, 1968, 
the Navy's procedure of specifying a desired 
contractor without regard to possible cost 
factors. We agreed that as a general rule it 
is not sound pollcy to specify a specific con
tractor without giving adequate considera
tion to cost differentials involved. 

QUESTION NO. 2 

What inventory of the breechblock locks 
for the MK-12 does the Navy have at the 
present time? 

SPCC COMMENT 
At the present time the Navy has none of 

the newly designed Locks in its inventory; 
it still has 95 of the original Locks on hand. 
Contracts with the Newbould Tool Company, 
York, Pa., for 2,400 of the new Locks and with 
AMF York covering 2,000 of the new Locks 
are currently outstanding. 

GAO COMMENT 
AMF started delivery of the new locks on 

August 27, 1968. 
QUESTION NO. 3 

When was the original requisition for 2,400 
breechblock locks issued by the Navy Air 
Systems Command? (Please supply a copy 
of the requisition order.) 

SPCC COMMENT 
Upon receipt of the NAVAIRSYSCOM letter 

of 22 December 1967 (Attachment B) a pro
curement request for 2,400 of the newly ap
proved Breech block Locks (NASC-NAV AIR 
Drawing 2158518) was prepared by the Stock 
Control Division of SPCC on 29 December 
1967. Attachment Cis a copy of this procure
ment request. 

GAO COMMENT 
Initial procurement of the new lock is 

covered on pages 4 through 6 of our letter. 
QUESTION NO. 4 

When was the requisition for emergency 
procurement of 2,000 breechblock locks issued 
and by whom? (Please supply a copy of that 
requisition order.) What prompted this emer
gency need to develop 30 days after award of 
a routine contract for the same item? 

SPCC COMMENT 
During the early months of 1968 there 

developed within the Navy concern over the 
status of repair parts for the MK12 20mm 
Gun, generally, and of the Breech block Locks 
especially. In the case of the latter, an in
creasing number of the original-design Locks 
were failing in combat aircraft (F8, A4 and 
A7) operating in Southeast Asia. According 
to the Naval Weapons Service Office, Phila
delphia, some Locks were failing after firing 
only 200 rounds instead of their design ex
pectancy of 2,000 rounds. Even worse, how
ever, was the fact that when a Lock failed, 

leaving an open 20mm Gun chamber, contin
ued operation of the gun could cause exten
sive damage to or even loss of the aircraft. 
Thus the Locks became a safety-of-flight 
item, and early replacement with the newly 
designed Lock became most important. 

On 20 March 1968, the NAV AIRSYSCOMHQ 
called SPCC to express that Headquarters' 
growing concern over the condition of repair 
parts support for the MK12 20mm Gun. Much 
of the information and direction provided in 
that call was contained also in NAVAIR mes
sage 272218Z March 68 (Attachment E). 
Among other things, SPCC was told that 
MK12 Gun spare parts support and reliab111ty 
were critical, that additional action to pro
vide improved quantities of the parts was im
perative, and that the NAVAIR Program 
Manager intended to obtain a "DX" rating for 
the parts in critical supply. 

On 21 March 1968, the day following the 
afore-mentioned telephone call from 
NAV AIRSYSCOMHQ, SPCC prepared and 
commenced processing a Priority 02 (SEA
SIA) purchase request for a quantity of 2,000 
of the new-design Breechblock Locks. Attach
ment D is a copy of this purchase request. It 
should be noted that the contract for the 
stock replenishment quantity of 2,400 Locks 
had not yet been awarded as alleged. 

As outlined by the Naval Weapons Services 
Office, Philadelphia, in Attachment F, in ad
dition to the 4,400 Breechblock Locks pres
ently under contract, approximately 4,500 
more will be required to completely replace 
all of the original-design Locks in service use, 
a step which has been recommended in view 
of the current safety-of-flight classification 
of this item. It is expected that circumstances 
will permit future procurements of this item 
to be made on a competitive basis. 

GAO COMMENT 
We believe the procurement of the 2,400 

locks could have been classified as a priority 2 
action. NAVAIR had notified SPCC in June 
1967 that spare parts to support gun system 
problems on F-8 aircraft in SEA should be 
procured on a priority 2 basis. This matter is 
discussed on pages 4 and 5 of our letter. 

SPCC officials informed us that NAVAIR, in 
March 1968, became concerned about the 
November 25, 1968, delivery schedule pro
posed for the procurement of the 2,400 locks, 
as the locks were needed as soon as possible. 
It was further stated that stocks of the orig
inal lock had been depleted, thereby caus
ing a nonsupport condition. Based on these 
conditions, a priority 2 action was generated 
for 2,000 additional locks. This matter is dis
cussed on page 7 of our letter. 

ADDENDUM 
In response to SPCC comments, you ques

tioned in your letter of September 6, 1968, 
whether the old stock of breechblock locks 
were defective in terms of the specifications. 
Our review disclosed this to undoubtedly be 
true. However, these locks had been primarily 
produced by Navy plants. This matter is dis
cussed on page 2 of our letter. 

You also questioned the SPCC statement 
that at the time the emergency requirement 
developed a contract had not been awarded 
to Newbould. You pointed out that SPCC was 
well aware of the bid of $37.75 made by New
bould on the 2,400 locks and concluded that 
because of this exceptionally favorable price 
Newbould should have been contacted to de
termine whether they were prepared to take 
on the additional 2,000 items at that same 
price and on delivery terms in keeping with 
the Navy's emergency. 

The award to AMF for 2,000 locks was not 
made until May 13, 1968, about 30 days after 
the award to Newbould on April 12, 1968, for 
2,400 locks. In view of the possib111ty of ob
taining a substantially lower price, we ques
tion whether the Navy gave adequate con

.sideration to soliciting Newbould or other in
terested suppliers prior to the award of the 
emergency procurement to AMF. Our position 
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on this matter is stated on pages 10 and 11 
of our letter. 

QUESTION NO. 5 

If emergency procurement of the addi
tional 2,000 pieces was justifiable, why did 
the Navy not cooperate with the original 
contractor, who was willing to produce these 
items for only $37.75, to expedite production 
of the order? This could have been done by 
( 1) amending the original contract to cover 
the 2,000 additional pieces, (2) by assuring 
that pre-prod approval was given promptly in 
writing after the June 21 test-firing at 
Dahlgren, Virginia, and (3) by assigning 
"DX" status to the original contract in order 
to secure prompt delivery of the material for 
production. (Newbould could be in produc
tion now, meeting the Navy's emergency need 
if one exists, at the $37.75 price.) 

SPCC COMMENT 

At the time the high priority requirement 
for the additional 2,000 Breechblock Locks 
was generated (3/21/68), there was no "orig
inal contractor" other than AMF York. The 
SPCC stock contract for 2,400 units was not 
awarded to the Newbould Tool Company 
until 12 April 1968, some three weeks later. 

At the time the important basic procure
ment decisions had to be made for the 2,000 
Lock purchase, decisions such as the pro
curement method to be utilized and the 
sources to be solicited, every fact then avail
able to the Contracting Officer indicated that 
certain delivery and earliest delivery could 
only be obtained from the one supplier who 
had previously produced the item, namely, 
AMF York. Only for this supplier could the 
First Article Test requirements of the speci
fications be waived, thus permitting an ad
vancement of 120 days in the commencement 
date for deliveries. Not until 1 April 1968 was 
the DCAS report of the pre-award survey of 
the Newbould Tool Company to be forwarded 
to the SPCC Contracting Officer recom
mending award of the 2,400 units to that 
company. And not for another three months 
was Newbould able to demonstrate its ablllty 
to actually produce three sample Locks. 
Consequently, on 23 March 1968, the day after 
the purchase request was received in the 
SPCC Purchase Division, the SPCC Contract 
Review Board, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 2304(a) 
(2), authorized negotiation of a contract 
with AMF York for the production of the 
2,000 urgently required units. 

Later amendment of Newbould's contract 
(after it was awarded on 12 April 1968) to in
clude the additional 2,000 units, as suggested 
in Question No. 5, would not have assured 
any earlier delivery than was possible from 
AMF York. The 2,400 units already covered 
by Newbould's contract were not then 
scheduled to be delivered until early Decem
ber 19£8. There is no reason now, nor was 
there in March, to believe that by increasing 
the quantity covered by Newbould's con
tract from 2,400 to 4,400 earlier deliveries 
would have been assured. 

Contract N00104-68-C-4695 required that 
two sample Breechblock Locks be submitted 
to the Naval Weapons Laboratory, Dahlgren, 
Va., by 11 July 1968 for First Article Testing. 
The contract also provided that the Con
tracting Officer would by written notice ad
vise the Contractor of the results of the tests 
within 30 calendar days after receipt of the 
samples by the Government. NWL Dahlgren 
has advised that three sample Breechblock 
Locks were received from the Newbould Tool 
Company on 21 June 1968, that firing tests 
were completed on 28 June-not 21 June
and that these tests were then followed by 
further evaluations and metallurgical tests. 
By speedletter dated 19 July 1968 NWL ad
vised SPCC that Newbould's samples had 
passed the required tests and recommended 
that the Contractor be permitted to com
mence production; a recommendation was 
also made that the method of marking the 
Locks with an identification number be 
changed. On 26 July 1968 Mod. No. 1 to the 
contract was issued to advise that the First 

Article samples submitted had passed the 
tests, to establish a firm delivery date for the 
2,400 units of 25 November 1968, and to revise 
the method of marking the Locks with 
identification numbers. 

With regard to the assignment of a "DX" 
rating to the two contracts for Breechblock 
Locks, such a rating was requested by SPCC 
from the NA V AIRSYSCOMHQ on 3 April 
1968 (Attachment G) but not authorized. 
Whether or not the assignment of a "DX" 
rating would in fact have shortened produc
tion leadtimes for these procurements would 
now be largely speculation. Some information 
available to the Contracting Officer indicates 
that a limiting factor in any attempt to re
duce production leadtimes would be the time 
to obtain the required forging dies, and that 
this time (six weeks) would not be affected 
by a "DX" rating. 

GAO COMMENT 

Although, because of other manufacturing 
problems, it is doubtful that a "DX" rating 
would have improved delivery schedules, we 
believe that the contracting officer should 
have oooperated with Newbould in expediting 
their first article testing and in arranging for 
a phased delivery schedule. 

These matters are discussed in greater de
tail on pages 4 through 9 of our letter. 

ADDENDUM 

In response to SPCC comments, you raised 
questions about delivery schedules and "DX" 
ratings, responses for which are covered in 
addendum under Question No. 4 and in our 
comments to Question No.5 above. 

QUESTION NO. 6 

How was it possible for the Navy Ships 
Parts Oontrol Center at Mechanicsburg to 
"audit" both the Newbould and York AMF 
prices for the same item and declare both 
prices "appropriate" when the latter was 
more than 250 percent higher than the 
former? 

SPCC COMMENT 

The SPCC did not "audit" both the New
bould and the AMF York prices for the 
Breechblock Lock. 

The award of Contract N00104-68-c-4695 
to the Newbould Tool Company on 12 April 
1968 followed receipt and evaluation of three 
competitive proposals, under which prices 
were offered for 2,400 units as follows: 

Offeror 

American Machine & Foundry Co ______ _ 
Milo Components, Inc ________________ _ 
Newbold Tool Co ____________________ _ 

U/P 

$99.79 
89.90 
37.75 

Total 

$239,496 
213,600 
90,600 

In view of the significant difference be
tween the estimated unit price of $100.00 
furnished on the basic purchase request, the 
next low offer of $89.90 from Milo, and 
Newbould's price of $37.75, the Newbould 
Tool Company was requested by the buyer to 
confirm its offered price. This was done by 
Newbould on 18 March 1968 (Attachment 
H). 

The Contracting Officer's determination of 
price reasonableness in the case of the AMF 
York contract for 2,000 units was based on 
an audit conducted by the Defense Contract 
Administration Services District, Reading, 
Pa. AMF York initially proposed a unit price 
of $100.31; the DCASD Reading audit report 
dated 1 May 1968 (Attachment I) recom
mended acceptance of a unit price of 
$94.068; and, a unit price of $97.13 was ulti
mately negotiated and agreed to by SPCC. 

GAO COMMENT 

Although settlement of the contract was 
not complete, it appeared at the time of our 
audit that AMF would make approximately 
15 percent profit as opposed to the 10 per
cent established during negotiations. In 
November 1968 Newbould still expected to 
make a profit of about 10 percent. 

QUESTION NO. 7 

Why, when NSPCC began negotiations 
with York AMF for the original 2,400 piece 
contract, were Newbould and at least one 
other prospective bidder refused copies of 
the design drawing which was necessary in 
order to submit bids? 

SPCC COMMENT 

The Newbould Tool Co. and other pro
spective suppliers were not "refused" copies 
of drawings necessary to prepare offers to 
supply the 2,400 Breechblock Locks being 
procured by SPCC, initially to satisfy system 
stock requirements. 

At the outset, Request for Proposals 
N00104-68-R-0722 dated 13 February 1968 
was mailed only to AMF, in accordance with 
the instructions provided in Attachments B, 
C, and J. Attachment J indicates that, from 
a technical standpoint, it was then consid
ered impracticable to develop either a lim
ited or an unlimited purchase description of 
the desired Breechblock Locks but that AMF 
York possessed the required drawings, speci
fications, etc. to produce the Locks. The 
solicitation applicable to this procurement 
was publicized in the Department of Com
merce Commerce Business Daily, with a no
tation pointing out that a complete tech 
data package was not available. A copy of the 
solicitation was also posted in the SPCC Bid 
Room. 

Prior to the closing date for offers under 
this solicitation, namely, 5 March 1968, nu
merous copies of the solicitation were re
quested by, and were furnished to, interested 
suppliers. Two such suppliers were the New
bould Tool Company, and Milo Components, 
Inc. While the contract file is not clear as 
to exactly when copies of NASC-NAV AIR 
Drawing 2518518 were first made available 
to the purchasing office for distribution to 
interested suppliers, it was apparently some 
time after 23 February 1967. The record 
does indicate that copies of this drawing 
were in fact furnished by the buyer to Mr. 
Newbould of the Newbould Tool Company 
during a visit to SPCC on 27 February 1968 
and to Milo Components, Inc., by mail, also 
on 27 February 1968. 

GAO COMMENT 

The drawing for the new breechblock locks 
was approved by the Navy on August 29, 1967, 
and was available at SPCC by at least Janu
ary 19, 1968. However, when the request for 
proposals was issued on February 13, 1968, 
the lock drawing was unavailable. Upon in
sistence by representatives of the Newbould 
and Milo companies the buyer located the 
drawings and furnished copies to both New
bould and Milo. This matter is discussed on 
page 5 of our letter. 

QUESTION NO. 8 

When the emergency procurement requisi
tion was issued, why did Capt. Larson and 
his staff not seek to negotiate for the pro
duction of the 2,000 additional units by the 
lowest bidder on the original contract? 

SPCC COMMENT 

As has been previously stated in response 
to Question No. 5, when the purchase re
quest for the urgently required 2,000 Locks 
was generated in SPCC on 21 March 1968 the 
only previous producer/contractor was AMF 
York. The Newbould contract was not award
ed until 12 April 1968, with the two First 
Article Test samples due for delivery for 
testing by 11 July 1968. 

Based upon all the !acts that were known 
to the contracting personnel at the time 
purchase action was initiated to satisfy this 
very critical and very urgent requirement, a 
judgment was made that the interests of 
the Government would best be served by 
negotiating a contract with the only supplier 
who had previously produced a satisfactory 
Breechblock Lock and for whom, therefore, 
First Article testing requirements could be 
waived and 120 days saved in obtaining first 
deliveries. This supplier was AMF York. 
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GAO COMMENT 

We believe the contracting omcer should 
have considered negotiation with the pre
vious low bidder or others who may have 
been interested in the procurement. While 
Newbould had not met first article testing 
requirements by the date of the award to 
AMF, they had been judged under the pre
award survey to be capable of producing the 
locks and had been awarded a contract. 

QUESTION NO. 9 

What is the current status of the multi
mllllon dollar defense contracts now held 
by American Machine and Foundry for the 
manufacture of bomb casings? How many 
such contracts are currently being performed 
or have been awarded to AMF and 1s AMF 
in default on any of these contracts and to 
what degree? 

SPCC COMMENT 

AMF York currently is performing under 
SPCC Contract N00104-68-C-0715 covering 
the manufacture of MK-82 Bomb Bodies. 
This contract is not delinquent or in de
fault; deliveries are ahead of schedule. AMF 
previously produced MK-82 Bomb Bodies 
under Contract N104-8358A. That contract 
was completed on 30 October 1967, which 
was 30 days ahead of schedule. 

GAO COMMENT 

Our review disclosed that AMF was not 
in default on the bomb casing contracts. 

QUESTION NO. 10 

If AMF is in default on contracts to sup
ply bomb casings, and I am advised that it 
is, how could York AMF pass the produc
tion capability and financial stabillty tests 
to secure this additional contract? 

SPCC COMMENT 

As noted under Question No. 9, AMF is 
not delinquent or in default under any 
SPCC contract for Bomb Bodies. 

GAO COMMENT 

See Navy reply. 
QUESTION NO. 11 

If AMF is in default on contracts to supply 
bomb casings, what penalties are befug ap
plied by the Navy Department or any other 
federal agency or department? 

SPCC COMMENT 

As noted under Question No. 9, AMF is 
not delinquent or in default under any SPCC 
Bomb Body contracts. 

GAO COMMENT 

See Navy reply. 
QUESTION NO. 12 

Does York AMF have the production capa
bility to meet the delivery terms of this 
breechblock lock contract without defaulting 
on it or on any of the other existing AMF 
contracts? 

SPCC COMMENT 

At the time of contract award, th~ SPCC 
Contracting omcer made the required (ASPR 
1-904) amrmatlve determination that AMF 
was a responsible prospective contractor and 
could comply with the delivery schedule of
fered in its proposal. Such determination 
was based in part on an assessment of AMF's 
production capabilities and its existing busi
ness commitments. 

GAO COMMENT 

AMF met the required delivery schedule. 
However, the Navy granted AMF certain 
waivers and as of January 1, 1969, 300 units 
had not been accepted by the Navy. These 
matters are discussed on pages 9 and 10 of 
our letter. 

QUESTION NO. 13 

Capt. Larson has advised Newbould that 
he "deliberately" excluded them from his 
consideration for the emergency procure
ment because York AMF already had pre
production approval for its item on the basts 
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of the earlier design contract. He contended 
that he was saving 120 days by negotiating 
with York AMF. But the fact is, no time 
whatever has been saved and a great deal 
of public money is to be lost. 

SPCC COMMENT 

The basis for the decision made in late 
March 1968 to negotiate solely with AMF 
York for the supply of 2,000 Breechblock 
Locks, which negotiations led to the award 
of Contract N00104-68-C-4759 on 13 May 
1968, has already been covered. As of 22 Au
gust 1968 AMF had produced and offered for 
acceptance 391 of the 2,000 units covered by 
this con tract. 

As of 22 August 1968, the Newbould Tool 
Company, under Contract N00104-68-C--4695 
dated 12 April 1968, had offered no units for 
Government acceptance. Delivery of the 2,400 
units covered by this contract is not, in fact, 
due until 25 November 1968. 

GAO COMMENT 

The 120 days mentioned in SPCC's reply 
is that time provided Newbould for obtain
ing first article testing. However, the Navy 
made no attempt to expedite Newbould's 
first article testing. Further, because of the 
time required to negotiate with AMF and 
the approximately 10-week lead time AMF 
required before starting production, AMF's 
initial delivery was not required until August 
10, 1968, Newbould was notified of successful 
first article testing on July 26, 1968. These 
matters are discussed in further detail on 
pages 6 through 9 of our letter. 

Why has formal written notice of approval 
for Newbould's preprod samples been de
layed when three sample pieces performed 
considerably better than contract require
ments on June 21st and were orally approved 
at that time? 

SPCC COMMENT 

As has been previously stated in response 
to Question No. 5, by speedletter dated 19 
July 1968 NWL Dahlgren notified SPCC that 
Newbould's First Article Test samples had 
satisfactorily passed the required tests and 
recommended authorization to commence 
production. The NWL speedletter also rec
ommended a change in the marking speci
fications for the Locks. Following receipt 
of the speedletter in SPCC on or about 25 
July, the technical question relative to the 
marking requirements was resolved and for
mal written notice in the form of Modifica
tion No. 1 to the contract was issued on 26 
July 1968. 

GAO COMMENT 

NWL, Dahlgren, notified SPCC by tele
phone during the week of July 1, 1968, that 
Newbould's sample locks met test require
ments. An SPCC omcial advised us that he 
had no knowledge of this telephone message 
nor any information concerning the test re
sults until receipt of the July 19, 1968, letter 
referred to above. NWL omcials advised us 
that preparation of the letter was delayed 
because of higher priority work. This matter 
is discussed on page 6 of our letter. 

FAMILY EMERGENCY SMALL LOAN 
PROGRAM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House the gentle
man from New York <Mr. FARBSTEIN) is 
recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, I have 
today introduced the Emergency Con
sumer Small Loan Act of 1969. This act 
would make the emergency small loan 
program a separate program under the 
community action program and provide 
separate appropriations under the Eco
nomic Opportunity Act, thus returning 
it to its pre-1968 status. 

I am privileged to have initiated and 

been instrumental in the adoption of the " 
family emergency small loan program 
which first appeared as section 206(b) 
of the Economic Opportunity Amend
ments of 1966. Under this program, indi
viduals may borrow up to $300 at 2-per
cent interest without collateral and with 
a minimum investigation. 

In 15 areas throughout the country 
where the program is now in effect, it 
has proven a boon to those low-income 
individuals who have resorted thereto 
for assistance. It is not a giveaway pro
gram. It is a program which permits the 
individual to meet an emergency with
out loss of dignity. Repayments have 
ranged up to 75 or 80 percent although 
the median figure is closer to 45 percent. 
While this rate of repayment may not, 3t 
first glance, appear to be particularly 
good, it must be remembered the re
cipients are the abject poor who do not 
meet normal credit requirements. If we 
would compare the repayment rates of 
the categories of clients served by the 
various Small Business Administration 
loan programs, the repayment figures of 
the family emergency loan program are 
quite good. The comparable loss rate 
figures for the Small Business Adminis
tration business loans--section 7a-
which serves the regular business com
munity is 3.3 percent, while the loss rate 
for the Small Business Administration 
economic opportunity loan program 
which serves minority group members 
with limited collateral, based on charac
ter, represents a greater risk at 11.8 
percent. 

Administrative expenses are quite low 
since most of the program is administered 
as part of existing poverty agencies. 

This is probably the only poverty pro
gram which actually returns money to 
the U.S. Treasury. The Rosebud Sioux 
Tribe in South Dakota, for example, re
turned $159.47 last year in interest pay
ment on $15,000 in loan capital. Small 
as this amount may be, the 2-percent 
interest not only returns money to the 
Treasury, but the repaid principal is kept 
by the local agency and is used to make 
new loans--thus the principal becomes 
a revolving fund permitting the same 
appropriations to serve for many times 
the quantity in loaned dollars. 

The types of areas served by the emer
gency loan program range from the 
urban ghettos of New York, Detroit, St. 
Louis, and Boston to a South Dakota 
Indian reservation; from seasonal farm 
workers in Tennessee, Alabama, and 
California, to Mexican-Americans in San 
Antonio, Tex. 

Loan purposes vary, and include money 
for rent and utilities, house repair and 
reconstruction, medical expenses, job 
training and education, temporary un
employment, relief from high-interest
rate lenders, food stamps and emergency 
sustenance, tools or transportation for 
maintenance of employment, nonreceipt 
of pension, welfare or social security 
checks-when a primary source of in
come-and debt consolidation. 

The best testimony to the needs served 
by this program is a description of the 
areas where it is at work. A woman in 
Texas, for example, obtained a loan with 
which to buy a special pair of shoes so 
that she could go to work as a nurse. 
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Loans in the amount of $240,000 were 
provided to families sutrering income and 
property losses due to the Roxbury, 
Mass., riots. A lady in Jasper, Ala., ob
tained a loan to purchase windows, doors, 
and other materials for a home to replace 
one burnt down. And, a blind lady who 
was supporting five children on $176 a 
month, and who was living without water 
because of rusted pipes, was able to have 
work done on the pipes to restore her 
source of water with an emergency loan. 

Incidental to the operation of the pro
gram has also been the effect~ of per
sonal contact with those seek~ng loa~s 
in terms of counseling potential appli
cants regarding eligibility for other pro
grams of which they might?~ unaware, 
finding them jobs, and providmg finan
cial counseling. The record of ~epayment 
that is established by the recipient also 
allows him to obtain credit in the fu~ure 
from regular commercial sources with
out having to go back to the finance 
company. 

This is the kind of program that 
makes a lot of practical sense to me, for 
it fulfills a real basic need for small con
sumer loans for emergency needs. The 
small investment made in thi~ progr~m 
has paid many times its worth m helpmg 
the poor stand on their own two feet 
with personal dignity. 

Unfortunately, it has run into di~
culty, as a consequence of the fi~anCial 
squeeze on the Office of Economic .op
portunity. Appropriations were provided 
at OEO's request for only 1 year, fiscal 
year 1968, after which time the pr.ogram 
was made a discretionary functiOn . of 
the community action program-sectiOn 
221 (a) (7) by Public Law 90-222-and 
was provided with no separate ~unds. 
The consequence was that, except m one 
or two notable cases, no additional loan 
programs were establisJ:ed beyond th~ 
initial 15 "demonstratiOn programs. 
After the initial funding ran out, these 
programs continued to operate on lo.an 
repayments and limited administrative 
funds. The expiration of OEO's author
ization in June means that the future of 
this effort is at stake. 

I have introduced this legislation in 
the hope that the program will not onl.Y 
be maintained and funded, but that It 
will be expanded to allow it to meet more 
of the demand that exists for small 
emergency consumer loans. I hope that 
the honorable chairman of the Ho~e 
Committee on Education and Labor will 
have an opportunity, during the com
mittee's extensive hearings on the Office 
of Economic Opportunity, to examiz:e 
the emergency small loan program m 
some detail, for I am sure that he will 
conclude, as I have, that it has been one 
of the most worthwhile OEO programs. 

Text of my bill follows: 
H.R. 9643 

A bill to amend the Economic Opportunity 
Act of 1964 to establish an emergency 
family loan program as a national empha
sis program 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 
222(a) of the Economic Opportunity Act of 
1964 is amended by adding to the end thereof 
the following: 

"(8) An 'emergency family loan' program 
for making small loans to persons in low-

income families to meet immediate and 
urgent family needs. The total outstanding 
balance of such loans made to an individual 
may not at any time exceed $300. Loans 
under this program shall bear interest at the 
rate of 2 per centum per annum and shall 
be made on such other terms and conditions 
as the Director may prescribe. Of the sums 
appropriated or allocated for programs au
thorized under tJhis title, the Director shall 
reserve and make available not less than 
$15,000,000 for each fiscal year for carrying 
out programs under this title." 

ANTI-BALLISTIC-MISSILE SYSTEM 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Illinois <Mr. PuciNSKI) is rec
ognized for 30 minutes. 

<Mr. PUCINSKI asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re
marks and include charts and tables.) 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, the only 
point I want to make with reference to 
the colloquy that was just concluded is 
that I do not ever impugn anyone's in
tegrity or good judgment. Each Member 
of this House and each Member of the 
other body is his own best judge of his 
own good judgment and far be it from 
me to try ever to question the validity or 
the integrity of anyone'.3 positions or 
statements. 

But, unfortunately, there are in our 
midst many wonderful people who fail 
to realize that we do not have the op
tions in this great world struggle. The 
United States is inherently and histor
ically and ethnically and culturally a 
peace-loving nation. 

We do not seek foreign territories. We 
do not seek foreign wars. We do not seek 
anyone's territory or anyone's liberty. 
We do not impose our own beliefs on 
other people. We help other nations be
cause this is the generous spirit of the 
American people. 

It has been the Soviet Union which 
has in the last 20 years kept this world in 
turmoil and every effort that has been 
made to try to solve the problem whether 
it has been in the Far East or whether it 
has been in Europe or whether it has 
been in the Middle East, we see the So
viet Union exercising her options of in
trigue, subversion, and aggression. 

We need look no farther than the 
Middle East. The Middle East problem 
could have been resolved years ago if the 
Arabs and Israeli were permitted to alone 
sit down and work the problem out. But 
it has been the Soviet Union that has 
rearmed every one of the Arab States 
and today is turning up the seeds of war 
in the Middle East and trying to keep 
that country in turmoil. It has been the 
Soviet Union that moved through the 
Dardanelles into the Mediterranean and 
is now challenging the peace of the world 
in that part of the world. 

It has been the Soviet Union that has 
been supplying the Vietcong and the 
North Vietnamese with sinews to carry 
on aggression against South Vietnam 
and against American soldiers. 

So I say that those who are pleading 
this cause today tragically and regret
fully fail to recognize that we do not have 
the options; the Soviet Union is the one 
that has been pushing the button for 
world intrigue, and until the day comes 
when the options for freedom are on our 

side, we obviously are going to have to 
do everything humanly possible to de
fend ourselves. 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. PUCINSKI. I yield to the gentle
man from Washington. 

Mr. PELLY. I just wish to inquire of 
the gentleman from Tilinois as to 
whether or not he is against disarma
ment talks with the Soviet Union. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. I am for all sorts of 
talks. But I learned one thing: When 
you deal with the Soviet Union, you had 
better keep your powder dry. 

Mr. PELLY. I agree, but I want to 
know next whether you are opposed to 
talking with the Soviet Union and other 
nations about peace in the Middle East. 
We have got to sit down and talk. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. I am opposed, I am 
unalterably opposed to any four-power 
conferences regarding the settlement of 
the Middle East for this reason: I do not 
want to see Israel become another vic
tim of a Yalta, and that is what is going 
to happen. The great powers cut up Po
land, Czechoslovakia, Lithuania, Estonia, 
and all the "captive" nations after World 
War II at Yalta and Potsdam. I do not 
want to see Israel become another vic
tim of a Yalta. 

Mr. PELLY. If the gentleman will re
call, I said with other nations. I did not 
limit it to three others besides the Soviet 
Union. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. If the four powers 
would permit the Arab States and Israel 
to sit as coequal partners and have an 
equal voice in the determination of their 
destiny, I would be for such talks. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. PUCINSKI. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Again, I repeat, the gen
tleman is clouding the issue. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Oh, no. 
Mr. YATES. Let the gentleman from 

Illinois <Mr. YATES) proceed for just one 
moment. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Be my guest. 
Mr. YATES. If the gentleman will 

yield further, I, too, am opposed to the 
proposed four-power talks in the Middle 
East. I believe the Israel and the Arab 
nations are the ones to settle this con
troversy if lasting peace is to come to 
the Near East. I, too, recognize the 
role the Soviet Union has played since 
the end of World War II, and it is a 
perfidious role, in creating dissension 
throughout the world. But these are 
peripheral issues to the subject on which 
the gentleman from Washington got up 
to speak. That was the question of the 
validity of the proposed ABM at this time, 
question, not the motives of the gentl~
and the question whether or not It 
should be deployed. There are a number 
of reasons why it should not be de
ployed, and that was the subject of the 
debate in which we were engaged. 

It seems to me the point the gentle
man raised-and I have no illusions 
about what the Soviet Union is doing in 
the Middle East and throughout the 
world for that matter, the question un
der discussion is the ABM system, good 
or bad for our country. It will not help 
our n~tional strength. It may contrib
ute to the contrary. I say to the gentle-
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man that you and I can debate the 
merits and the demerits of the ABM, as 
we luive in the past. The gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. PuciNSKI) is for the ABM. 
I am opposed to the ABM, and that is 
the basis on which we should debate the 
question, not the motives of the gentle
man from Washington or the motives 
of the gentleman from illinois. I think 
that is the way the debate ought to be. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. My colleague has been 
here for the last 10 years that I have 
been here---

Mr. YATES. I have been here 20 years. 
Mr. PUCINSKI. With a brief interlude, 

he has been here longer. In that period 
my colleague has never heard me ques
tion or challenge the motives of another 
Member of this Congress, and I am not 
about to start that now. But I believe 
that if you are going to discuss the rele
vancy of the ABM, the necessity of the 
ABM, whether or not this country ought 
to proceed forward, we do have to put it 
into total perspective. 

All I say is that it is rather ironic that ' 
many of the same voices we hear today 
being raised against the ABM are the 
same voices which were a year ago 
pleading to stop the bombing of the Viet
nam, because once we do that the whole 
thing will be over and the Communists 
will roll over and lie down and give in 
and everything will be sweet and glorious 
and the war will be over. These are the 
same voices which a few years ago were 
denouncing us for taking a position in 
Elisabethville to save the Congo from 
Communist domination. These are the 
same voices which, when we see this 
great debate going on-and I do not chal
lenge the patriotism or the motives of 
my colleagues who are Americans as I 
am, but I submit unfortunately they have 
been wrong and time and time again 
history has proven them wrong. 

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

Mr. PUCINSKI. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, may I point 
out something to the gentleman which 
was said by the gentleman from Wash
ington <Mr. PELLY)? The gentleman 
from Washington supported the ABM 
last year, as the gentleman from Illinois 
<Mr. PuciNSKI) knows, and the gentle
man from Washington (Mr. PELLY) and 
the gentleman from Illinois <Mr. YATES) 
appeared before the subcommittee 
headed by the gentleman from Florida 
<Mr. SIKES). The gentleman from Wash
ington at that time said he supported the 
ABM and was opposed to the particular 
site that had been selected for the city 
of Seattle. The gentleman at the time 
appeared and stated he was in opposi
tion to the position I had taken. At that 
time I suggested the possibility of having 
the site away from the city of Chicago 
and perhaps near the airbase, because I 
did not think it should be near the city 
and would not be effective in protecting 
the city. The gentleman took the posi
tion that he wanted it close to the city 
where it would protect the people. 

The gentleman knows very well, of 
what President Nixon said recently, that 
the ABM would not protect the people of 
the cities, neither a thin system nor a 
thick system would protect them. The 

President recommended deployment 
around our ICBM sites in two places. 

The Congress has never considered 
that. This was the recommendation of 
the President. What I am arguing for 
and what the gentleman from Washing
ton is arguing for is that the Congress go 
into this question very, very carefully. 

I think the arguments in opposition 
are as valid insofar as the missile sites 
are concerned and insofar as the effec
tiVieness of the system is concerned as 
they might have been against the cities. 
But that point is something we have to 
investigate. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman well knows the President has 
stated that this program, under there
vised plan he submitted, will be under 
continuing review. 

I see the distinguished chairman of 
the Armed Services Committee here. The 
gentleman plans to hold hearings shortly. 
The Senate is now holding hearings. The 
program is under constant review and 
that is as it should be, because that is 
the whole story of our Defense Estab
lishment. Every one of the programs we 
have has that history. 

This Nation has spent in the last 20 
years, in the two decades, well over a 
trillion dollars on all sorts of defense 
hardware. 

Mr. YATES. That is correct. 
Mr. PUCINSKI. That is the price we 

Americans have had to pay to contain 
the Soviet Union from trying to take 
over this country and this world. Each 
one of these programs has been under 
continual review. Some we accept and 
some we reject. 

Much of the hardware we buy, under
standably, is obsolete at the time it is 
delivered, but at the point in time when 
we buy it, it is the best piece of hardware 
available. 

If we follow the gentleman's rationale 
and thinking, we ought not to buy any
thing in defense procurement simply be
cause each of these things has a certain 
built-in period of effectiveness and then 
technology makes them obsolete. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, the gentle
man is totally incorrect when he makes 
that statement. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. If the gentleman will 
permit me to finish, I do not yield, but 
I will yield when I have completed, and 
I have been yielding right along. 

The fact of the matter is, if we were to 
break ground on the ABM system tomor
row, we would not have one unit opera
tional for at least 4 years, assuming there 
will be no major breakdowns in construc
tion-and we cannot make that assump
tion under today's conditions. But as
suming that everything went well, we 
would have an ABM that would be op
erational in 48 months at the minimum. 

Now, we have hard intelligence-not 
speculation, not washroom rumor or 
gossip, but hard intelligence that Red 
China, which has no regard for the peace 
of this world and has no regard for or 
fear of America's offensive or retaliatory 
power, is going to have 30 deliverable 
nuclear warhead missiles in 48 months, 
and has a potential industrial capability 
of churning them out at the rate of 200 
a year thereafter. 

I say to you, it is playing Russian 
roulette with the future of this country 

for us to delay a single day on this de
velopment. 

That is why I am not happy with the 
compromise the President proposed, but 
I learned a long time ago, as a legislator 
in this body, if every one of the Mem
bers here were to wait for perfection in 
legislation, Government would -come to 
a grinding halt. So I accept this com
promise. 

I would prefer that we move along on 
a greater scale. I have confidence in the 
system. I believe that in the next 4 years, 
by the time we complete the installation, 
we ourselves will have made tremendous 
progress. We ourselves will continue to 
improve this system. We ourselves are 
going to have a much more effective 
system. 

But I say to you, the greatest tragedy 
the United States could ever commit is 
to do nothing at this crucial time, when 
we know that the Soviet Union is mov
ing forward and we know that Red 
China is moving forward. 

Where is there an iota of evidence 
anywhere in this world that either the 
Chinese Communists or the Russian 
Communists are ready to start living in 
this world with any degree of decency? 

So I say to you, this debate, which has 
taken on monumental proportions, needs 
for those of us who support this program 
to speak out. Up to now, for the most 
part, it has been the opponents who have 
had the floor and the great exposure. It 
has been the opponents who have gone 
to the American people to say, "It is no 
good. You ought not do it. You ought to 
spend this money on schools." 

I have a speech over here on schools, 
which I originally prepared, but I will 
say this: We do not have to worry about 
schools, and we do not have to worry 
about model cities, because the Soviets 
can have the greatest urban renewal 
program this country could ever have if 
we do not continue to check them. 

There is not an iota of evidence the 
Soviet Union has given up its aspirations 
for the ultimate conquest of and domi
nation of the world. 

If I am to err, I would rather err on 
the side of the safety of the American 
people. I would rather move ahead. This 
$3 billion or $4 billion we are talking 
about is not the first time we have 
engaged in a program that was not 
pluperfect. 

But at this point in time, in March of 
1969, this ABM system is the best system 
devised by the human mind anywhere in 
the world. I say that Mr. Nixon and Mr. 
Laird are to be congratulated for having 
the courage to stand up against this op
position and to say, "We are going to 
move forward." 

I say to you, by 1972, we Americans are 
going to say a prayer of thanks that 
somewhere along the line there were 
people who decided to move forward. 

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

Mr. PUCINSKI. I yield to the chair
man of the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. _ 

Mr. RIVERS. I wish that the other 
distinguished gentleman from Illinois 
were possessed of the same intelligence 
on Russia that I am. I believe even he 
might change his position. We had better 
get onto this .f\BM while time remains. 
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You are getting this from the horse's 
mouth. 

The gentleman in the well is to be 
congratulated. 

Once William Jennings Bryan said: 
The humblest citizen of all the land, when 

clad in the armor of a righteous cause is 
stronger than all the hosts of Error. 

We are going to get this ABM system 
and save America. Stick on your course. 
You have plenty of help. 

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

Mr. PUCINSKI. I yield to the gentle
man from illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Of course the chairman of 
the committee is entitled to his opinion 
on the ABM as I am entitled to mine. 
The gentleman from illinois (Mr. 
PuciNSKI) had advanced the argument 
as though there were no weapons of any 
kind in our arsenal, that the ABM is the 
only weapon with which we were facing 
the aggressiveness of the Soviets and, of 
course, that is untrue. The facts are that 
we are spending $80 billion for military 
purposes. There is no question about that. 
We are buying planes, arms, guns, and 
ships and all of the weapons of war. As 
the gentleman knows, we have spent over 
a trillion dollars in the last 20 years. 
The ABM is not the only weapon that 
must be considered. Should it be de
ployed? Upon the recommendation of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, during the tenure 
of President Eisenhower, it was recom
mended that the Nike-Zeus be deployed. 
This was the predecessor of the Sentinel 
ABM. President Eisenhower turned down 
the Nike-Zeus. History showed that Pres
ident Eisenhower was quite right. Had 
the Nike-Zeus been deployed at that 
time--

Mr. PUCINSKI. Let me interject at 
that point it is only fair to keep the 
record correct that he turned it down 
because he saw what was coming up on 
the drawing boards with relation to 
ABM's. This ABM did not develop yester
day. We have spent $4 billion--

Mr. YATES. I know that. 
Mr. PUCINSKI. We have spent $4 bil

lion on research over 14 years. 
Mr. YATES. That is right. 
Mr. PUCINSKI. That is why President 

Eisenhower decided not to move with the 
Nike-Zeus. It was because he saw the 
Sentinel system on the drawing board. 

Mr. YATES. I question whether the 
Sentinel was that far advanced at that 
time, but that is the point. But there is a 
time for research and development and a 
time for deployment. This is not the time 
for deployment. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Tell me this-
Mr. YATES. Let me finish my state

ment. 
Mr. PUCINSKI. What is on the draw

ing boards at this point in time, right 
now? 

Mr. YATES. With respect to theABM? 
Mr. PUCINSKI. Now. 
Mr. YATES. I will tell you what Dr. 

Foster said with respect to the primitive 
Chinese threat for which he wants to 
deploy the ABM. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Wait a minute. Do not 
say "primitive." I am talking about 1972 
and not 1968. 

Mr. YATES. I am telling you what Dr. 
Foster said. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. I want to know where 
you will be in 1972 when the Chinese do 
have deliverable missiles. 

Mr. YATES. Let me finish my state
ment, and I will tell you. Dr. Foster said 
two things. First of all, he said that he 
wanted an ABM in order to protect our 
cities from a primitive Chinese threat. 
The second thing he said is that we will 
not have an ABM for 4 years. Therefore, 
in 1972, when there is an ABM, presum
ably you will have a primitive Chinese 
threat at that time against which the 
ABM might be countered. Today you do 
not have an ABM to protect you against 
the primitive Chinese threat because 
there is none yet. They do not have an 
ICBM threat in being now. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. The gentleman is 
aware, though, that, of course, of the 10 
nuclear explosions and detonations that 
the Chinese have had, three of them 
were in the form of deliverable missiles. 
The gentleman is aware of that; is he 
not? 

Mr. YATES. What do you mean by 
"explosions"? 

Mr. PUCINSKI. There were 10 nuclear 
detonations. 

Mr. YATES. They have nuclear war
heads, but they do not have the means 
of delivering them yet. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Three of the ten were 
in deliverable missiles, and the gentle
man ought to know that if he does not 
know it now. 

Mr. YATES. But the gentleman does 
know what the Department of Defense 
said about that. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Yes. But let me tell 
you--

Mr. YATES. Let me finish my state
ment. You asked me about the develop
ments in relation to the ABM. Dr. Foster 
also said in response to a question on 
what would happen if the Chinese threat 
became more sophisticated, that the 
United States will be making progress, 
too, in respect to sophisticating the ABM. 
Hopefully, it will be able to cope wtih 
the Chinese advances, but that is still 
a hope. The point that I make is that 
just as the gentleman himself has 
pointed out, the Nike-Zeus was a primi
tive ABM by comparison to the present 
Sentinel system. The present ABM, ac
cording to Dr. Foster, will be improved 
as time goes on. I suggest that there are 
eminent scientists who have said that 
we ought to wait, to still engage in re
search and development. Yes, there is a 
time for deployment and there is a time 
for research. The gentleman from Wash
ington (Mr. PELLY) and I continue to 
vote for the funds for research which 
will perfect and better the ABM. We are 
for research but against deployment at 
the present time. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. And you do not want 
to do anything now? 

Mr. YATES. On the ABM. 
Mr. PUCINSKI. The fact that the 

military have said--
Mr. YATES. The gentleman makes 

these sweeping statements-these grand 
statements, these huge and sweeping 
statements--

Mr. PUCINSKI. You do not want to 
build any ABM's now. 

Mr. YATES. You do not say that. You 
say you do not want to do anything now. 

We told you we favored continued re
search, not deployment. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. What the gentleman 
from illinois <Mr. YATEs) wants to do is 
study this thing and to study the country 
to death. I have studied this thing for 
14 years and it has been at a cost of $4 
billion thus far. 

Mr. YATES. That is correct; but we do 
not have to deploy them. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. We have reached the 
point in time where our very able and 
distinguished scientists state that this 
Sentinel system is necessary; that it was 
not developed by some cigar-smoking 
general in the basement of the Pentagon. 
It was developed by the Atomic Energy 
Commission and on that Commission we 
have some of the finest scientific brains 
in the world. These men have said that 
at this point in time, seeing what the 
potential is going to be of the Red 
Chinese 4 years from now-and I 
think I know the time it is going to take 
us to build a unit if we start it at this 

•time. We cannot wait any longer, when 
on eight different occasions this Congress 
has voted for this program. So what has 
haJPpened in the last 8 or 9 months to 
change the mind of the gentleman? 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. PUCINSKI. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Washington, because 
he was so generous in yielding to me. 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent to revise and extend my 
remarks which I made under my own 
special order and also in the colloquy 
with the gentleman from Illinois <Mr. 
PucmsKI) during his special order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MATSUNAGA) . Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Wash
ington? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, wlll the 

gentleman yield further? 
Mr. PUCINSKI. Yes. I yield further 

to the gentleman from Illinois. 
Mr. YATES. The gentleman asked me 

what event has transpired that would 
have changed anything. I would tell the 
gentleman there has been a significant 
change. Had the deployment proceeded 
under last years concept, it would have 
been the wrong step. The President of 
the United States said that himself. He 
said the Sentinel system would not have 
protected the cities of this Nation. He 
said it must be changed. The sites se
lected by the . Army were designed to 
protect the cities. Now they are to be 
placed in position to protect missile 
sites. So it would have been a mistake 
to proceed with that deployment. It 
would have been a waste of funds. It 
would have been a premature deploy- 
ment, for a mission that according to 
President Nixon could not be accom
plished. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Some of the people 1n 
my district come from Germany and 
the Scandanavian countries who state 
that we grow old too soon and get smart 
too late. What you are saying is that 
this has been the tragic story of defense 
for 20 years, but we do not stop long 
enough to rationalize and reason this 
thing through. We should not buy any
thing except that for our immediate 
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needs, because a lot of the things we buy 
this year-because of the fantastic tech
nological surge which is now present 
with us and which I envision, but when 
we start building these installations and 
pouring the mortar and start putting to
gether the electronics hardware, this 
does not mean we have stopped our pace 
at all. It means we have accelerated that 
pace. 

The scientists and our military peo
ple are a lot wiser than some of us in 
Congress give them credit for being. 
They know it will not do us an iota of 
good to have the best system in the 
world in 1972 on the drawing board if it 
cannot be put into operation within the 
period of 4 months against the Chinese 
whom I believe will have a capability of 
delivering warheads upon our principal 
cities. In my opinion that is our basic 
difference of views. 

Mr. YATES. If we had proceeded last 
year the Army would have purchased 
the Libertyville site. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. I think the gentle
man ought to make clear one thing. 
While President Nixon has announced 
for the time being the development and 
deployment of two ABM sites along the 
border of Canada, the fact of the mat
ter is that the Defense Department has 
selected eight other sites. 

Mr. YATES. Where? 
Mr. PUCINSKI. Across the entire 

United States. 
Mr. YATES. They have not selected 

them, but they have them under con
templation. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. I did not rule out, and 
I dare say that I give the American peo
ple credit for being a lot smarter than 
a lot of the people around here, because 
66 out of 100 of the American people are 
certainly in support of the President's 
position. 

These people know what the stakes are, 
and they will support the President. I 
would not rule out the fact that at some 
point in time we may very well have to 
put up defenses around the big cities of 
this country if we fail to reach any kind 
of an agreement with the Soviet Union 
for a mutual inspection treaty. 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. PUCINSKI. I yield to the gentle
man from Washington. 

Mr. PELLY. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

I believe the gentleman has dwelled at 
length here on the threat posed by the 
Red Chinese. I wonder if the gentleman 
recognizes that Secretary of Defense Mc
Namara pointed out that by the time 
the Red Chinese get these missiles, be
tween 1972 and 1975, we will still have 
second-strike capacity. So that if they 
ever launched any missiles at us, we 
could wipe their whole nation o1f the face 
of the earth. That should deter Red 
China. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. The argument posed 
by the gentleman from Washington is 
totally fallacious, because Red China, 
with 800 million people, and with the 
population growing by leaps and bounds, 

the last thing in the world that the Red 
Chinese leaders are concerned about is 
nuclear retaliation. They have publicly 
stated-publicly stated-that perhaps 
the answer to their problem is to have 
three to four hundred million of their 
people destroyed by nuclear exchanges. 
And that is certainly no consolation to 
my constituents. And this Member is go
ing to stand in the well of this House and 
argue as long as he can. 

If we are to follow the rationale that 
we have a second-strike capacity, I do 
not want that. 

I do not even want the first rocket to 
hit this country. 

Mr. PELLY. I agree with the gentle
man. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. I do not want the first 
missile to strike our Nation. 

So those who argue that we have some 
1,000 or 2,000 missiles, as I heard a dis
tinguished Member of the other body the 
other day, with big charts, point out how 
we could destroy each other, I will say to 
the Members that the logic for such 
reasoning totally escapes me. 

It is my belief that it 1s our responsi
bility as duly elected Representatives of 
the people to make sure that we have a 
Defense Establishment which will pre
clude any missile coming to this country, 
first, second, or third. 

Mr. PELLY. If the gentleman will yield 
further, is the gentleman saying that the 
Red Chinese are so foolish that they 
would commit mass suicide? 

Mr. PUCINSKI. The gentleman from 
Dlinois is saying that; yes, sir. 

Mr. PELLY. That 800 million Chinese 
would be killed? 

Mr. PUCINSKI. That 1s correct. 
Mr. PELL Y. In that case, there would 

be no Chinese remaining any longer, be
cause we can literally wipe them entire
ly off the face of the earth. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. I would say to the 
gentleman, no. 

Mr. PELLY. That is what Secretary 
McNamara said. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Because if they had 
30 deliverable missiles, as our intelligence 
assures us that they will have by 1972, 
any one of those 30 missiles 1s enough to 
destroy the city of Chicago, the city of 
New York, the city of Washington, D.C., 
or any other city. 

Mr. Speaker, I am not going to play 
Russian roulette with the security and 
the future of my country. 

I will tell the Members that anyone 
who believes that we have got a second
strike capacity, as we have been hearing 
on occasion, and that has been the thing 
that has contained the Soviet Union from 
expanding their reign of terror, is in 
error. We have this huge arsenal of mis
siles, and they hav~ a huge arsenal of 
missiles, and we both realize the com
plete folly of trying to knock each other 
out of the picture, if we could. But do 
not believe for 1 second that the Soviet 
Union will hesitate for one moment if 
they had the advantage, and Czecho
slovakia proves that. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time 
of the gentleman from Illinois has ex
pired. 

FEDERAL AID TO HELP MEET THE 
COST OF EDUCATING CHILDREN 
LIVING IN PUBLIC HOUSING-AN 
AMENDMENT TO H.R. 514 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be permitted 
to extend at this point in the RECORD 
my original remarks on the subject rela
tive to Federal aid for the school pro
gram, and to include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Dlinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, all across 

America, school districts are faced with 
the gravest .financial crisis in their exist
ence. In Youngstown, Ohio, the public 
schools were shut down last fall because 
of insufficient operating revenue. In Chi
cago, the superintendent of schools has 
announced that unless he receives mas
sive State and Federal aid, he may have 
to shut down the entire school system. 
This pattern of school closures will 
spread across our Nation unless the 
State and Federal governments substan
tially increase their support of education. 

Last week, the Committee on Educa
tion and Labor reported a bill which 
would give this type of meaningful as
sistance to our schools. H.R. 514 would 
extend for 5 years the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act and the Im
pacted Aid Act. These public laws, the 
major commitments by the Federal Gov
ernment to elementary and secondary 
education, provide vital support at a cost 
of approximately $1.5 billion to many of 
the school districts in our country. 

But the committee in H.R. 514 went 
beyond a simple extension of these two 
laws. By a vote of 28 to 2 with broad 
bipartisan support, the committee ini
tiated a major new program which would 
extend the benefits of the impacted aid 
laws to children residing in public hous
ing projects. Under this program, local 
school districts would be reimbursed ap
proximately one-half of the local cost of 
education for each pupil in the school 
district who lives in a public housing 
unit. 

A total of 381 congressional districts 
would receive direct benefits for their 
local school districts because these con
gressional districts actually have public 
housing in their districts. But even those 
few districts that do not have public 
housing would benefit by bringing more 
school funds into their States. 

This aid would not be earmarked for 
any specific programs, rather, it would 
go into the general operating budget of 
the local school district. I believe that 
this type of aid is vitally needed now if 
our school systems are to survive. 

The committee added this amendment 
to the impacted aid laws because it be
lieved that the Federal Government has 
unintentionally created a severe impact 
in many school districts through the pub
lic housing laws. These housing acts have 
as their purpose the guaranteeing of a 
decent home for every American regard
less of income. As a direct consequence, 
today more than 670,000 families occupy 
low-rent housing constructed with the 
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financial assistance of the Federal Gov
ernment. 

But this Federal housing policy has 
also resulted in inadvertantly placing a 
crushing burden upon many school sys
tems. Frequently, the existence of this 
attractive low-rent housing has lured 
poor, uneducated families from rural 
areas into our cities, both large and 
small. While the results of this migration 
are frequently most dramatically seen in 
our larger cities, they are, nonetheless, 
also present in the semirural areas of 
Alabama, North Carolina, and almost all 
other States, often causing a greater 
strain on these schools because of the 
more limited tax ba.ses. Thus, many of 
our school systems across the Nation 
have been weighted with large numbers 
of disadvantaged children drawn into the 
school districts by the construction of 
federally financed public housing. 

(of the amendment) since the Federal Gov
ernment is taking existing properties from 
the tax rolls." 

Since Federal laws exempt all public 
housing from State and local taxaJtion, 
schools serving children from public 
housing are deprived of tax revenue 
which would make possible funds for 
adequate education for these children. 
Recognizing this gross inequity uninten
tionally caused by the housing acts, the 
Federal Government presently makes a 
token payment in lieu of property taxes 
to the local school districts. 

The national annual average of this 
Federal payment in lieu of taxes is only 
$11 per child for each schoolchild. This 
amount is shamefully inadequate to off
set the revenue lost by exempting public 
housing from State and local taxation. 
The results of this insufficient compen
sation by the Federal Government are 
inadequate education for all children 
within the school districts affected and 
an excessive burden placed upon the 
property owners within these school dis
tricts. 

The Federal Government must a.ssume 
a greater financial responsibility for the 
education of these children from public 
housing projects. Testimony presented 
before the General Subcommittee on 
Education, which I chair, has shown that 
enrollments in certain surveyed areas 
have doubled with the construction of 
federally financed public housing. This 
suddent concentration of large numbers 
of disadvantaged students ha.s placed a 
gre81t stress on already strained school 
systems. 

Testimony has also shown that the 
property tax revenue per nonpublic hous
ing pupil attending public schools aver
ages $415 and that if the payment in lieu 
of taxes per low-rent housing pupil were 
deducted, an amount of $404 would be 
needed to close the gap between the cost 
of education per public housing student 
and the revenue produced by the housing 
projects. This difference of $404 per child 
is now being borne by other property 
owners in the school districts causing 
an excessive burden on these property 
owners. 

Testimony presented before the Com
mittee on Education and Labor has 
shown wide support from a great number 
of witnesses for this amendment. I would 
like to insert a few of their statements: 

Dr. Gary N. Pottorff, board of education, 
Wichita, Kans.: "Our board woUld be in favor 

Dr. William Kottmeyer, superintendent of 
schools, St. Louts, Mo.: "In return for the 
loss of looal tax revenue (which theoretically 
is compensated for by the in-lieu-of taxes 
payments) and a local cost of $15 million, 
the St. Louls School Board must struggle 
with five times the number of children 
massed into a highly undesirable environ
ment and gets $11.56 per pupil instead of 
the $182 paid for an impact aid pupil." 

Dr. William Simmons, deputy superintend
ent of schools, Detroit, Mich.: "This type of 
program would reinforce the impacted area 
legislation." 

Dr. Joseph Manch, superintendent of 
schools, Buffalo, N.Y. : "I would urge the 
committee to extend Public Law 874 to in
clude children from public housing. The 
virtual loss of public housing property from 
school tax rolls is one reason for such legis
lation. Equally important, the provision of 
low-rent public housing inadvertently 
creates high rise ghettoes wherein the cycle · 
of cultural disadvantage is strengthened." 

These witnesses and many others have 
demonstrated the urgent need for this 
legislation. The leading national educa
tional associations have also endorsed 
my amendment. These associations in
clude the following: 

The National School Boards Associa-
tion. 

The Chief State School Officers. 
The National Education Association. 
The National Association of State 

Boards of Education. 
The American Association of School 

Administrators. 
The National Congress of Parent

Teachers Associations. 
The Research Council of the Great 

Cities. 
Some may argue that although the 

principle of this amendment is worthy, 
it should not be included under the im
pacted aid laws. I think that I have dem
onstrated that the Federal housing 
policy has indeed created an impact in 
many school districts. In fact, this im
pact in many instances is much greater 
than that caused by other Federal ac
tivity in the same community. 

But let me emphasize that this 
amendment creates a new authoriza
tion of funds for public housing chil
dren. This separate authorization will 
insure that the appropriations for "A" 
and "B" chtldren under the present laws 
will in no way be decrea.sed. 

Finally, I would urge my colleagues 
to consider carefully the following two 
tables which I am inserting into the 
RECORD. The first table lists the number 
of public housing units under operation 
in each congressional district in the 
country a.s of June 30, 1968. 

The second table is a listing of the 
amount of money which each congres
sional district would receive if my 
amendment is enacted into law. These 
amounts were derived from a national 
average of the number of public school 
pupils in each public housing unit and 
the national average of half the local tax 
contribution for education. Since many 
school districts spend more than the 
national average on education, the 
amount which they would receive under 
my amendment would be more. And 
since the present law provides that no 

school district may receive less than 
either the State or National average 
expenditure for education, no congres
sional district would receive less than 
the amount in this table. Please note 
that in those congressional districts 
where there is no public housing, we 
have included either the city or the 
State total. The tables follow: 
TABLE I.-Number of public housing units in 

each congressional district as of June 30, 
1968 

[By congressional district] 
Alabama: 

1st ----------------------------
2d -----------------------------
3d ----------------------------
4th ----------------------------
5th ----------------------------
6th ----------------------------
7th ----------------------------
8th ----------------------------

Alaska (atlarge)-------------------
Arizona: 

1st ----------------------------
2d -----------------------------
3d -----------------------------

Arkansas: 
1st ----------------------------
2d -----------------------------
3d -----------------------------
4th ----------------------------Dalifornia: 

1st -----------------------------
2d -----------------------------
3d -----------------------------
4th ----------------------------
5th ----------------------------
6th ----------------------------
7th ----------------------------
8th ----------------------------

11th ----------------------------
12th ----------------------------
13th ----------------------------
14th ----------------------------
15th ----------------------------
16th ----------------------------
17th ----------------------------
18th ----------------------------
21st ----------------------------
22d -----------------------------
26th ----------------------------
29th ----------------------------
30th ----------------------------
32d -----------------------------
33d -----------------------------
38th ----------------------------

Colorado: 

1st ----------------------------
3d -----------------------------
4th ----------------------------

Connecticut: 

1st -----------------------------
2d -----------------------------
3d -----------------------------
4th ----------------------------
5th ----------------------------
6th ----------------------------

Delaware (at large)----------------
District of Columbia (no district) __ _ 
Florida.: 

1st -----------------------------
2d -----------------------------
3d -----------------------------
4th ----------------------------
5th ----------------------------
6th ----------------------------
7th ----------------------------
8th ----------------------------
9th ----------------------------

lOth ----------------------------
11th ---------------------------
12th ----------------------------

Georgia: 
1st -----------------------------
2d --------~~-------------------
3d -----------------------------
4th ----------------------------
5th ----------------------------

3,870 
2,941 
3,513 
2,662 
3,371 
5,857 
3,807 
3,511 

532 

1,954 
497 
981 

2,274 
2,198 
1,801 

956 

496 
170 

1,328 
505 

5,382 
1,354 
1,272 

650 
40 

326 
1,060 
2, 155 
1,460 
1,761 
1,564 

938 
3,326 

448 
601 
489 

2,421 
712 

1,131 
491 

3,596 
660 

54 

3, 184 
827 

2,770 
4,373 

855 
1,050 
1,614 
9,665 

1,436 
902 

1,827 
1,447 
2,245 
3,892 
1,190 

612 
1,554 

540 
3, 616 
1,232 

4,032 
3,317 
3,318 
3,186 
7,188 
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TABLE I.-Number of public housing units in 

each congressional district as of June 30, 
1968-Continued 

[By congressional district] 
Georgia-Continued 

6th ----------------------------
7th ----------------------------
8th ----------------------------
9th ----------------------------

lOth ----------------------------
Hawaii (at large)-------------------
Idaho: 

1st ----------------------------
2d -----------------------------DUnois: 

3,391 
2,816 
2,903 
2,220 
4, 147 
3,124 

96 
164 

1st----------------------------- 13,122 2d _______ ! _____________________ 2,479 

3d----------------------------- 2,395 
4th ---------------------------- 563 
5th ---------------------------- 912 
6th ---------------------------- 151 
7th---------------------------- 9,784 
8th ---------------------------- 1,039 
9th ---------------------------- 4,382 

lOth ---------------------------- 127 
12th ---------------------------- 455 
14th ---------------------------- 749 
15th ---------------------------- 576 
16th ---------------------------- 660 
17th---------------------------- 1,010 
18th ---------------------------- 2, 149 
19th ---------------------------- 1,070 
20th ---------------------------- 1,831 
21st----------------------------- 3,302 
22d ----------------------------- 1,191 
23d ----------------------------- 1,359 
24th ---------------------------- 3,609 Indiana: 

1st ----------------------------
3d -----------------------------
4th ----------------------------
5th ----------------------------
7th ----------------------------
8th ----------------------------
9th ----------------------------

lOth ----------------------------
11th ----------------------------Iowa: 

1st -----------------------------
3d -----------------------------
4th ----------------------------
6th ----------------------------
7th ----------------------------Kansas: 

1st -----------------------------
2d -----------------------------
3d -----------------------------
4th ----------------------------Kentucky: 

1st ----------------------------
2d -----------------------------
3d -----------------------------
4th ----------------------------
5th ----------------------------
6th ----------------------------
7th ----------------------------Louisiana: 

;~t ~============================ 
3d -----------------------------
4th ----------------------------
5th ----------------------------
6th ----------------------------
7th ----------------------------
8th ----------------------------Maine: 

1st ----------------------------
2d -----------------------------Maryland: 

1st ----------------------------
3d -----------------------------
4th ----------------------------
6th ----------------------------
7th -------------- - -------------
8th ----------------------------Mastsachusetts: 

1st ----------------------------
2d -----------------------------
3th ----------------------------
4th ----------------------------
5th ----------------------------

1, 819 
612 
423 
200 
496 

1,932 
300 
464 

1,196 

20 
80 

230 
40 

134 

60 
229 
574 
500 

2,299 
1, 198 
5,297 
1,483 
1,106 
3, 109 

622 

6,900 
5,856 
1,263 

977 
786 
820 

2,291 
596 

270 
126 

753 
6,533 
3,160 
1,246 

587 
140 

927 
1,107 

100 
1,315 
2,183 

TABLE I.-Number of public housing units in 
each congresston4l district as of June 30, 
1968-Continued 

[By congressional district] 
Massachusetts-Continued 

6th ----------------------------
7th ----------------------------
8th ----------------------------
9th ----------------------------

lOth ----------------------------
11th ----------------------------
12th ----------------------------Michigan: 

1st ----------------------------
2d -----------------------------
3d -----------------------------
4th ----------------------------
5th ----------------------------
6th ----------------------------
7th ----------------------------
8th ----------------------------
9th ----------------------------

lOth ----------------------------
11th ----------------------------
12th ----------------------------
13th ----------------------------
14th ----------------------------
15th ----------------------------
16th ----------------------------
17th ----------------------------
18th ----------------------------
19th ----------------------------Minnesota.: 

1st ----------------------------
3d -----------------------------
4th ----------------------------
5th ----------------------------
7th ----------------------------
8th ----------------------------Mississippi: 

1st ----------------------------
2d -----------------------------
3d -----------------------------
4th ----------------------------
6th ----------------------------Missouri: 

1st ----------------------------
3d -----------------------------
4th ----------------------------
6th ----------------------------
8th ----------------------------
9th ----------------------------

loth ----------------------------Montana: 

1st ----------------------------
2d -----------------------------Nebraska: 
1st ----------------------------
2d -----------------------------
3d -----------------------------

Nevada (at large)-----------------
New Hampshire: 

1st ----------------------------
2d -----------------------------New Jersey: 
1st -----------------------------
2d -----------------------------
3d -----------------------------
4th ----------------------------
5th ----------------------------
6th ----------------------------
8th ----------------------------
9th ----------------------------

lOth ----------------------------
11th ----------------------------
12th ----------------------------
13th ----------------------------
14th ----------------------------
15th ----------------------------

New Mexico (at large)-------------
New York: 

2d -----------------------------
3d -----------------------------
5th ----------------------------
7th ----------------------------
9th ----------------------------

lOth ----------------------------
11th ----------------------------
12th ----------------------------
13th ----------------------------
14th ----------------------------

776 
1,149 
3,502 

10,428 
1,722 

480 
900 

200 
120 
240 
510 

60 
23 
32 

883 
200 
170 
432 
362 

4,244 
1,820 

540 
698 

2,316 
163 
400 

199 
245 

2,718 
3,003 

379 
1, 009 

1,009 
906 
700 

1,250 
2,300 

5,077 
3,055 

200 
2,376 

643 
432 
754 

634 
435 

833 
2,358 

963 
1,815 

1,470 
280 

2,134 
1,533 
1,831 
2,407 

424 
211 

2,890 
784 

5, 109 
6,886 

248 
5,674 
4,025 
2,126 
1,187 

40 
40 

295 
1,447 
3,149 
4,235 
8, 117 

8 
1,402 
7,516 

TABLE I.-Number of public housing units in 
each congressional district as of June 30, 
1968-Continued 

[By congressional district] 
New York-Continued 

16th---------------------------- 2,100 
17th ---------------------------- 2,324 
18th---------------------------- 15,029 
19th---------------------------- 6,333 
20th---------------------------- 1,153 
21st----------------------------- 7,007 
22d ----------------------------- 5,007 
24th---------------------------- 3,762 
25th---------------------------- 2,253 
26th ---------------------------- 511 
27th ---------------------------- 12 
28th ---------------------------- 215 
29th --------------------------- 2,975 
30th ---------------------------- 475 
31st ----------------------------- 572 
32d ----------------------------- 405 
33d ----------------------------- 549 
34th---------------------------- 1,659 
35th ---------------------------- 170 
36th ---------------------------- 178 
38th ---------------------------- 34 
39th ---------------------------- 26 
40th ---------------------------- 1,309 
41st-------~--------------------- 4,334 

North Carolina: 
1st -----------------------------
2d -----------------------------
3d -----------------------------
4th ----------------------------
5th ----------------------------
6th ----------------------------
7th ----------------------------
8th ----------------------------
9th ---------------------------

lOth ---------------------------
11th ----------------------------North Dakota: 
lst-----------------------------
2d -----------------------------Ohio: 

1st -----------------------------
2d -----------------------------
3d -----------------------------
6th ----------------------------
7th ----------------------------
9th ----------------------------

lOth ----------------------------
12th ----------------------------
13th ----------------------------
14th ----------------------------
15th ----------------------------
16th ---------- ------------------
17th ----------------------------
18th ----------------------------
19th ----------------------------
20th ----------------------------
21st -----------------------------
22d -----------------------------
24th ----------------------------Oklahoma: 
1st-----------------------------
2d -----------------------------
3d -----------------------------
5th ----------------------------Oregon: 
lst-----------------------------
2d -----------------------------
3d -----------------------------
4th ----------------------------

Pennsylvania: 
1st ----------------------------
2d -----------------------------
3d -----------------------------
4th ----------------------------
5th ----------------------------
6th ----------------------------
7th ----------------------------
8th ----------------------------
9th ----------------------------

lOth ----------------------------
11th ----------------------------
12th ----------------------------
13th ----------------------------
14th ----------------------------
15th ----------------------------
16th ----------------------------

1,253 
1,362 
1,195 
1,699 
2,690 
2,237 
2,130 
2,195 

542 
226 
880 

356 
180 

423 
5,676 
2,334 

475 
330 

1,953 
190 

1,903 
651 
968 

1,396 
196 
324 
500 

1,376 
2,822 
4,830 

272 
533 

80 
51 
28 

423 

640 
68 

748 
872 

4,407-
3,854 
4,525 
1,036 
1,253 
1,328 

424 
239 

1,786 
1,214 

150 
580 
307 

6,264 
2,524 

199 
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TABLE I.-Number of public housing units in 

each congressional district as of June 30, 
1968-Continued 

(By congressional district] 
Pennsylvania--Continued 

17th ----------------------------
18th ----------------------------
19th ----------------------------
20th ----------------------------
21st----------------- ------------
22d -----------------------------
23d -----------------------------
24th ----------------------------
25th ----------------------------
26th ----------------------------
27th ----------------------------

Rhode Island: 

2,130 
246 
400 

5,263 
688 

1,241 
98 

1,702 
1,674 
1,854 
1,456 

1st ----------------------------- 3, 719 
2d ----------------------------- 2,798 

South Carolina: 
1st-----------------------------
2d -----------------------------
3d -----------------------------
4th ----------------------------
5th ----------------------------
6th ----------------------------

South Dakota: 

2d -----------------------------
Tennessee: 

1st -----------------------------
2d -----------------------------
3d -----------------------------
4th ----------------------------
5th ----------------------------
6th ----------------------------
7th ------------------------- --

2,033 
1,409 

875 
1,906 

528 
200 

526 

1,867 
3,002 
3,303 
2,677 
4,904 
1,556 
1,153 

TABLE I.-Number of public housing units in 
each congressional district as of June 30, 
1968-Continued 

[By congressional district] 
Tennessee--Continued 

8th ---------------------------- 1,554 
9th ---------------------------- 5,068 

Texas: 
1st -----------------------------
2d ---------------------------~ 
3d -----------------------------
4th ----------------------------
5th ----------------------- ~----
6th ----------------------------7th ________________________ : __ _ 

8th -----------------------~----
9th ----------------------------

lOth ----------------------------
11th ----------------------------
12th ----------------------------
13th ----------------------------
14th ----------------------------
15th ----------------------------
16th ----------------------------
17th ----------------------------
18th ----------------------------
19th ----------------------------
20th ----------------------------
21st -----------------------------
22d -----------------------------
23d -----------------------------

Utah: 1st--------------------------
Vermont (at large)----------------
Virginia: 

1st -----------------------------
2d ~----------------------------
3d -----------------------------

1,754 
1, 166 
4,105 ~ 
1,374 
2,267 

758 
1,990 

210 
2,120 
1,494 
1,853 
1,184 
1,335 
2,087 
2,349 
1,684 
1,286 

352 
424 

5,829 
382 
564 

1,409 
30 

178 

1,802 
5,627 
2,885 

TABLE I.-Number of public housing units in 
each congressional district as of June 30, 
19GB-Continued 

[By congressional district} 
Virginla,-Continued 

4th ----------------------------
5th ~---------------------------
6th ----------------------------
7th ----------------------------
9th -~--------------------------

lOth ----------------------------
Washington: 

1st -----------------------------
2d -----------------------------
3d -----------------------------4th _______ : ____________ ~-------

6th ----------------------~-----
7th ----------------------------

West Virginia: 
1st ----------------------------
2d -----------------------------
3d -----------------------------
4th ----------------------------
5th ----------------------------

Wisconsin: 

2d -----------------------------
3d -----------------------------
4th --------------~-------------
5th ----------------------------
6th ----------------------------
7th ----------------------------
8th ------------~---------------

lOth ----------------------------

466 
500 
700 
226 
431 

1, 134 

3,220 
500 
422 
501 

1,510 
1,846 

757 
250 
574 
550 
180 

368 
150 
18(J 

2,946 
50 
97 
26 

732 

Wyonaing -------------~----------- 30 
Puerto Rico (no district)-----~------ 32, 455 
Virgin Islands (no district)---------- 1, 354 

ABLE I I.-ESTIMATED PAYMENTS TO EACH ~NGRESSIONAL DISTRICT IF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT WERE TO REIMBURSE LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS FOR THE COST OF EDUCATING 

State 

Alabama •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Do •••• -- -----------------
Do ••••• -------------------
Do _____ -------------------Do •••• __ • ______________ ---
Do ••••• ________ ._. ___ -- ••• 
Do •••• _________ ._ •• ---- __ • 
Do _____ -------------------

Alaska ••••• ___ • __ ---- __ ---- ••• 
Arizona •• _ •••••• ___ ._--------. 

Do .•••• ------------------
Do ••••• -------------------Arkansas ••••••••• ____________ _ 
Do •••• _________ -- __ -- ____ • 
Do--------·--------------
Do-------- · ---------------California ______ ----- __________ _ 
Do ______ __ --- ____________ • 
Do _______ ______________ __ _ 
Do _______________ ---- ____ • 
Do •••• ____ .-- __________ --. 
Do ___________ -----_------. 
Do ________ --- ________ -- __ _ 
Do ________ ----------------
Do ________ ----------------
Do ________ ----------------
Do _______ , ----------------Do ________ ••• ______ ---- __ • 
Do _________ •••• __________ _ 
Do ••••• ---- ______ --------_ 
Do _______ ------------ ____ _ 
Do _____ •••• ------------ __ • 
Do ______ ••• ___ ---- _______ • 
Do _________ ---------------
Do ________ ·--------------Do _______________________ _ 
Do _____ . ....... ___________ _ 
Do ________________ ----- __ _ 

Do ••••••. ----------------
Do •••••• -----------------
Do _________ --------------
Do _____ •. ---- _______ -----_ 
Do ••••••. ___ --------------
Do _______ ----------------Do •••••••••• _____________ _ 
Do •••• ------. ____________ _ 

Congressional 
district 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

<*l 
2 
3 
1 
2 
3 
4 
1 
2 
3 
4 

15 
16 

7 
8 

29 
210 

11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

219 
120 
I 21 

22 
2 23 
124 
2 25 

26 
2 27 
128 

29 
130 

See footnotes at end of table. 

Estimated 
number 

of pupils 
residing in 

low-rent 
housing 

attending 
public 

schools 

7,740 
5,882 
7,026 
5,324 
6, 742 

11,714 
7,614 
7,022 
1,064 
3,908 

994 
1,962 
4,548 
4,396 
3,602 
1, 912 

992 
340 

2,656 
1, 010 

12,354 
12,354 
2,544 
1,300 

58,832 
58,8~~ 

652 
2,120 
4,310 
2,920 
3,522 
3,128 
1,876 

58,832 
58,832 
19,~ 

58,832 
19,503 
58,832 
1,202 

19,503 
978 

19,503 

CHILDREN LIVING IN PUBLIC HOUSING • 

National 
average of 

~~~~r~/:~i 
school dis

tricts under 
impacted aid 

legislation 
~the local 

tax contri
bution) 

$182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 

Estimated 
payment per 
district (col. 
3 X col. 4) 

$1,408,680 
1, 070,524 
1,278, 732 

968,968 
1, 227,044 
2, 131,948 
1, 385,748 
1, 278,004 

193,648 
711,256 
180,908 
357,084 
827,736 
800,072 
655,564 
347,984 
180,544 
61,880 

483,392 
183,820 

2,248,428 
2,248,428 

463,008 
326,600 

10,707,424 
10,707,424 

14,560 
118,664 
385,840 
784,420 
531,440 
641,004 
569,296 
341,432 

10,707,424 
10,707,424 
3, 549,546 

163,072 
10,707,424 
3, 549,546 

10,707,424 
218,764 

10,707,424 
3, 549,546 

177,996 
3, 549,546 

State 

California-Continued Do •••• ___________________ _ 
Do •••• _______________ • ___ • 
Do •••• ___________________ • 
Do •••• ___________________ • 
Do _______________________ _ 
Do ____________ ____ _______ _ 
Do _______________________ _ 

Colorado. ____ __ __ ------ ____ ---Do _______________________ _ 
Do _______________________ _ 
Do ________ _______ ________ _ 

Connecticut__ _________________ _ 
Do _________ ------ ________ _ 
Do ____ __ ----- ____________ • 
Do _________________ ------_ 
Do _______________________ _ 
Do ____ _____ _____ ----- ____ _ 

Delaware •• ___________________ _ 
District of Columbia ___________ _ 
Florida •• _____________________ _ 

Do _____________ -----------Do _______________________ _ 
Do _______________________ _ 
Do _______________________ _ 
Do ________________ ____ ___ _ 
Do ___________ ____________ _ 
Do _______________________ _ 
Do _______________________ • 
Do _______ ---------- ______ _ 
Do ___________________ -----
Do ____________________ ___ _ 

Georgia ____ -------------------Do _______________ • _______ • 
Do •••• _____________ • _____ • 
Do _______________________ _ 
Do _______________________ _ 
Do _________________ ______ _ 
Do _______________________ • 
Do _______________________ _ 
Do _______________________ _ 

Haw~?_-:~==::::::::~~=~=~~~::: Idaho ________________ ------ __ _ 
Do •••• _____________ - - -- __ _ 

Congressional 
district 

131 
32 
33 

2 34 
2 35 
2 36 
2 37 

38 
1 
2 
3 
4 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

(*) 
( .. ) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
(•) 

1 
2 

Estimated 
number 

of pupils 
residing in 

low-rent 
housing 

attending 
public 

schools 

19,503 
1,424 
2,262 

58,832 
58,832 
58,832 
58,832 

982 
7,192 
8,620 
1,320 

108 
6,368 
1,654 
5,540 
8, 746 
1, 710 
2,100 
3,228 

19,330 
2,872 
1,804 
3,654 
2,894 
4,490 
7,784 
2,380 
1,224 
3,108 
1, 080 
7,232 
2,464 
8,064 
6,634 
6,626 
6,372 

14,376 
6,782 
5,632 
5,806 
4,440 
8,294 
8,696 

190 
344 

National 
average of 

~:~~rt~ /:~i 
school dis

tricts under 
impacted aid 

legislation 
(~the local 

tax contri
bution) 

$182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 
182 

Estimated 
payment per 
district (col. 
3 X coL 4) 

$3,549,546 
259,168 
411,684 

10,707,424 
10,707,424 
10,707,424 
10,707,424 

178,724 
1,308,944 
1,568,840 

240,240 
19,656 

1, 158,976 
301,028 

1,008,280 
1, 591,772 

311,220 
382,200 
587,496 

3, 518,060 
522,704 
328,328 
665,028 
526,708 
817, 180 

1, 416,688 
433,160 
222,768 
565,656 
196,560 

1, 316,224 
448,448 

1,467,648 
1, 207,388 
1,205, 932 
1, 159,704 
2, 616,432 
1,234,324 
1, 025,024 
1, 056,692 

808,080 
1, 509,508 
1, 582,672 

34,580 
62,608 
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TABLE I I.-ESTIMATED PAYMENTS TO EACH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT IF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT WERE TO REIMBURSE LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS FOR THE COST OF EDUCATING 

CHILDREN LIVING IN PUBLIC HOUSING-Continued 

National National 
average of average of 

Estimated ~:~~r~ Fo~i Estimated Federal pay-
number number ment to local 

of pupils school dis- of pupils school dis-
residing in tricts under residing in tricts under 

low-rent impacted aid low-rent impacted aid 
~ housing legislation Estimated housing le~slation Estimated 

attending (~the local payment per attending ~ t e local payment per 
Congressional public tax contri- district ~col. Congressional public tax contri- district ~col. 

State district schools bution) 3 X co. 4) State district schools bution) 3 X co. 4) 

Illinois ________________________ (1)1 69,216 $182 $12,597,312 Michigan~ontinued 13 8,488 $182 $1,544,816 Do ____________ ____________ (1)2 69,216 182 12,597,312 Do __ _________ __ __ _________ 
14 3,640 182 662,480 Do ________________________ 

~1)3 69,216 182 12,597,312 Do ____ ____ __ ------- _______ 15 1,080 182 196,560 Do ______________________ __ 1)4 69,216 182 12,597,312 Do _____ __ _________________ 
16 1,396 182 254,072 Do ________________________ (1)5 1, 824 182 331,968 Do __ ______________ -------- 17 4,632 182 843,024 Do ________________________ (1)6 69,216 182 12,597,312 Do __ ______________________ 18 326 182 59,332 Do ____ - ---- _______________ (1)7 69,216 182 12,597,312 Do. _____________ ------- ___ 19 800 182 145,600 Do ________________________ (1)8 69,216 182 12,597,312 Minnesota _____________________ 1 691 182 125,762 Do ____________________ ____ (1)9 69,216 182 12,597,312 Do __ ______________________ 
'2 15, 106 182 2, 749,292 Do ________________________ 10 254 182 46,228 Do ____ -------------------- 3 490 182 89,180 Do _______ _________________ 

Ill 69,216 182 12,597,312 Do ________ _______ ------- __ 4 5,436 182 987,352 Do _______ ------ ___________ 12 910 182 165,620 Do ________________________ 
5 6,006 182 1, 093,092 Do ________________________ 

213 105,830 182 19,261,060 Do. __ ------ _______________ 2 6 15, 106 182 2, 749,292 Do ___________________ ----- 14 1,573 182 286,286 Do ___ ________ _____________ 7 758 182 137,956 Do ________________ ------ __ 15 1,152 182 209,664 Do. _______________________ 8 2,018 182 367,276 Do ________________________ 
16 1,320 182 240,240 Mississippi_ ___ ---------------- 1 2,018 182 367,276 

Do ___ ___________ -------- __ 17 2,020 182 367,640 Do ________ ___ ----- __ ------ 2 1, 812 182 329,784 
Do ________________ -------- 18 4,298 182 782,236 Do ___ ------ ______ _________ 3 1,400 182 254,800 
Do ___ ___ -------------- ____ 19 2,140 182 389,480 Do. __ _____________________ 4 2, 500 182 455,000 Do ___ _____________________ 20 3,662 182 782,236 Do. __ ------- ______________ 5 4,600 182 837,200 
Do ______ ---------- ________ 21 6,604 182 1, 201,928 Missouri_ __ -------------------- I} 15,215 182 2. 769,130 
Do ________________ ------ __ 22 2,382 182 433,524 Do. _______________________ 22 24,874 182 4, 527,068 Do ________________________ 23 2, 718 182 494,676 Do. _______________________ 13 15,215 182 2, 769,130 Do ________________________ 24 7,218 182 1, 313,676 Do _____________ ------ _____ 4 400 182 72,800 

Indiana_----- ____ ------------_ 1 3,638 182 662,116 Do _____________ ------ _____ 5 4, 752 182 864,864 
Do ______ -------- ____ ------ 22 14,684 182 2,672,488 Do _____________ -----_----- 26 24,874 182 4, 527,068 Do ________________________ 3 2,~ 182 434,616 Do ______________ ---------- 27 24,874 182 4, 527,068 Do ________________________ 4 182 153,972 Do _________________ ---- ___ 8 1,086 182 197,652 
Do ________ ------------ ____ 5 400 182 72,800 Do ________________________ 9 864 182 157,248 
Do ____ -------_-------- ____ 26 14,684 182 2,672,488 Do _____ ------------------- 10 1,508 182 274,456 
Do ______ -------------- ____ 7 992 182 180,544 Montana _____ ------ ______ ----- 1 1,268 182 230,776 
Do __________ ------------ __ 8 3,864 182 703,248 Do _________________ ------- 2 870 182 158,340 Do ________________________ 

9 600 182 109,200 Nebraska ___________ ----------- 1 1,666 182 303,212 Do ________________________ 10 928 182 168,896 Do _______________ --------- 2 4,716 182 858,312 Do ________________________ 11 2,3~~ 182 435,344 Do _____ ------ _____________ 3 1,926 182 350,532 Iowa _____ _____________________ 
1 182 7,280 Nevada ______ ------------ _____ (*) 3,630 182 660,660 Do __ __ ____________________ 22 1,008 182 183,456 New Hampshire ________________ 1 2,940 182 535,080 

Do ____________ ---------- __ 3 160 182 29,120 Do ___________________ ----- 2 480 182 87,360 Do ________________________ 4 460 182 83,720 New Jersey ____________________ 1 4,268 182 776,776 
Do _______ ----------------- 25 1,og~ 182 183,456 Do ____ -------------------- 2 3,066 182 558,012 Do ________________________ 

6 $182 14,560 Do _____ ------ ________ ----- 3 3,662 182 666,484 Do __________________ • _____ 
7 491 182 89,362 Do _____________ ---- _______ 4 4,655 182 847,210 Kansas ___________ ------ _______ 1 120 182 21,840 Do ________________________ 5 848 182 154,336 Do ________________________ 
2 458 182 83,356 Do _________________ .. _____ 6 422 182 76,804 Do ________________________ 
3 1,148 182 208,936 Do _____ ------------------- 27 72,264 182 13,152,048 Do _____________________ • __ 
4 1,000 182 182,000 Do _____ ---------- _________ 8 5, 780 182 1, 051,960 Kentucky ______________________ 
1 4,598 182 836,836 Do _____ -------- ___________ 9 1, 568 182 285,376 Do ________________________ 
2 2,396 182 436,072 Do ________________________ 10 10,218 182 1,859, 676 Do _____ • __________________ 
3 10,594 182 1, 928,108 

Do ________________________ 
11 13,772 182 2,506, 504 Do ________________________ 

4 2,966 182 539,812 
Do ________________________ 

12 496 182 90,272 
Do ___________ ---- ____ ----_ 5 2,212 182 402,584 

Do _________ • ___________ • __ 
13 11,348 182 2,065,336 Do ________ • _______________ 

6 6,218 182 1, 131,676 
Do ________________________ 

14 8,453 182 1, 538,446 Do ________________________ 
7 2, 555 182 465,010 Do _______________ --------- 15 4,252 182 773,864 louisiana _____________________ • 1 13,800 182 2, 511,600 New Mexico ___________________ (*) 2,374 182 432,068 Do ________________________ 2 11,712 182 2, 131,584 New York _____________________ 2} 169,282 182 30,809,324 Do ____________ • ___________ 
3 2,526 182 459,732 Do ___________ ._. __________ 2 80 182 14,560 Do ________________ • _______ 4 1, 954 182 355,628 Do ____ • _________ •• _------- 3 80 182 14,560 Do ________________________ 
5 1, 572 182 286,104 Do ____ _________ • __________ 24 169,282 182 30,809,324 Do. _______________________ 6 1,640 182 298,480 Do _____ •• __ ________ ------- 5 590 182 107,380 Do ________________________ 7 4,582 182 833,924 Do ____ _____ ------- ________ 2 6 169,282 182 30,809,324 Do ________________________ 
8 1,192 182 216,944 Do _______ ------ ___________ 7 2,294 182 417,508 Maine ______________ • __________ 
1 540 182 98,280 Do ________________________ 28 169,282 182 30,809,324 Do ________________________ 
2 252 182 127,218 Do ________________________ 9 6,298 182 1,146,236 Maryland ______________________ 1 1, 506 182 274,092 Do ________________________ 1}0 135,729 182 24,701,678 Do ________________________ 22 16,828 182 3, 062,696 Do _______________ --------- Ill 135,729 182 24,701,678 Do ________________________ 

18 13,066 182 2, 378,012 Do ________________ ----- ___ I 12 135,729 182 24,701,678 Do _________________ ------- 4 6,320 182 1, 150,240 Do ____ ___________ ------ ___ I 13 135,729 182 24,701,678 Do ________________________ 25 16,828 182 3,062,696 Do ________________________ 1 14 135,729 182 24,701,678 Do ________________________ 
6 2,492 182 453,544 

Do ________________________ 
1 15 135,729 182 24,701,678 

Qo _______ ----------------- 7 1,174 182 213,668 
Do ________________________ 1}6 135,729 182 24,701,678 

Do _________ ---- __ --------- 8 280 182 50,960 
Do ________________________ 117 135,729 182 24,701,678 

Massachusetts ______ ------ ____ • 1 1, 854 182 337,428 Do ________________________ 1}8 135,729 182 24,701,678 Do ________________________ 2 2,214 182 402,948 Do ________________________ 119 135,729 182 24,701,678 Do ________________________ 
3 200 182 36,400 

Do ________________________ 
1 20 135,729 182 24,701,678 

Do _____________ ----------- 4 2,630 182 478,660 Do __________ • _______ --- ___ 121 135,729 182 24,701,678 Do _________ -------- _______ 5 4,366 182 794,612 Do ________ ---------------- 122 135,729 182 24,701,678 Do ________________________ 6 1, 552 182 282,464 Do ________________________ 123 135,729 182 24,701,678 Do ________________________ 
7 2,298 182 418,236 Do _____ --------- __________ 124 135,729 182 24,701,678 

Do _________________ ------- 8 7,004 182 1, 274,728 Do _____________________ • __ 25 4,500 182 820,092 
Do ________________________ 9 20,856 182 3, 795,792 Do. ______ ---------------- 26 1,073 182 195,285 Do _________________ ------- 10 3,444 182 626,808 

Do ________________________ 
27 24 182 4,368 Do ________________________ 11 960 182 174,720 Do __________________ --- ___ 28 430 182 78,260 Do ________________________ 

12 1,800 182 327,600 Do ________________________ 29 5,950 182 1, 082,900 Michigan ______________________ 1 400 182 72,800 Do _____________ ___________ 30 950 182 172,900 Do ________________________ 
2 252 182 45,864 

Do ________________________ 
31 1,144 182 208,208 

Do _________________ ------- 3 480 182 87,360 Do ________________________ 32 810 182 147,420 Do ________________________ 4 1, 020 182 185,640 Do ______________ ------- ___ 33 1,098 182 198,836 Do ________________________ 
5 120 182 21,840 Do ________________________ 34 3,318 182 603,876 

Do _____ ------ __ ----------_ 6 46 182 8,372 Do __________ ----- __ _______ 35 340 182 61,880 Do ________________________ 7 64 182 11,648 Do ________________________ 36 356 182 64,792 Do ________________________ 8 1, 766 182 321,412 Do ____ -------- ____________ 37 157,844 182 28,836,808 Do ____ ____________________ 9 400 182 72,800 Do ______________ ____ ______ 38 68 182 12,376 Do ________________________ 10 340 182 61,880 Do _____________ ------ _____ 39 52 182 9,464 Do ________________________ 11 864 182 157,248 Do __________ --- - ---------- 40 2,618 182 476,476 Do. __ ------ _______________ 12 724 182 131,768 Do ______________ ------ : --- 41 8,668 182 1, 577,576 

See footnotes at end of table. 
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TABLE 11.-ESTIMATED PAYMENTS TO EACH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT IF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT WERE TO REIMBURSE LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS FOR THE COST OF EDUCATING 

CHILDREN LIVING IN PUBLIC HOUSING-Continued 

Estimated 
number 

of pupils 
residing in 

low-rent 
housing 

Congressional 
attending 

public 
State district schools 

North Carolina ___________ __ __ __ 1 2, 506 
Do ______ -----------------. 2 2, 724 
Do ______ ------._---------- 3 2,390 
Do •••• _____ ---------- ___ _ • 4 2,398 
Do •••• --------------- __ --- 5 5, 380 
Do _________ - - ----- ________ 6 4,474 
Do _______________ · -------- 7 4, 260 
Do ______ ----- ______ ------- 8 4,610 
Do ____ ----- ________ ------- 9 1,084 
Do ___ __ ____ ______ --------- 10 452 Do _________________ ---- ___ 11 1, 760 North Dakota __ ___ __________ ___ 1 712 
Do _____ ---- - - ______ ------- 2 360 

Ohio _________ ----------------- 1 846 
Do _________ ---- _____ --- ___ 2 11,352 Do ________________________ 

3 4,668 
Do _______________ ----- ____ 24 54,304 
Do ________ __ ------- __ ----- 25 54,304 
Do _______ --------- - ------- 6 950 
Do ______ - ---------- ---- ___ 7 660 Do ________________ _____ ___ • 28 54,304 
Do _______ ---------- __ ----- 9 3,806 
Do _____ ________ ----------_ 10 380 
Do ________________ -------- 211 54,304 
Do _________ -------- _______ 12 3,806 
Do _________ --------------. 13 1,302 
Do _________ ---- __ --- __ ---_ 14 3,209 
Do _______ ----------------- 15 2, 792 Do ________________________ 

16 392 
Do _____ ------------------- 17 953 
Do __ __ --------- _____ ------ 18 1,000 Do _______________________ - 19 2, 752 Do _____ ________________ --- 120 15,662 
Do ___ _______ ------- _______ 121 15,662 
Do ______ __ ---------_------ 122 15,662 
Do ______ _______ ----- ___ --- 223 54,304 
Do _______ ------ ______ ----_ 24 1,066 

Oklahoma.----------- __ ---- ___ 1 160 
Do _____________ -------- __ - 2 102 
Do __________ -------------- 3 56 
Do _________ --------------- 24 1,~ Do ___________ ---------- ••• 5 

Oregon •• __ ___ ---- ______ ----- __ 1 1,280 
Do _________________ ------- 2 138 Do _____________________ --- 3 1,571 
Do ___________________ -_--- 4 2,117 

Pennsylvania. __ • __________ ---- 11 31,438 
Do ___________ ------ __ ----- 12 31,438 Do ___________________ ----_ 13 31,438 
Do ____ __ _____ ----- - ------- 14 31,438 
Do ___________ ---- __ ------- 15 31,438 Do _____________________ __ - 6 2,656 
Do __ _______ __ --- - --------- 7 848 
Do _____ __________ ---_ ----- 8 478 
Do _________ ________ -- -- __ - 9 3,572 Do __ ______________________ 10 2,428 Do ____ _________________ --- 11 300 
Do _______________________ - 12 1,160 Do __ _____________________ - 13 614 
Do _____ ___ ----_------ __ --_ 14 12,528 
Do _______________ __ ---_--- 15 5,048 Do _______________________ - 16 1,134 
Do ______________ --- ____ --- 17 4,260 
Do ___________________ ----- 18 492 Do __ ____ _________________ • 19 800 
Do _______________ -- __ ----- 20 11, 052 Do _________ ____ __________ - 21 1,445 
Do ___ __ ___ ______ __ ___ -- - -- 22 2,482 Do ____ ____ _______________ • 23 196 
Do _____________________ --_ 24 3,404 
Do ________ --------- _______ 25 1,674 
Do ____ ---- _____ ---- __ --- __ 26 3, 708 
Do __ _________________ ----- 27 2,912 

Rhode Island ____________ ______ 1 7,438 Do __ ___________________ --- 2 5, 596 

1 City total. 
2 No public housing units in district; substituted State totals. 

HOMEOWNER SWINDLE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from New York <Mr. HALPERN) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to tell the Members of this distin
guished body about a constituent of mine. 

He sold his house. He did not mean to, 
and at the time, he did not know he was 

National National 
average of average of 

Federal rcay- Estimated ~~~~r~ f:Si ment to ocal number 
school dis- of pupils school dis-

tricts under residing in tricts under 
impacted aid low-rent impacted aid 

le~slation Estimated housing le~slation Estimated 
(~ t e local payment per attending (~ e local payment per 

tax contri- district ~co I. Congressional public tax contri- district (col. 
bution) 3 X co. 4) State district schools bution) 3 X col. 4) 

$182 $456,092 South Carolina _________________ 1 4,066 $182 $740, 012 
182 495, 768 Do _________________ ------- 2 2, 818 182 512, 876 
182 434,980 Do _________ -- ------------- 3 1, 750 182 318,500 
182 618,436 Do _________ ---- - _--------- 4 3, 812 182 693, 784 
182 979,160 Do _________ ---------- _____ 5 1, 056 182 192, 192 
182 814,268 Do _______ ----------------- 6 400 182 72,800 
182 775,320 South Dakota __________________ 21 1,052 182 191,464 
182 859,020 Do _________ • ______________ 22 1, 052 182 191,464 
182 197,288 Tennessee ____ --------_-------- 1 3,734 182 679,588 
182 82, 264 

Do ________________________ 
2 6,004 182 1,092, 728 

182 320, 320 Do _______ ----------------- 3 6604 182 1, 201,928 
182 129,584 Do •••• _____ --------------- 4 5:354 182 974,428 
182 65,520 Do ___________ ------------- 5 9,808 182 1, 785,056 
182 153,972 Do _____ ------------------- 6 3,112 182 566,384 
182 2,066,064 Do.----------- ___ --------- 7 2,306 182 419, 692 
182 849,576 Do ________ -------------- __ 8 3,108 182 565,656 
182 9,883,328 Do ____ ----- __________ ----- 9 10,126 182 1, 842,932 
182 9,883,328 Texas ____ -------- _____ -------- 1 3,508 182 638,456 
182 172,900 Do ________ ---- _____ ---- ___ 2 2,332 182 424, 424 
182 120,120 Do ______ ----- ______ ------- 3 8,621 182 1, 569,022 
182 9,883, 328 Do ______ - - - --------------- 4 2, 748 182 500,136 
182 710,892 Do_----- __________________ 5 4,534 182 825,188 
182 69,160 Do _______ _ ---------------- 6 1,516 182 275,912 
182 9, 883,328 Do _________________ ------- 7 3,980 182 724,360 
182 692,692 Do ________ ----- ______ ----- 8 420 182 76,440 
182 236,964 Do ________________________ 9 4,240 182 771,680 
182 584,038 Do_----------------------- 10 2,988 182 534,816 
182 508, 144 Do ___________ ------------- 11 3, 706 182 674,492 
182 71,344 Do _____________ ----------- 12 2,368 182 430,976 
182 173,446 Do __ _____________ --------- 13 2,670 182 485,940 
182 182,000 Do _____ _____ _____ --------- lt-- 4,174 182 759, 668 
182 500,864 Do ____ _________ ----------- 4,698 182 855,036 
182 2, 850,484 Do ___________ ------------- 16 3,368 182 612,976 
182 2,850, 484 Do_-------- --------------- 17 2,572 182 468,104 
182 2,850,484 Do ____ __ __________________ 18 702 182 127,764 
182 9, 883,328 Do _________________ ------- 19 848 182 154,336 
182 194,012 Do __________ _________ ----- 20 11,658 182 2, 121,756 
182 29,120 Do _______________ --------- 21 764 182 139,048 
182 18,564 Do ___________________ ----- 22 1,128 182 205,296 
182 10,192 Do ___________________ ----- 23 2,819 182 513,058 
182 211,848 Utah ___________ --------------_ 1 60 182 10,920 
182 153,972 Do ••••• ________ ----------- '2 60 182 10,920 
182 232,960 VermonL •••• _______ ----------- (*l 356 182 67,792 
182 25,116 Virginia _______ _____ ----------- 3,604 182 655,928 
182 285,922 Do _____________ ----------- 2 11,254 182 2,048,228 
182 385,294 Do _____________ ----------- 3 5, 770 182 1, 050,140 
182 5, 721,716 Do _________________ ------- 4 932 182 169,624 
182 5, 721,716 Do _____________ ----------- 5 1, 000 182 182,000 
182 5, 721,716 Do _____ ____ ------ ____ ----- 6 1,400 182 254,800 
182 5, 721,716 Do ___________________ ----- 7 452 182 82,264 
182 5, 721,716 Do ____ ___ __________ ------. 28 27,542 182 5, 012,644 
182 483, 392 Do ___________ ---- _________ 9 862 182 156, 884 
182 154,336 Do ____ _______________ _ ---- 10 2, 268 182 412,726 
182 86,996 Washington ____________________ 1 6,440 182 1, 172,080 -
182 650,104 Do _________ ___ ____________ 2 2, 747 182 499,954 
182 441,896 Do ________ ________________ 3 844 182 153,608 
182 54,600 Do ____ __ __ ____ ____________ 4 1, 002 182 182,364 
182 211,120 0') ____ _ --- --- -------- - ---- 2 5 15,998 182 2, 911,636 
182 111,748 Do ________ ___ _____________ 6 3,020 182 549,640 
182 2, 280, 096 Do __ ______________________ 7 3,692 182 671,944 
182 918,736 West Virginia __________________ 1 1, 514 182 275,548 
182 206,388 Do _______ --- - - ____ ________ 2 500 182 91,000 
182 775,320 Do _________ _______________ 3 1,148 182 208, 936 
182 89, 544 

Do _____________________ ___ 
4 1,100 182 200,200 

182 145, 600 Do __________________ -----_ 5 360 182 65,520 
182 2, 011 , 464 Wisconsin ___ ------ -- ---------- 21 9,098 182 1, 655,836 
182 262,990 

Do __________________ ______ 
2 736 182 133,952 

182 451 , 724 Do _________ ______ _________ 3 300 182 54,600 
182 35, 672 Do __________ _________ ----- 4 360 182 65,520 
182 619, 528 

Do ________________________ 
5 5,892 182 1, 072,344 

182 304, 668 Do ______ __________ -------- 6 100 182 18,200 
182 674,856 

Do ________________________ 
7 194 182 35,308 

182 529,984 Do ________________________ 8 52 182 9,464 
182 1, 353,716 

Do ________________________ 29 9,098 182 1 655,836 
182 1, 018,472 

Do ____ ____________________ 
10 1, 464 182 266,448 

Wyoming ___ ---- -- ------------- (•) 60 182 10,920 

*At lar(te. 
••No d1stricl 

doing it, but nevertheless-legally, he 
did sell his house. 

It all started when a gentleman ap
peared at the front door and announced 
that he represented a home improvement 
firm. He asked if the homeowner would 
be interested in having some obviously 
needed work done on his house. 

tract for the work, only briefiy thinking 
that it was a little strange that the date, 
total amount of money owed, and inter
est charges were left blank. However, the 
man assured my constituent that it was 
standard procedure and so he signed 
anyway. 

The deal sounded good, so my constitu
ent signed what he thought was a con-

What happened next is one of the old
est swindles on the books. 

After leaving his victim, the salesman 
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filled in an amount for the cost of the 
work which was approximately twice the 
price that he had quoted. Then he took 
the contract, and another paper that he 
had also asked my constituent to sign, 
and had thex;tl' "falsely" notarized by a 
notary public out of the presence of the 
homeowner. 

This other paper which had been rep
resented to him as an application for a 
title search, was actually a mortgage on 
the man's home. 

The salesman then "transferred" the 
note and mortgage to a credit firm for 
less than 60 .Percent of each note's face 
value, and the firm set up a "balloon" 
payment schedule, which works like this: 
The note calls for a total of $7,000 to be 
repaid at $50 a month in 60 months. 
Sixty months times $50 equals $3,000. 

This leaves $4,000 yet to be paid. The 
clause in the fine print says that the full 
note is due and payable on the same day 
as the final payment. 

In other words, if the victim cannot 
come up with the extra $4,000 on the 
60th month, he will lose his home. My 
constituent could not and he is now 
homeless. 

Mr. Speaker, this man is just one of 
many who have been preyed upon by 
these swindlers. Most of them have been 
getting a way with their crooked prac
tices for too long. Consumer losses as a 
result of these frauds cost the American 
public an estimated $750 million each 
year and represent roughly between 4 
and 8 percent of the entire home im
provement business. And invariably, 
home improvement frauds tend to focus 
upon these persons least· able to afford 
them: the poor, the uneducated, the un
sophisticated and the elderly. 

I have today introduced legislation 
which would permit a stepped up na
tionwide drive against the home im
provement racketeering. 

The measure would provide more 
funds and wider authority to the Federal 
Trade Commission in its conduct of a 1-
year comprehensive investigation of un
fair practices within the home improve
ment industry. Further, it would enable 
the commission to obtain an immediate 
court order temporarily halting the prac
tices while pursuing a permanent 
"cease and desist" order through fur
ther judicial action. 

Under present law such deceptive 
practices cannot be stopped when they 
are discovered, because litigation of 
these cases generally takes years. In the 
meantime, countless more consumers are 
swindled. 

Mr. Speaker, it is high time we had 
tough and meaningful laws to deal with 
these people. I am today introducing 
legislation to do so, and I urge my col
leagues to join me. 

MANPOWER PROGRAMS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Tilinois (Mr. MICHEL) is rec
ognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
understanding that the Nixon adminis
tration is going to reorganize the man-

power programs in the executive branch. 
This is welcome news, because economy 
and em.ciency can be brought about by 
the elimination of duplicating and over
lapping manpower activities. 

I have gone through the budget that 
President Johnson sent to the Congress 
shortly before he left the White House 
and am astonished and amazed at the 
size of the manpower programs that are 
administered by the various departments 
and agencies of the executive branch. 
Over $2 ¥2 billion has been allotted for 
manpower programs for fiscal year 1970. 
This huge sum does not include money 
to be spent by the Veterans' Administra
tion on behalf of ex-servicemen. The ac
tual amount will be even larger, as much 
of the money to be spent for retraining 
the unemployed cannot easily be sep
arated from unemployment compensa
tion, just as it is difficult to break down 
many of the funds to be spent for re
habilitation so as to show how much 
would go for manpower activities. 

As many of my colleagues will be look
ing for places to cut when the various 
appropriations bills come to the floor for 
consideration by this body, I am insert
ing in the RECORD a tabulation that 
shows the sums obligated for manpower 
programs for the fiscal years 1968, 1969, 
and 1970: 

[In thousands of dollars) 

FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO 
THE PRESIDENT 

Office of Economic 
Opportunity 

Economic opportunity pro
gram: 

Work and training pro-
grams: Job Corps ____ _________ _ 

School and summer 
work program _______ _ 

Comprehensive employ-
ment programs _____ . __ 

Special impact (industry 
incentive) ______ __ ---· 

Work experience pro-gram _____________ _ 

1968 1969 1970 
actual estimate estimate 

318,329 

197,700 

241,912 

6,306 

98,477 

277,000 283,000 

181,400 181,400 

424,800 486,400 

12,000 14,500 

46,700 ------------------------------TotaL______________ 862,724 941,900 965,300 

Job Corps. This provides work and training 
in residential centers for young people aged 
14 through 21 who are out of school and out 
of work. The objective of conservation cen
ters, located in rural areas and managed by 
the Interior and Agriculture Departments 
and by State governments, is to raise the en
rollee's level of basic education while im
proving prevocational and basic work skUls. 
Urban centers are operated under contract 
by private businesses, universities, and State 
and local nonprofit organizations. Young 
men and women urban center enrollees re
ceive specialized vocational training as well as 
general education, counseling, and help in 
improving work attitudes and habits. Inner
city skill centers allow young men and 
women to be trained away from home while 
remaining in an urban environment. 

School and summer work program. This 
assists disadvantaged students of high school 
age to remain in school by providing part
time and summer work experience. 

Comprehensive employment programs. 
These programs, which the Offlce Of Economic 
Opportunity delegates to the Department of 
Labor, offer a wide range of manpower serv
ices which include work experience, coun-

seling, remedial education, on-the-job train
ing, and jobs leading to career opportunities. 
Individuals served, in both urban and rural 
areas, are unemployed and underemployed 
low-income people needing special assistance 
to develop their occupational potential. Job 
Opportunities in the Business Sector encour
ages private industry to hire the hard-core 
unemployed by reimbursing participating 
firms for the extraordinary expenses con
nected with on-the-job training of disadvan
taged persons. The Concentrated Employ
ment Program brings together manpower 
programs and necessary supportive services 
such as day care and medical examinations in 
cities and rural areas with unusually heavy 
concentrations of poverty. Other programs 
provide work experience and training oppor
tunities in Operation Mainstream, New Ca
reers, and Out-of-School activities. 

Special Impact (industry incentive). This 
provides monetary incentives to attract pri
vate industry to relocate plant facilities and 
creating additional employment opportuni
ties in selected urban and rural depressed 
areas. It emphasizes hiring, training, and 
retraining disadvantaged workers through 
job promotion and stock-sharing. 

Work experience program. This 1s being 
replaced by the Work Incentive Program in 
1970. 

(In thousands of dollars) 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

Promotion of industry and com
merce: 

Business and Defense Services 
Administration: 

Advances and reimbursements : 
Department of Labor (man-

power) __ _ ------------·--

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 

Consumer Protection and Environ-
mental Health Service: 

Air pollution control: 
Manpower training: 

1969 1970 
1968 esti· esti· 

actual mate mate 

42 22 -------· 

Grants___________________ __ 2, 706 3,159 3, 500 
Direct operations____________ 1, 251 1, 900 1, 990 

Grants. Fellowship awards support individ
ual postgraduate training in air pollution re
search and control activities; training grants 
are awarded to universities to support the 
development and improvement at, primarily, 
graduate-level air pollution curricula and to 
provide student stipends. 

Direct operations. Training of technical 
personnel for Federal, State, and local gov
ernment research and control operations is 
carried out. 

[In thousands of dollars) 

HEALTH SERVICES AND 
MENTAL HEALTH 

ADMINISTRATION 

Mental Health 

Manpower development: 
Grants: 

1968 1969 1970 
actual estimate estimate 

Training__________ __ ___ 96,518 109,046 112,500 
Fellowships_ _____ ______ 10,155 10,641 10,866 

Directoperations_________ 2,532 3,094 4,583 
--------------------TotaL ________________ 109,205 122,781 127,949 

Manpower development. Grants, Training. 
Grants are made to tr&ning institutions for 
trai.n!ng in psychiatry, behavioral sciences, 
psychiatric nursing, psychiatric social work, 
and other mental health disciplines. Experi
mental and spec1a.l programs and continuing 
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education in the mental health field are in
cluded as well as special training in such 
areas as alcoholism, drug abuse, and suicide 
prevention. Fellowships. Awards are made on 
the basis of excellence to individuals in
volved in mental health research. 

Direct operations. Analytic studies of man
power are undertaken a.nd the national men
tal health training program is coordinated 
a.nd supported. Emphasis is given to the full 
ra.nge of manpower requirements in the field 
of mental health including the disciplines 
of psychiatry, behavioral sciences, psychiat
ric nursing, and social work. Also funded 
in this subactivLty are the training activities 
of the National Center for Mental Health 
Services, Training, a.nd Research and a pro
gram for tra.lning psychiatrists for careers 
ln the Public Health Service. 

(In thousands of dollars) 

1968 1969 1970 
actual estimate estimate 

NATIONAL INSTITUTES 
OF HEALTH 

Heaith Manpower: 
Institutional support: 

Medical, dental, and re-
32, 588 66,000 96, 400 lated ________________ 

~~bi;:~eaftii= = ==: = ::::: 
5,657 7, 000 7,000 
6, 558 9,471 9, 471 

Allied health professions. 8,123 10,975 10,988 
Student assistance: 

Traineeships_- __ ------- 17,135 30,958 25,620 
Scholarships and oppor-

16,636 24,636 48,800 tunity grants _____ ____ 
Loans._ - -- ------_-- -- - 38,680 41 , 979 30, 500 

Manpower requirements 
and utilization: 

Grants ____ -- -- _-- - --- 2,992 4, 195 4,425 
Direct operations ___ __ __ 5, 955 10, 107 10,870 

Program direction and . 
1, 261 1, 339 1, 390 management semces. 

Total program costs, 
funded •• ____ __ - - - --- 135,586 206,659 245,464 

Change in selected re-
25, 059 ----- -- -- - -- ------- -sources ____ - - - _____ - -

Total obligations ___ _ 160, 645 206,659 245,464 

Institutional support. The principal agents 
of this activity are grant programs directed 
toward enhancing the educational experi
ence of students entering the health and 
allied health profession. Improving the uti
lization of limited resources of health pro
fessionals requires appraisal of how various 
types of personnel are being utilized a.nd 
the identification of new categories of allled 
health professionals and technicians for 
more effective team practice. 

Student assistance. This includes graduate 
and specialized, comprising traineeships and 
research fellowship; and undergraduate, 
comprising scholarships and student loans. 
Research fellowships support candidates at 
the predoctoral and postdoctoral levels for 
research training in special fields related to 
studies for improving nursing care. Trainee
ships support the graduate and specialized 
preparation of teachers needed to expand 
and improve curriculum offerings, and the 
advanced training needed by supervisors, ad
ministrators, and other specialists in nurs
ing, public health, and the allied health pro
fessions. Nursing and health professions 
scholarships enable deserving students from 
low-income families to pursue their educa
tion. Schools make scholarship awards to 
students who, in the judgment of the school, 
have an exceptional financial need. The stu
dent loan programs for the health profes
sions, including nurses, are also designed to 
help provide an adequate supply of health 
manpower and to assure that the needed 
supply of health professions and nursing 
manpower is drawn from the most capable 
individuals, but particularly to assure that 
students from low-income families can en
roll for health professions training. The 1970 
program concentrates these loans to students 

from families with annual incomes under 
$10,000. 

Manpower requirements and utilization. 
Grants. Research grants support studies in 
the areas of the physician methods and tech
niques, continuing physician education, ef
fective use of health manpower, nursing 
care, and methods to - deliver nursing care 
to patients. Research training grants enable 
institutions to establish training programs 
in fields where there is unusual demand for 
researchers having skills in nursing special
ties and in the field of educational research. 
Direct operations. Funds are provided for 
programs to assess requirements, availability, 
and quality of health discipline education; 
provide professional guidance and leader
ship to meet the goals of nursing care by 
means of research, consultation, application 
of research findings and administration of 
grants; develop, administer, and support 
grant and operational programs to increase 
the supply and improve the education, uti
lization, and effectiveness of manpower in 
the health occupations; for servicing train
ing and construction grants, student loans, 
scholarships, and operational programs for 
training of personnel. 

Program direction and management serv
ices. The Bureau of Health Manpower pro
vides a national focus for health manpower 
activities. It guides and supports health 
manpower programs, designs proposals to 
meet needs for new or revised health man
power programs, coordinates research and 
program reporting activities, and provides 
technical guidance and coordination to Bu
reau activities. 

(In thousands of dollars) 

1969 1970 
1968 esti- esti-

actual mate mate 

Advances and reimbursements: 
Health, manpower, education, and 

utilization________ _____ _______ 1, 810 1, 979 2, 110 

SOCIAL AND REHABILITATION 
SERVICE 

Work incentives: 
Training and incentives: 

On-the-job training ___ ___ __ __ _____ __ __ 13,469 33,746 
Institutional and work experi-

ence training ___ __ _______________ ___ 48, 131 93,254 
Program direction and evalua-tion __ __________ ____ _____ __ ______ __ 4,819 8,000 

On-the-job training. Thl& provides costs of 
on-the-job training both coupled and full 
cost as well as followup (regular, intensive, 
and employer). Included in this activity are 
program service costs related to on-the-job 
training programs. 

Institutional and work experience train
ing. This provides for the costs of orienta
tion of participants in priority 1 a.nd 2 ac
tivities of the Work Incentives program. 
Through the orientation process, each per
son wlll be given training in basic employ
ment skills along wtlh vocational counseling 
and testing. Upon OOinpletion of the orienta
tion period, some persons wlll go directly into 
employment, with the remainder going into 
some phase of training. This activity also 
provides for the classroom and/ or work ex
perience training which wlll be needed by 
the majority of persons served in this pro
gram. In addition to the categories of orien
tation, work sampling a.nd internship, basic 
education and general development, institu
tional and vocational training, work experi
ence, and relocation, in 1970, three new cate
gories wm be introduced to the program. 
They are: vestibule training-utlllzing 
"company schools"; pa.re.-professional
classroom vocational training alm.ed toward 
entry in public service employment; and em
ployment preparation-to be used for par
ticipants who have completed training but 

lack motivational and social behavior neces
sary to "sell" themselves to employers. 

Program direction and evaluation. This 
provides for the program development, eval
uation, and administration of the Work In
centives program by the Department of 
Labor. 

(In thousands of dollars) 

1969 1970 
1968 esti- esti-

actual mate mate 

Juvenile delinquency prevention 
and control: Training ___ ____________ ____ 1, 300 2, 600 

Training. Funds are for the purpose of 
training personnel employed in or preparing 
for employment in fields related to the diag
nosis, treatment, or rehabilitation of youths 
who are delinquent or in danger of becom
ing delinquent. This training will be accom
plished through curriculum development, 
short-term institutes, and traineeship 
grants and projects. 

(In thousands of dollars) 

Rehabilitation research and train-

1968 
actual 

~~ri~ · 
mate I 

1970 
esti
mate 

ing: Training __ __ ___ ______ ____ __ 31,177 31,717 31,700 

Training. Grants and contracts support the 
training of personnel in professional and 
technical fields relating to vocational re
habilitation, including teaching grants and 
traineeship grants to educational institu
tions, and research fellowships to individuals. 

(In thousands of dollars) 

1968 
actual 

Sa!aries ~nd expenses: Work 
mcentlves ___ __________________ - ---· 

1969 
esti
mate 

85 

1970 
esti
mate 

302 

Work incentives. This develops compre
hensive work and training prcgrams and re
lated child care arrangements for appropri
ate members of famllles with dependent chil
dren, who are referred to manpower agencies 
for work and training, to foster self-sutH
ciency. This includes referral through fol
lowup after placement in the labor market, 
work plans, policy standards, procedures de
velopment, and 'technical assistance to State 
and local agencies. 

[In thousands of dollars] 

Grants for correctional rehabilita
tion study: Study of correctional 

1969 
1968} esti

actual · mate 

1970 
esti
mate 

manpower needs________ _______ 800 - --- ------- - ----
Departmental management: 

Office of the Secretary, salaries 

DEP:~~~rNerosF ~~nJs1~~ sl~da-- 39 ------- -- -- - - - --

URBAN DEVELOPMENT 
Administrative operations fund: 

D{ti~~~~~r~~el-~r~g{~~:RioR·--- - - - ---------- 2
'
607 

Public land management: 
Bureau of Indian Affairs: 

Education and welfare services: 
Relocation and adult voca-

tional training ___ ____ _____ 21,454 24, 376 44,026 

Relocation and adult vocational training. 
Indians are aided in securing employment 
or enrolling in training which wlll qualify 
them for employment either locally or in in
dustrial areas away from the reservations. 
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The services provided include financial as
sistance, as well as counseling and guidance 
services. 

(In thousands of dollars) 

1969 1970 
1968 esti- esti· 

actual mate mate 

Advances and reimbursements: 
Ba~i~ education and vocational trammg _______________ --···- _ _ _ 470 ________ ••• ___ •• 

(In thousands of dollars) 

1968 1969 1970 
actual estimate estimate 

Department of labor, Man
power Administration, 
manpower development 
and training activities: 

Training and allowance 
payments: 

Job opportunities in the 
business sector_______ 44,600 

Concentrated employ-
ment program________ 22,100 

Other_ •••• __________ •• 260, 775 
Program services: 

Employment security 
service______________ 33,495 

State institutional train· 
ing services_ _________ 7, 995 

On-the-job training serv-
ices_________________ 3, 998 

Comprehensive man-
power program plan-ning ______ ______________ ______ _ 

Federal institutional train· 
ing services_____ ________ 2, 452 

Disadvantaged youth pro-

48,000 240,000 

31,800 
270,926 

105,000 
254,492 

33,521 42,976 

8, 000 8,000 

1, 500 1,500 

8, 725 33,979 

2,560 2,449 

13,000 ----------grams •• _-------------------------------------------
Total program costs, 

funded ______________ 375,415 418,032 688,396 
Change in selected re-

sources______________ 5, 374 --------------------

Total obligations________ 380,789 418,032 688,396 

Training and allowance payments. Direct 
program costs for occupational ·and basic 
education training programs are provided 
to equip the Nation's unemployed and un
deremployed workers with skills that w1ll 
enable them to participate in prOductive em
ployment. Institutional training projects are 
conducted by State and local vocational edu
cation agencies and on-the-job training proj
ects are conducted by employers and other 
organizations. This activity provides for the 
costs of conducting the training and for the 
payment of trainee allowances to those 
trainees who are heads of households or who 
meet other provisions of the Manpower De
velopment and Training Act of 1962, as 
amended. The Concentrated Employment 
Program is designed to insure that disad
vantaged individuals receive proper train
ing and manpower supportive services, en
abling them to obtain permanent employ
ment. The Job Opportunities in the Business 
Sector program is operated in conjunction 
with the promotional efforts of the National 
Association of Businessmen and is a coopera
tive business-Government venture to hire 
and train disadvantaged individuals. 

Program services. This provides for serv
ices provided by the State employment se
curity agencies in the overall development 
and administration of employment service 
activities including the identification of oc
cupations in which shortages or potential de
mand exists, the selection, referral, and 
placement of trainees and the paying of 
trainee allowances. Overall supervision of the 
institutional program is provided by the 
State vocational education agencies. On-the
job project promotion, development, and 
supervision are also provided by cooperating 
State agencies and by employers, associa
tions, and other organizations. Manpower 
Development and Training Activities and 
other manpower programs are coordinated 
by utillzing the interagency Cooperative Area 
Manpower Planning System. This activity 

also provides technical assistance for all man
power programs and furnishes training for 
all personnel involved in the administration, 
direction, and performance of these pro
grams. It likewise provides for a comprehen
sive system of labor market information and 
a job matching program on a. national, State, 
local, or other appropriate basis. 

Federal institutional training services. 
This provides for the program development 
and administration of the institutional train
ing programs by the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare. 

[In thousands of dollars) 

OFFICE OF MANPOWER ADMIN
ISTRATOR, SALARIES AND 
EXPENSES 

Experimental, demonstration, and 
research programs ___________ _ 

Planning, research, and evaluation. 
Federal on-the-job training serv-

ices ___________________ ------
Federal employment security services. _____________ __ ____ _ 
Executive direction: 

Office of the Administrator_ ___ _ 
Financial and management 

services ••• _______________ _ 
Manpower management data 

systems ••• ----- __________ _ 
Reports to the public on man-

power programs _________ _ 

1968 
actual 

27,567 
4, 703 

1, 642 

2,359 

823 

1, 905 

2, 518 

612 

42,129 

J969 
esti
mate 

18,918 
4, 708 

2,164 

2, 407 

889 

2, 074 

2,975 

774 

34,909 

1970 
esti
mate 

21,030 
4,809 

2,688 

2,521 

920 

2,117 

3,546 

779 

38,410 Total program costs, funded __ 
Change in selected resources __ -4,880 ----------------------------------Total obligations _________ _ 37,249 24,909 38,410 

Experimental, demOnstration, and research 
programs. Experimental and demonstration 
training projects are conducted through con
tracts and/or grants with public or private 
nonprofit organizations. They are intended 
to improve techniques and demonstrate ef
fectiveness of specialized methods in meet
ing manpower, employment, and training 
problems of worker groups, such as long
term unemployed, disadvantaged youth, dis
placed older workers, handicapped, minority 
groups, and others. The program provides for 
labor mobility demonstration and placement 
assistance (bonding)_ A wide-range man
power research program is carried on to in
vestigate and study programs which give 
promise of furthering activities under the 
Manpower Development and Training Act 
and its amendments. Areas of study include 
appraisal of manpower requirements andre
sources, unemployment resulting from auto
mation and technological advances, mobility 
of workers, adequacy of manpower develop
ment efforts, and manpower utilization. 

Planning, research, and evaluation. The 
Office of the Manpower Administrator is re
sponsible for the planning, research, and 
evaluation necessary to develop and imple
ment a comprehensive manpower program. It 
provides leadership, coordination, and direc
tion to the manpower research program. It 
provides continuing review and appraisal of 
operating programs. It identifies, through 
experimental and demonstration programs, 
special needs and problems of various groups 
of potential trainees and develops methods of 
solving the problems. 

Federal on-the-job training services. A pro
gram of on-the-job training is administered 
through employers, associations, community 
and civic groups, and unions. Assistance is 
provided in the operation of inplant training 
programs intended to facllitate hiring of dis
advantaged job applicants and to upgrade 
skills. Contracts are negotiated with employ
ers to partially reimburse them for training 
costs. State apprenticeship agencies are 
called on to assist in the programs, and in 
turn are reimbursed for expenses incurred 
in developing and administering training 

programs. During 1969 and 1970, firms lo
cated in the ghetto areas will be offered on
the-job training contracts, and efforts wm 
be made through the Concentrated Employ
ment Program to place ghetto residents in 
the on-the-job training programs. 

Federal employment security services. The 
Manpower Administration furnishes guid
ance and assistance to the States in develop
ing, administering, and evaluating a man
power program which provides: (1) payment 
of relocation assistance allowances to work
ers who must move to new areas to find em
ployment; (2) payment of training, travel, 
and subsistence training allowances to per
sons found to need such assistance during 
their training under the Manpower Develop
ment and Training Act; (3) giving basic edu
cational and occupational training to unem
ployed and underemployed persons; (4) 
counseling and testing services to such per
sons before, during, and after their train
ing, whenever needed; (5) specialized serv
ices to jobseekers who have especially difii
cult placement problems, such as youth, 
older workers, handicapped, minority groups, 
hardcore unemployed, and workers displaced 
by automation or technological change; (6) 
improvement in mob1llty of labor by pro
viding guidance when workers must shift be
tween geographical areas and across occupa
tional lines; (7) surveys of characteristics of 
jobs to determine types of training programs 
needed; (8) placement services that wm sat
isfy the need of both trainees and employ
ers; (9) active participation in community 
affairs to stimulate and support expanded ed
ucational and job opportunities. 

Executive direction. Office of the Adminis
trator. This provides for the executive di
rection, supervision, and coordination of the 
manpower programs of the Department of 
Labor. Financial and management services. 
This furnishes the Manpower Administrator 
with administrative staff support. It provides 
budgetary, fiscal management, audit, admin
istrative and management services, person
nel, and contract services for all organiza
tions of the Manpower Administration. Man
power management data systems. This de
signs, maintains, and operates all data sys
tems for the work and training programs of 
the Manpower Administration, including (in 
partnership with the Office of Financial and 
Management Services) combined reports on 
finances and performance. It develops a cen
tral data. bank for all Manpower Adminis
tration work-training programs, determines 
standards and pJ::OCedures for and functional 
supervision of all Manpower Administration 
data reporting systems, and provides statis
tical and technical services to the Manpower 
Administration. Reports to the public on 
manpower programs. This office, working with 
the Office of Information, Publications, and 
Reports in the Office of the Secretary, pre
pares and disseminates all news of Manpower 
Administration activities. It fllls requests for 
publications and provides other information 
concerning manpower programs. It also is 
the headquarters for a manpower commu
nity relations program. 

(In thousands of dollars) 

OFFICE OF MANPOWER 
ADMINISTRATOR 

Salaries and expenses (pro
posed for separate 
transmittal, existing 
legislation): 

labor mobility demonstra-

1968 1969 1970 
actual estimate estimate 

tion program_____________________ 2, 000 ---------· 
Placement assistance 

(bonding) ______________ ---------. 143 ------- __ _ 
----------------------Total obligations________________ 2, 143 ---------· 

Labor mobility demonstration program. 
This provides for assistance to meet reloca.-
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tion expenses in the form of grants or loans, 
or both, only to involuntarily unemployed 
individuals who cannot reasonably be ex
pected to secure full-time employment in the 
community in which they reside, have bona 
fide offers of employment (other than tempo
rary or seasonal employment) and are 
deemed qualified to perform the work for 
which they are being employed. 

Placement assistance (bonding). This pro
vides for payment to or contracts with em
ployers or institutions to cover losses in
curred by employees who have successfully 
completed or participated in federally as
sisted or financed training, counseling, work 
training, or work experience programs 
and have been found to be qualified for em
ployment but may be denied employment for 
reasons other than abillty to perform, in
cluding difficulty in securing bonds for in
demnifying their employers against loss 
from the infidelity, dishonesty, or default of 
such persons. 

[In thousands of dollars) 

Bureau of Apprenticeship and 
Training, salaries and expenses: 

1968 1969 1970 
actual estimate estimate 

Trainin~ promotion and service 
to in ustry ___________________ 5,931 6,464 6,247 

AdministratiOn and management 
services_____________________ 343 382 382 

Total program costs, funded__ 6, 274 6, 846 6, 629 
Change in selected resources_____ 8 ----------------

Total obligations •••••••••••• 6,282 6,846 6,629 

Training promotion and service to industry. 
Industrial management and labor organiza
tions are encouraged and aided to conduct 
apprenticeship, training, and retraining pro
grams which will help individual workers 
attain and improve sk111, competence, and 
adaptab1Uty. Apprenticeship and training 
programs are promoted by direct contact at 
national and local levels with employers and 
unions by use of informational media and 
by cooperation with State and community 
agencies. Such programs provide, on a non
discriminatory basis, employee development 
opportunities for new labor market entrants 
and workers who need greater skills. Tech
nical assistance is provided to employers 
directly or through labor management com
mittees. Apprentices and journeymen par
ticipate. Skill requirements and training 
needs within particular industries are identi
fied. Information is provided on training 
methods, apprenticeship labor standards, and 
basic principles applicable to training in the 
apprenticeable and nonapprenticeable occu
pations. Training programs are evaluated and 
pamphlets, articles, and reprints are pub
lished annually to call attention to skill 
needs, to indicate trends, and to describe 
superior apprenticeship and training pro
grams. 

[In thousands of dollars) 

BUREAU OF EMPLOYMENT 
SECURITY 

Trust fund limitation: U.S. 

1969 1970 
1968 esti- esti-

actual mate mate 

Employment Service ____________ 10,397 11,987 11,887 

United States Employment Service. This 
assists and guides State agendes in the man
agement of their employment service in order 
to provide an effective and efficient manpower 
service for all workers and employers by: ( 1) 
furnishing all activities related to identify
ing and reaching out to disadvantaged indi
viduals not readily employable and providing 

the kinds of assistance necessary for them 
to become productive members of the work 
force and of our society; (2) giving special
ized counseling and providing job develop
ment, and placements services to youth, older 
workers, handicapped, minority groups, and 
workers displaced by automation and tech
nological change; (3) offering counseling and 
placement services to veterans and stimulat
ing employers to hire veterans; (4) counsel
ing and testing services to assist both ready
to-work jobseekers and employers in meeting 
their employment needs; and (5) improving 
mob111ty of labor by guiding necessary shifts 
of workers between geographical areas and 
across occupational and industrial lines. The 
Employmenj; Service also provides occupa
tional information and support services such 
as: the development of various forms of 
foreign language and culturally unbiased 
occupational tests, labor area information 
analyses, estimates of area employment and 
the occupational characteristics of job op
portunities, occupational analyses for em
ployers and unions, and stimulation and 
support for community action to develop ex
panded job opportunities and to stab111ze 
employment. Special assistance is furnished 
to the Nation's agricultural workers and 
employers by: implementing special recruit
ment and farm placement programs to help 
unemployed and underemployed farmwork
ers achieve maximum employment and to 
meet agriculture's needs for year-round and 
seasonal workers, providing greater job 
continuity by maintaining and expanding 
interstate migratory routes, providing assist
ance to local migratory committees for the 
extension of community services to migra
tory farmworkers and their families, and 
investigating farm and nonfarm employ
ment offered aliens seeking permanent entry 
into the United States under the Immigra
tion and Nationality Act. 

[In thousands of dollars] 

1968 1969 1970 
actual estimate estimate 

Advances and reimburse
ments: 

Job Corps: Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity______ 7,585 

Work experience and 
training program: Title 
V-Economic Oppor-
tunity Act.............. 2,235 

limitation on grants to 
States for Employment 
Service administration: 

Employment Service .•••• _ 283,607 

7, 946 7, 976 

540 ----------

305,993 316,341 

Employment service. The Federal-Startie 
employment service system is a nationwide 
network of local employment offices financed 
by Federal grants and administered by the 
State employment security agencies. The 
local offices provide a community manpower 
service for the areas served by developing 
the employab111ty of disadvantaged persons; 
obtaining jobs for those who are job-ready; 
providing workers for employers having jobs 
to offer; developing or carrying out programs 
designed to resolve the employment, unem
ployment, and manpower utilization prob
lems of an area; and providing special 
services to employers, individuals, and com
munity agencies or groups requiring or seek
ing them. These functions are supplemented 
by counseling and testing services to assist 
applicants to obtain suitable jobs or to up
grade their skills through further training; 
by assisting employers in analyzing their skill 
requirements by solving problems of recruit
ment and turnover; and through develop
ment of labor area information. Specialized 
services are offered the disadvantaged and 
others who are presently unsuited for avail
able employment. These specialized services 
are grouped together under the Human Re
sources Development concept. Programs are 

carried on to aid communities in developing 
employment opportunities and to provide 
necessary employment services to workers 
and employers in areas where the establish
ment of full-time offices is not economically 
feasible. Statistical and survey operations 
are carried out to assist employers, local 
offices, and other government agencies in 
their considerations of manpower needs. The 
services outlined above are provided for both 
farm and non,farm workers. 

(In thousands of dollars] 

1969 1970 
1968 esti- esti-

actual mate mate 

Wage and labor standards: Pro
moting employment of the handi-

540 capped _____ --------........... 497 533 

Promoting employment of the handicapped. 
The President's Committee on Employment 
of the Handicapped conducts a continuing 
program of public information and educa
tion to advance employment of the handi
capped citizen and cooperates with all na
tional groups interested in this field, in
cluding the Governors' Committees and lo
cal communities. 

(In thousands of dollars] 

1968 1969 1970 
actual estimate estimate 

Total cost, all 

fl~~:Ja~~ve........ 1, 920,964 2, 191,226 2, 632,727 

HONEY PROMOTION AND RESEARCH 
ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Minnesota (Mr. Qum) is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, the honey pro
ducers of America have not enjoyed the 
expanded markets for their product 
which should have resulted from the bur
geoning population in the United States. 
As a matter of fact, the per capita con
sumption of honey has been cut in half 
since the early 1940's. At that time, per 
capita consumption was close to 2 pounds 
per person, but this dropped to 1.1 pounds 
per person in 1967. 

Facing this adverse market situation, 
many of the honey producers decided 
that a self-help promotion project is the 
best answer to their situation. Con
sequently, I am today introducing the 
Honey Promotion and Research Act of 
1969. The bill is considerably revised over 
last year's proposal. 

This act authorizes the establishment 
of a National Honey Promotion andRe
search Board to develop marketing re
search and promotion programs. It is ob
vious in this day of mass media and the 
very effective advertising techniques used 
to appeal to the millions of today's con
sumers that promotion is an essential 
component of marketing procedures. The 
failure of the honey industry to promote 
its excellent product has resulted in de
clined per capita consumption. 

This board would be comprised of nine 
members. Six members would be selected 
from persons nominated by honey pro
ducers from regions established by the 
Secretary of Agriculture based on honey 
production statistics. Three handler 
members would be appointed at large. 
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The board members would serve 3-year 
terms, with the exception of six members 
originally appointed, three of whom 
would serve 1 year and three of whom 
serve 2 years. 

Funds for marketing research and pro
motion would come from assessments 
placed on honey produced and sold 
through commercial handlers. Beekeep
ing hobbyists and small producers would 
be excluded from the assessment proce
dure. The assessment rate could be no 
more than 15 cents per 60-pound can or 
equivalent. 

Under the terms of the blll, the Secre
tary of Agriculture would be required to 
hold hearings on a proposed order estab
lishing the Board and its functions. 
Before the order could be enforced, a 
referendum among honey producers 
would be held. Approval of the order 
would be given if either two-thirds of the 
producers favored it or at least one-half 
of the producers voted for it and they 
produced two-thirds of the honey in the 
representative period. If the order proved 
ineffective or producers later decided to 
discontinue the program, an election 
could be called by the Secretary or upon 
request of 10 percent of the producers. 
The order would be terminated by major
ity vote if that majority produced at least 
50 percent of the honey in the represent
ative period. 

The bill also permits individual pro
ducers who do not wish to participate to 
have the assessments made against their 
honey refunded. 

The bill would prohibit proxy voting. 
Mr. Speaker, I believe the bill repre

sents an honest effort by honey producers 
to improve the market for honey and 
I applaud this self-help approach. I wel
come support from the House, and hope 
that the bill will soon be reported favor
ably for consideration by this body. 

To provide additional details, I submit 
a section-by-section analysis for print
ing in the RECORD: 
HONEY PROMOTION AND RESEARCH ACT OF 1969: 

SECTION -BY -SECTION ANALYSIS 
SEc. 1. Short Title, cites act as the Honey 

Promotion and Research Act of 1969. 
SEc. 2. Findings and Declaration of Policy. 

Declares it in the public interest to establish 
an orderly procedure for financing, through 
assessments on honey marketed in the U.S., 
marketing research and promotion to 
strengthen the)l competitive position of 
honey. • 

SEc. 3. Authority to Issue an Order. Gives 
the Secretary of Agriculture authority to is
sue orders pertaining to the collection of as
sessments and use of such assessments. 

SEc. 4. Notice and Hearing. Directs the Sec
retary of Agriculture to hold a hearing on a 
proposed order when it appears it would ef
fectuate the policy of the Act. 

SEc. 5. Finding and Issuance of an Order. 
Directs the Secretary to issue the order, after 
hearings, if it wm effectuate the policy of the 
Act. 

SEc. 6. Regulations. Authorizes the Secre
tary to make regulations to carry out the 
Act. 

SEc. 7. Required Terms. Defines the com
position, selection, powers and duties of the 
National Honey Promotion and Research 
Board. The Board is given authority to ad
minister the order, to make rules and reg
ulations effectuating the order, to investigate 
complaints, and to recommend amendments 
of the order to the Secretary. The Board will 

be composed of nine members: six producers 
and three handlers. The producers shall be 
named from nominees selected by producers 
from six districts, determined by the Secre
tary on the basis of 1966 honey production. 
Handler representatives shall be at large. The 
terms of office shall be three years, except 
that initial membership shall be staggered to 
allow one third of the Board's membership 
to change each year. The Board will prepare a 
budget to cover marketing research, develop
ment, advertising, and promotion and pre
sent it to the Secretary. The Board will fix 
the assessment rate not exceeding 15¢ per 
sixty pound can of honey produced. Pro
hibits use of funds for influencing govern
mental policy. The Board will develop adver
tising or research and development plans for 
presentation to the Secretary. Authorizes re
fund of assessments upqn request of pro
ducer. Requires the Board to keep records 
and submit report to the Secretary. Au
thorizes the Secretary to maintain suits for 
collection of unpaid assessments. 

SEC. 8. Permissive Terms and Provisions. 
Authorizes issuance of an order containing 
following terms: exemption from assessment 
on exported honey. Reducing assessment in 
states where state-run programs duplicate 
efforts of National Board. Promoting honey 
on a nationwide basis or in surplus-pro
ducing area without reference to specific 
brand names. Providing for marketing re
search and development, processing, distri
bution, or utillzation of honey projects. 

SEc. 9. Assessments. Directs honey handlers 
to pay assessments to the Board. The han
dlers are authorized to collect the assess
ments from the producers. 

SEC. 10. Petition and Review. Authorizes 
individuals to petition the Secretary for 
changes in any order. Authorizes Secretary to 
rule on petition. Gives district courts juris
diction to review such ruling. 

SEc. 11. Enforcement. Gives the district 
courts jurisdiction to enforce any order or 
regulation under this Act. Violation of any 
order subject to fine between $100 and $1,000 
upon conviction. 

SEC. 12. Investigation and Power to Sub
poena. Authorizes Secretary to investigate 
possible violations of law, to issue subpoenas 
and compel attendance of witnesses, to in
voke aid of courts to carry out this authority. 

SEc. 13. Amendments. Applies provisions of 
this Act on orders to amendments to orders. 

SEC. 14. Requirement of Referendum. Re
quires Secretary to hold a referendum on 
order among honey producers. Order would 
become effective only if %rds of producers 
voting favored it or if a majority of the 
voters favored it and produced not less than 
%rds of the honey in the representative 
period. Proxy voting would be prohibited. 

SEC. 15. Suspension and Termination. 
Authorizes Secretary to terminate or suspend 
operation of an order or portion thereof 
which does not effectuate policy of the Act. 
Authorizes a referendum on request of the 
Board or 10% of the producers to determine 
if the order should be terminated. Order 
would be terminated by majority vote in such 
referendum if they produced more than 50% 
of the honey in the representative period. 

SEC. 16. Delegation. Authorizes delegation 
of Secretary's authority to any officer of the 
Department of Agriculture. 

SEc. 17. Definitions. Several definitions, the 
following two of which are verbatim: "Han
dler" means any person (except a common 
or contract carrier of honey owned by other 
persons) who handles honey, either of his 
own production or that of another producer 
or of foreign production, in a manner speci
fied in the order or in rules and regulations 
issued thereunder. 

"Producer" means any person within the 
marketing area engaged in a proprietary ca
pacity in the production of honey for delivery 
to a handler or for sale by that person as a 
handler but excludes beekeeping hobbyists, 

persons who make only occasional deliveries 
to handlers, and such other persons as may 
be excluded by the order or any rules and 
regulations issued thereunder. 

SEc. 18. Modification. Authorizes Secretary 
to change definitions upon basis of hearing 
evidence, recommendation of the Board or 
other information, whenever change would 
effectuate the Act. 

SEc. 19. Separab111ty. Retains validity of 
remainder of Act if any provision is held 
invalid. 

SEc. 20. Authorization. Provides authority 
for appropriations. 

INVESTMENT TAX CREDIT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Wisconsin (Mr. REuss) is rec
ognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, this week's 
issue of Newsweek magazine, March 31, 
1969, contains an article by the distin
guished economist Paul Samuelson in 
which he recommends suspension of the 
7-percent investment tax credit. 

I have been joined by 31 of my col
leagues (Mr. MEEDS, of Washington; Mr. 
REES, of California; Mr. WILLIAM D. 
FORD, of Michigan; Mr. MOORHEAD, Of 
Pennsylvania; Mr. ADAMS, of Washing
ton; Mr. BINGHAM, of New York; Mr. 
BROWN, of California; Mr. ZABLOCKI, of 
Wisconsin; Mr. EDWARDS, of California; 
Mr. GIBBONS, Of Florida; Mr. CONYERS, 
of Michigan; Mr. LoNG, of Maryland; 
Mr. ST. ONGE, of Connecticut; Mr. FARB
STEIN, of New York; Mr. PODELL, of New 
York; Mr. BYRNE, of Pennsylvania; Mr. 
THOMPSON, of New Jersey; Mr. MIKVA, of 
Dlinois; Mr. En.BERG, of Pennsylvania; 
Mr. YATRON, of Pennsylvania; Mr. Ros
ENTHAL, of New York; Mr. VIGORITO, of 
Pennsylvania; Mr. KocH, of New York; 
Mr. NEDZI, Of Michigan; Mr. DINGELL, of 
Michigan; Mr. MACDONALD, of Massa
chusetts; Mr. BLATNIK, of Minnesota; Mr. 
KARTH, of Minnesota; Mr. ROYBAL, of 
California; Mr. BRADEMAS, of Indiana; 
and Mr. MADDEN, of Indiana) in sponsor
ing H.R. 5250 and identical bills, designed 
to raise $9 billion annually in additional 
revenue by closing off 13 tax loopholes. 
One of the loopholes H.R. 5250 would 
close is the 7-percent investment tax 
credit Paul Samuelson discusses. 

I commend this column to my col
leagues and include it at this point in the 
RECORD: 

INVESTMENT TAX CREDIT 
(By Paul A. Samuelson) 

Inflation watchers were rocked last week 
by news from the SEC and Commerce Depart
ment that businessmen intend to increase 
their plant and equipment investments by 
almost 14 per cent. 

The new outlook for excessive investment 
spending should, in my opinion, cause Presi
dent Nixon to suspend the 7 per cent invest
ment credit temporarily. Here's why: 

1. The economy is still on an inflationary 
binge. To bring the rate of price increase 
down from 4 per cent toward a more moder
ate figure of, say, 3 per cent, some actions 
are going to be needed. Every weapon counts. 

2. Already the Federal Reserve is being 
called upon to take Draconian measures to 
fight infiation. This will mean not only pain
fully higher interest rates; it will also bring 
in most of the discomforts associated with 
the money crunch of 1966--uneven ration
ing of credit between new and old business, 
growing and stagnant business, small and 
large business. 
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3. Experience demonstrates that tight 

money takes for its principal casually the 
housing industry. When there is a scramble 
for more resources than the total resouces 
available, it is right that housing should 
share in the restraint. But it is not, in my 
judgment, good national policy to have hous
ing starts cut by 40 to 50 per cent as hap
pened in 1966. In the 1970s, with their bum
per crop of young marrieds, we shall pay in 
higher rents and zooming residential costs 
for any serious diminution of home construc
tion in the waning years of the Vietnam war. 

4. Admittedly, inflation could be fought 
by adding onto the present surcharge an
other 5 or 10 per cent tax. But I see no evi
dence that this would be politically popular 
or feasible. Nor is it clear that consumer 
spending is the prime vlllain in the present 
infiationary scenario. 

5. Admittedly, inflation could be fought 
by still further tightening of the Federal Re
serve money screw. And the impact of such 
tightness on the housing industry could be 
alleviated by special financial subsidies to 
home construction through the Federal hous
ing agencies, through the U.S. Treasury, or 
through the Federal Reserve. Since all such 
measures wm add to the nominal public 
debt, I don't expect that anything but token
ism would, in fact, be politically feasible 
ia this area. 

Even if it were possible to cushion the 
tmpact of tight money on residential hous
ing, to get the same restriction of aggregate 
demand from enforced reductions on plant 
and equipment spending would, I suspect, 
require very high interest rates. These will 
cause difficulties for our partners abroad. 
And they may hang on to plague us in the 
years to come when the winds may be blow
ing up deflation rather than inflation. 

6. In September of 1966, to alleviate the 
money crunch and moderate what looked 
like an excessive fixed investment boom, the 
Johnson Administration did suspend the 7 
per cent investment tax credit. Almost at 
once relief was felt in the money markets 
of the country. On the whole (despite the 
protests of the _ Treasury, which naturally 
found it a headache), the operation seems 
to have been a successful one in accomplish
ing its purpose-namely, ensuring against 
an overexuberant fixed investment boom. 

So historical experience, as well as the 
common-sense view that firms will invest 
less when their returns from doing so are 
reduced, justifies suspending the tax credit. 

What are the possible arguments against 
suspension of the tax credit? 

1. The Nixon Administration might be re
garded as a pro-business Administration. 
Why should it take from business this ac
customed source of profit? 

2. Perhaps the inflationary danger is being 
exaggerated. Perhaps it will involve overkill 
if suspension of the investment tax credit 
reduces investment severely. 

3. Vigorous growth requires as much capi
tal formation as we can get. Adjusting to in
flation by reducing investment will reduce 
our future capacity to produce an enlarged 
total of real national product. 

4. It is a bad thing to use variations in 
the investment tax credit as a deliberate 
weapon of stabilization. Why? Because it is 
plain immoral. Because it involves discretion 
by government, which is wicked. Because it 
disturbs business planning. 

5. Suspension creates administrative prob
lems for the Treasury. 

In economics, every decision involves pros 
and cons. Judgment is necessary. My advice 
to Mr. Nixon: suspend the investment tax 
credit. 

RURAL-URBAN IMBALANCE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from illinois <Mr. SHIPLEY) is rec
ognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. SHIPLEY. Mr. Speaker, some of 
our Nation's most pressing problems have 
their roots in the recent massive migra
tion of rural people into our already 
overcrowded cities. The result is fre
quently referred to as "rural-urban im
balance," and while to some it may not 
seem as important as the "urban crisis" 
nor as immediate as "crime in the 
streets," it is a significant contributing 
factor to many of our domestic problems. 

Much has been written and said about 
the problems of rural America, and a 
number of programs have been sug
gested and legislation proposed to solve 
these problems. But while there has been 
progress in some areas, the overall situ
ation remains unphanged. 

Why has there been so little progress? 
Is there general understanding of the 
problems of rural America? What kind of 
programs will do the job that needs to be 
done? 

The National Rural Electric Co-op As
sociation, which is the service organiza
tion of the Nation's nearly 1,000 rural 
electric cooperatives, sought the answers 
to these complex questions in a survey 
conducted for NRECA by an independent 
research organization. The survey cov
ered a representative sample of the adult 
American public, with interviews con
ducted in major central cities, subur
ban areas, small towns, and rural areas. 
The results shed considerable light on 
the questions I have just raised. 

For instance, the survey finds that on 
the whole, Americans feel there are few 
if any problems within rural America. 
In fact, the survey states that the Amer
ican public-

Looks upon rural America in very favor
able terms, assigning to rural life and rural 
people most of the classic virtues, and few, 
if any, faults. These feelings extend directly 
to the mistaken impression that rural Amer
ica faces few problems. 

According to the survey findings, 
American citizenry believes that people 
who live in rural areas are much friend
lier, healthier, and more honest and 
hard working than city dwellers. It is 
interesting to note that most people be
lieve poverty and poor housing to be 
more prevalent in the big city than in 
rural areas, and that rural educational 
facilities are better than urban ones. 

The survey report states: 
The average American does not believe 

rural problems to be as important as others 
that face the nation. He ranks them lowest 
in priority among seven major issues and 
tends to set the problems of the cities at a 
significantly higher level. Residents in the 
rural areas themselves tend to view rural 
problems as secondary in the national con
text and consider them only slightly more 
critical than those of the cities. 

In probing for publicly acceptable 
solutions for rural-urban imbalance and 
for the problems confronting both rural 
and urban areas, the survey found that 
the average citizen believes, first, in the 
concept of self-help. Only slightly below 
this in acceptability are solutions that, 
although sponsored by either govern
ment or industry, involve the citizenry 
and become self-help projects. 

The solution to rural-urban imbalance 
and its attendant problems is twofold. 
First of all, since the general public does 
not understand the relationship between 

rural and urban problems, we must exert 
every effort to tell that story in vivid and 
meaningful terms. Second, in developiug 
programs to solve the problems of rural 
America, we must begin with the idea 
that people '\\!Ould rather help themselves 
than be the recipients of outside help. 
We must concentrate on helping to build 
a rural leadership capable of developing 
an economically sound and productive 
rural America-the kind of rural Amer
ica which many city dwellers already 
think exists outside the city limits. 

Most rural areas lack the readymade 
organizations of urban areas through 
which developmental work can be carried 
out. However, many of them have rural 
electric cooperatives, which are self-help 
organizations capable of providing the 
kind of leadership required for self-help 
rural development programs. Since its 
beginning in the depression-ridden 
1930's, the rural electric program has 
been one of the most successful self-help 
programs ever undertaken · in this Na
tion. During its 34 years, this Federal 
and local self-help partnership has 
brought not only lights and power to the 
farm, but economic and social benefits 
to all of rural America. 

The NRECA survey points out that 
while the average American does not 
know very much about rural electric co
operatives, he does have sympathy for 
the concept and for the rural electric 
program. 

The survey report observes: 
There is a general feeling that the rural 

electric cooperatives have been quite success
ful in electrifying rural areas and apparently 
consumers believe that there is little reason 
to change a successful formula. 

Specifically, the average American be
lieves that the Government-cooperative 
relationship is a good one. Seventy-six 
percent of those polled indicated that the 
Federal Government should continue 
loan money at a 2-percent interest rate 
to the rural electric systems. Seventy
three percent felt that the rural electric 
systems should continue, and only 13 
percent believed they should be eventu
ally taken over by the private power 
companies. 

I would say from this that the rural 
electric cooperatives enjoy a high degree 
of national popularity as well as local 
trust. 

In conclusion, I want to reemphasize 
that we must look to rural America as a 
means of alleviating some of our urban 
lis. We must establish a national aware
ness of the fact that while rural America 
has the potential of being the ideal place 
to live and work, which most people think 
it to be, the present situation there is far 
from ideal. We must carefully plan and 
implement self-help rural community 
development programs through which 
rural people can help themselves to 
achieve a better and more abundant life. 
Once the quality of life and the oppor
tunities offered by rural America have 
been upgraded, we can look to a reversal 
of the current outmigration from rural 
areas. 

I congratulate NRECA for sponsoring 
this enlightening survey on the Nation's 
view of rural America and rural elec
trification, and I salute the members, di
rectors, and employees of our rural elec-
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tric cooperatives for their continuing ef
fort to improve rural America for the 
benefit of all Americans. 

BROADER ACCESS TO IDGHER 
EDUCATION ACT OF 1969 

<Mr. PODELL asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, it is time 
America faced up to the realization that 
its future well-being depends upon mak
ing available to all its citizens a full 
range of educational opportunity. Many 
today in our country are unable to help 
themselves because financial require
ments close doors of educational oppor
tunity to them. Tuition costs are appall
ingly high and constantly increasing. 
Steadily it becomes obvious that the 
wealthy and middle-class child gets the 
best educational opportunity. As the poor 
are left further behind, they remain un
educated and untrained, taking from so
ciety all their lives, in the form of unem
ployment and welfare payments, which 
give them a subsistence level of existence. 

Today I am introducing a measure 
aimed at providing a chance for higher 
education to poorer youngsters in our 
society. I do this on the premise that a 
chance for such education in our kind of 
society is not a privilege, but a right. 

My bill amends the educational oppor
tunity grants program of title IV of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 by expand
ing its grant provisions in section 402. It 
doubles the amount of grant money 
available to the student from $1,000 to 
$2,000 yearly, removing the stipulation 
from the present program that the stu
dent may receive only half the amount as 
a grant and the remainder as a repayable 
loan. Under my measure the student may 
receive the full amount as a grant. 

Many of these youngsters a void the 
challenge of college because of fear of 
being unable to repay the loan. We must 
realize that coming from underprivileged 
backgrounds, they have little formal un
derstanding of the college world. A lit
tle generosity on our part would pay 
large dividends to our country. This 
would be provided for under this bill. 

The bill is designed to cover tuition, 
student fees, and book costs up to $2,000 
a year. It also cuts in half the minimum 
amount which may be granted from $200 
to $100 a year. 

It is an attempt to institutionalize the 
American principle of equality of oppor
tunity for all. In these times, it is par
ticularly apropo that we extend a tan
gible sign of our desire to help these 
young people help themselves. 

ANOTHER TECHNICAL MILITARY 
DISASTER, THE ARMY'S MBT-70 
''DREAM TANK'' 
(Mr. PODELL asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, in recent 
weeks I have seen fit to call into question 
the ABM, TFX-F-111 and other waste
ful extravagances which now pass under 
the humorous title of new military de-

fense systems. This has brought forth in
dignation and patriotic protestations 
from some quarters. It is precisely my 
love of country and capacity for indigna
tion that requires me to call into ques
tion another massive military expendi
ture which has expended so much and 
produced so little. I have reference to 
the Army's proposed new main battle 
tank-the MBT-70 "Dream Tank." 

We are now informed by press reports 
and congressional hearings that the Gov
ernment has spent between $1 and $2 
billion over the past 8 years on this 
project without passing beyond the pro
totype stage. These are figures emanat
ing from the General Accounting Office, 
which has been monitoring the project. 
The Comptroller General gives us a $1.3 
billion figure. 

Mr. STRATTON, of New York, has ren
dered a public service to the Nation by 
deriding the Army's desperate attempts 
to hide its ineptness through calling for 
closed hearings and refusing to testify 
in public. 

The armored vehicle in question was 
supposed to maintain a high speed while 
being able to fire its main armament on 
the move. Conditioned against fallout, it 
was to be able to fire missiles and con
ventional shells with disposable casings 
through the same tube. Unit cost, exclu
sive of research and development, was to 
be between $500,000 and $1 million. In 
tandem with West Germany, we would 
develop this sophisticated answer to Rus
sian tank strength. 

Obviously, German and American 
standards did not mesh. A powerful 
enough engine has defied efforts at de
velopment. The Germans dropped out, 
seeing how futile it was to continue. We 
are left holding the bag, which the Army 
refuses to drop. In fact, even if we had 
this tank in being, ready for combat, it 
would be questionable if it oould perform 
effectively against what the Russians 
already possess in Europe on a combat
ready basis. 

Presently we possess about a dozen 
pilot models of the MBT-70. Doubts are 
strong as to whether it will ever be 
brought to fruition as a weapons system. 
Now we are told that disposable ammu
nition casings are not disposable, and 
that, despite all these difficulties, the 
Army has continued procurement of this 
system. 

Right now the Army is still building 
Sheridan training simulators that do not 
work. Each would cost $500 to be made 
workable. So far, $1 million would have 
to be spent on modifications, but they 
are still rolling off the assembly line. 

The Army itself admitted to Congress
man STRATTON that it put the tank into 
production knowing it had basic ftaws, a 
violation of its own regulations on the 
subject. 

So we see the Army throwing a way 
hundreds of millions on a weapons sys
tem it knows is faulty in order to pre
vent loss of appropriations. This is why 
our cities are collapsing before our eyes 
and the taxpayer groans under a stag
gering weight. 

What excuses shall we be given this 
time? Or shall we be called unpatriotic 
because we dare ask what in Heaven's 
name the Pentagon and America's de-

fense industry are doing with these awe
some sums of money. 

I passionately believe in an adequate 
defense for our Nation. Yet if a mortal 
challenge is ever delivered, I doubt if our 
defense would be able to meet it. I do not 
begrudge profits to any contractor
even massive profit. But for the sake of 
all that is holy, can we not obtain weap
ons systems from these corporations that 
will function? They seem to be incapable 
of performance, yet the Soviets seem to 
quickly produce first-rate weapons in 
many fields. 

It is becoming -damningly obvious that 
a few major defense contractors are in
creasingly milking America for skyrock
eting sums on the excuse that they can 
and will produce effective military hard
ware in reasonable spans of time. Never 
was so much taken from so many by so 
few, and so little given in return. Mean
while, our social problems grow from 
sores to cancers, while this mad dance of 
death mounts to a wild crescendo of 
spending, profiteering, excuses, and 
closed hearings. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not to be suffered 
any longer in silence. The American 
public not only has a right to be de
fended, it has a right to know what is 
being done with its money. People pay 
taxes in return for security and protec
tion. That is the first duty of government. 
America's citizenry also possesses the 
right to demand prosecution and punish
ment of those who take vast sums and 
return us nothing. If the small thief is 
sent off to reform school or prison, what 
is to be done in the case of the major 
malfeasvr? 

THE SUPREME COURT DECISIONS 
SHOW DISREGARD FOR PUBLIC 
INTEREST 
<Mr. HUNT asked and was given per

mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. Speaker, that Su
preme Court decisions are hampering 
law enforcement and the administra
tion of criminal justice is hardly a de
batable issue any longer. The more per
tinent question these days is how far the 
Court will go to protect individual rights, 
convicted criminals no less, as against 
the collective rights of society and, to 
be sure, the ultimate right of any so
ciety, that of its own self-preservation. 

One of the basic responsibilities of 
government is to protect the lives and 
property of those for whom its existence 
depends. Laws are enacted as binding 
rules of social conduct to insure the ade
quacy of this protection. But no law 
will secure to every person the unalien
able rights to "life, liberty, and the pur
suit of happiness" at the hands of the 
elite tribunal of nine men, the majority 
of whom appear to be bent on achieving 
the utopian way of life wherein laws 
would not be necessary. 

No one denies or doubts that a crim
inal, too, has rights protected by the 
Constitution, but it is high time the 
Supreme Court deals in realities, view
ing muck and mire of crime in the 
streets and realizing that the victim of 
crime also has rights, significantly, his 
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unalienable rights. No law can revive 
the life of a victim or erase the agoniz
ing experience of a vicious assault 
against his life or. property. But laws 
can bring to justice those who defiantly 
violate the laws of society, providing the 
courts identify the realities rather than 
becoming preoccupied with the abstrac
tions of impractical idealism. There can 
be no more convincing evidence than 
the phenomenal increase in the inci
dence of crime which strikes at the very 
existence of our society. 

Decisions of the Court will undoubtedly 
stand so long as the public and the repre
sentatives of the people have respect for 
its logic and reasoning. I find cause to 
believe, however, that such respect is 
diminishing, and inevitably, the Court 
must concede to a persistent public will 
lest it risk the dilution of its powers. One 
can only hope that day is near. 

A very pertinent editorial appeared in 
the March 21, 1969, Wall Street Journal 
in which are reiterated the remarks of 
Chief Justice Weintraub of the New Jer
sey Supreme Court concerning two 
significant anomalies of recent Supreme 
Court procedural decisions. The first is 
the impractically ideal and abstract rea
soning of the Court: · 

If the judiciary exerts its undoubted power 
to create new Constitutional doctrines, it 
must first learn what authority the other de
partments (executive and legislative) must 
have. The need must be found, not in ab
stract contemplation, but in the tumult of 
the streets. Cliches and slogans will not do. 

The second concerns the suppression of 
truth in the courtroom: 

It is an unhappy fact that the capacity of 
the judicial process to deal with the demands 
of law enforcement is doubted by a substan
tial body of responsible men. The reasons are 
several. One is the lengthening line of deci
sions which suppress the truth or block ac
cess to it. 

According to the editorial: 
In the case before the New Jersey court 

no one contested the truth of the evidence 
the defense sought to suppress. The argu
ment was that since the evidence had been 
acquired in a manner the Supreme Court has 
since disapproved, it should not be admitted 
to the courtroom. Since the police had broken 
the rules, the criminal should go free. 

The full text of the editorial follows: 
(From the Wall Street Journal, Mar. 21, 1969] 

A REGARD FOR TRUTH 

An impressive number of prominent jurists 
have joined the complaints about the recent 
string of Supreme Court decisions on crimi
nal procedure, which have made life easier 
for defendants and tougher for police and 
prosecutors. Some especially penetrating 
comments were offered recently by Chief Jus
tice Weintraub of the New Jersey Supreme 
Court. 

Justice Weintraub's court got its back up 
about a Supreme Court case declaring that 
requiring gamblers to buy Federal gambling 
stamps infringes on the Fifth Amendment 
protection against self-incrimination. In a 
6-0 decision, the New Jersey court refused to 
suppress evidence arising from the law the 
High Court had struck down. There are trou
blesome aspects to such acts of judicial de
fiance, but Justice Weintraub's opinion cer
tainly put a finger on two of the biggest 
anomalies in the recent procedural decisions. 

The first of these is the ivory-tower reason
ing behind most of the Supreme Court deci
sions. Remarking that the first duty of all 

branches of government is to insure the 
peace, Justice Weintraub added, "If the judi
ciary exerts its undoubted power to create 
new Constitutional doctrines, it must first 
learn what authority the other departments 
must have. The need must be found, not in 
abstract contemplation, but in the tumult of 
the streets. Cliches and slogans will not do." 

It's bad enough that the High Court's ab
stract decisions may have very concrete effects 
in hampering law enforcement. But the deci
sions' contact with reality is equally tenuous 
with regard to the need for the reforms they 
proclaim. The cases before the Court have 
seldom if ever concerned innocent people un
justly convicted; they have concerned crimi
nals whose guilt was mortally certain. The 
Court has been changing the rules not to 
correct demonstrated injustice, but in pursuit 
of some other-worldly ideal. 

The second and more central anomaly is 
that the changes in the rules have hampered 
rather than advanced the search for truth in 
the courtroom. As Justice Weintraub puts it, 
"It is an unhappy fact that the capa.clty of 
the judicial process to deal with the demands 
of law enforcement is doubted by a substan
tial body of responsible men. The reasons are 
several. One is the lengthening line of deci
sions which suppress the truth or block access 
to it." 

In the case before the New Jersey court, 
for example, no one contested the truth of 
the evidence the defense sought to sup
press. The argument was that since the 
evidence had been acquired in a manner 
the Supreme Court has since disapproved, 
it should not be admitted to the courtroom. 
Since the police had broken the rules, the 
criminal should go free. 

This is of course a standard argument in 
U.S. appellate courts. Reversing the crimi
nal's conviction, or sending the case back 
for a new trial with access to vital evidence 
barred, is how the courts discipline the po
lice. Presumably this does control police 
behavior. But its unhappy side effect is 
that so often the highly rarified rules of the 
game, not the objective facts of guilt or in
nocence, determine the outcome in the court
room. 

Now, some critics of the Supreme Court's 
recent procedural decisions are talking about 
very sweeping remedies. One prominent judge 
has proposed a lengthy Constitutional 
Amendment detailing what protection from 
self incrimination does and does not en
compass. If remedies of this scope are being 
discussed, a far more elegant and pene
trating solution might be an Amendment 
guaranteeing that courts may consider what
ever relevant evidence is available. 

This suggestion, we recognize, will leave 
many lawyers aghast. But while it is foreign 
to their traditions, it remains highly com
mended by common sense. Freeing guilty 
criminals is scarcely the only way to disci
pline transgressing policemen; they can, for 
one alternative, be treated like other law
breakers. A complete end to suppression of 
evidence might not prove a practical or even 
desirable reform, of course, but serious dis
cussion of it would starkly illustrate the 
problems bothering Justice Weintraub and 
a good many others. 

To wit, the new proliferation of abstract 
rules is making the criminal process an in
creasingly stylized and therefore increasingly 
empty ritual. Somehow or other, it needs to 
be infused with a sound regard for simple 
truth. 

Another timely report on the suppres
sion of evidence secured through elec
tronic eavesdropping appeared in the 
Evening Star on March 24 under the 
byline of Lyle Denniston. Contrary to 
existing law, which deliberately took 
care to guard the rights of individuals 
to privacy to the maximum extent feasi-

ble, while still insuring the public in
terest, the Supreme Court ruled in effect · 
"that the Government will have to turn 
over to defense lawyers and criminal 
suspects all logs of eavesdropping done-
without a judge's permission-whether 
the snooping was done for security pur
poses or for any other reason." Despite 
a rare plea by the Justice Department to 
have the Court review its decision, con
sidering that it would immeasurably im
pair prosecution in certain criminal 
cases, the Court refused in a brief six 
words. It takes no stretch of the imagi
nation to feel this decision will further 
weigh the balance of justice in favor of 
the criminal, suspected or convicted. 

As these developments, reported in the 
article, the full text following, and edi
torialized in the preceding editorial, are 
most relevant to our legislative respon
sibilities and prerogatives, I commend 
them to your close attention: 
[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star, 

Mar.24,1969] 
(By Lyle Denniston) 

The Supreme Court today fiatly rejected 
the Justice Department's plea for unrestrict
ed permission to use secret listening devices 
in "foreign intelligence spying." 

With no dissent and with no explanation, 
the justiqes refused to reconsider their con
troversial March 10 ruling that any elec
tronic snooping that was done without a 
judge's permission, in any kind of case, is 
forbidden by the Constitution's Fourth 
Amendment. 

Last Wednesday, Solicitor General Erwin 
N. Griswold urged an exemption from the 
amendment when government agents use 
wiretaps or hidden microphones to gather 
foreign intelUgence. 

Griswold had argued that eavesdropping 
for that sole purpose was necessary "in the 
interest of self-preservation" for the nation. 

The effect of today's six-word order denying 
reconsideration is that the government will 
have to turn over to defense lawyers and 
criminal suspects all logs of eavesdropping 
done illegally, whether the snooping was done 
for security purposes or for any other reason. 

The Justice Department will be left with 
the option of giving up its criminal cases in 
which illegal bugging has been done, rather 
than hand over its secret files of bugging 
transcripts. 

The high court, in a separate ruling today, 
may have eased somewhat the impact of its 
March 10 decision on past federal cases. 

By a vote of 5-3, the court said that a key 
1967 decision broadening the Fourth Amend
ment coverage of electronic eavesdropping 
will not apply to any bugging done before 
Dec. 18, 1967-the date of the previous de
cision. 

This action will mean that some govern
ment eavesdropping that would be consid
ered illegal is not unlawful because pre-1967 
decision approved of it. 

Thus, a suspect and his defense lawyer 
seeking access to government eavesdropping 
transcripts will not be able, at least in some 
cases, to claim the monitoring was illegal. 
Unless they can make that claim, they have 
no right under the March 10 decision to look 
at government bugging transcripts. 

RECONSIDERATION ASKED 

· Whatever gain the Justice Department may 
have made because the 1967 decision was not 
applied retroactively is not likely to make up 
for its disappointment at the court's refusal 
to reconsider its March 10 decision. 

That ruling seriously upset key department 
officials and resulted in the rare request by 
the government for the court to take an
other look at the decision. 
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Department officials were particularly dis

turbed that disclosure of some tapes of 1llegal 
eavesdropping would betray government se
crets about the location of foreign intelli
gence bugs, including bugs and wiretaps of 
foreign embassy telephones. 

The government also was concerned that 
some persons under suspicion for purely do
mestic crimes would "stumble into" foreign 
intelligence bugs and be overheard. 

Because the government would not be 
willing to reveal the tapes of that overhear
ing the suspect would have gained "immu
nity from prosecution for all crimes, present 
or future," Griswold contended. 

He asked the justices to modify their deci
sion so that the Fourth Amendment did not 
apply to any use of electronic devices that 
had been expressly approved by the U.S. at
torney general for foreign intelligence opera
tions. 

By refusing to reconsider, the court de
clined to make such an exception--at least 
for the time being. At some point in the fu
ture, the justices could take up that issue. 

In the meantime, however, the March 10 
decision will stand without the constitu
tional immunity which the government had 
insisted was necessary. 

Following up the March 10 ruling, the 
high court today ordered federal judges in 
Chattanooga, Tenn., and Chicago to look 
again at two federal criminal convictions of 
former Teamster Union president James R. 
Hoffa. 

The Chattanooga conviction in 1964 of 
jury-tampering sent Hoffa to federal prison 
for an eight-year term. The Chicago convic
tion, also in 1964, could increase his prison 
stay five more years. 

Demonstrating further that the new de
cision could have a widespread impact on 
federal cases, the justices also returned nearly 
two dozen other cases to be re-examined 
under the March 10 decision. 

Among these others was the draft-evasion 
conviction of former boxing champion Cas
sious Clay. The Justice Department has ad
mitted that one of the five instances in which 
it electronically eavesdropped on Clay's con
versations came when he "stumbled into" a 
foreign intelligence probe. 

Clay is free on bail pending outcome of 
his appeal. 

The court action in the Hoffa cases gave his 
lawyers at least a temporary victory. For two 
years, they have been attempting to get re
consideration of the jury-tampering convic
tion on the grounds that federal agents used 
illegal eavesdropping. Before today, the high 
court had turned aside such pleas three 
times. 

Two years ago, the justices did require 
the lower court to re-examine the Chicago 
fraud case, because of a government admis
sion of eavesdropping but the scope of that 
review was limited, since it came before the 
new decision widening defense lawyers' ac
cess to government bugging transcripts. 

Federal judges re-examining crlmlnal 
cases under the March 10 decision must go 
through two steps: 

First, they must decide if the eavesdrop
ping was done illegally-that is, without 
advance permission from a court to invade 
a private conversation. 

Second, if the eavesdropping was illegal, 
the defense lawyers and their clients are to 
be shown all transcripts of conversations in
volving the defendant himself or conversa
tions that took place on his "premises" but 
involving other persons. 

The Supreme Court's decision today on 
the issue of retroactive use of the 1967 de
cision will figure in the first of these two 
steps. 

Under the 1967 ruling, the justices said 
for the first time that it was illegal to use 
hidden devices to listen in on private con
versation, no matter where the conversation 
took place, if the monitoring had not been 
approved in advance by a judge. 

Prior to that ruling, eavesdropping was 
illegal only if the hidden device had in
truded physically into a private place. The 
1967 decision said that privacy did not be
long to physical locations, but to persons. 

NEW PROTECTION 
This decision gave new constitutional pro

tection to private conversations even in such 
places as public telephone booths. 

But the court said today that it would not 
apply that protection to eavesdropping prior 
to Dec. 18, 1967. Therefore, any bugging done 
before that day that did not physically in
trude into a private place is not considered 
illegal, even if it was done without the 
judge's approval. 

The court expressly refused to apply the 
1967 ruling to a criminal case in which a 
microphone had been placed in a hotel but 
did not actually penetrate the room in which 
the overheard conversation took place. The 
case involved a group of five people con
victed of taking part in a $100 million heroin 
deal. 

In a second case, the court refused to ap
ply the 1967 decision to a New York bar owner 
who was overheard on a pollee wiretap of a 
public telephone. Evidence gathered by the 
wiretap helped police convict the man of 
an extortion conspiracy. 

eign finance company. This availability 
of credit also encourages servicemen to 
purchase large ticket items at the mili
tary exchange facilities rather than buy
ing such items on the economy. Formerly, 
these items had to be purchased on the 
economy if they were to be financed. 

The following is a letter from Brig. 
Gen. Evert S. Thomas, Jr., retired, ex
ecutive secretary of the Defense Credit 
Union Council reporting the activities of 
the eight credit unions now in operation. 
It should be noted that a vast majority 
of the loans are made to enlisted men, 
particularly those at the bottom of the 
pay scale. These were the servicemen who 
were formerly the No. 1 victims of 
the loan sharks. Before any serviceman 
receives a loan from one of the credit 
unions, he is fully counseled about the 
wise use of credit and the loan is tailored 
to his income. 

Although it is still too early to obtain 
any extremely accurate loss experience 
on these loans, preliminary indications 
show that writeofis are extremely low 
and in many cases are far below the aver
age of all credit unions. 

DEFENSE CREDIT UNION CouNcn., 
OVERSEAS MILITARY CREDIT Washington, D.C., March 24, 1969. 

UNIONS STILL BEST METHOD OF Han. WRIGHT PATMAN, 
FIGHTING LOAN SHARKS Chairman, Committee on Banking and Cur-
<Mr. PATMAN asked and was given rency, House of Representatives, Wash-

ington, D.C. 
permission to extend his remarks at this DEAR MR. CHAmMAN: The following prog
point in the RECORD and to include ex- ress report concerning the operations of credit 
traneous matter.) union suboffices in Germany, England, and 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, from tim~ the Philippine Islands is submitted for your 
to time I have placed in the RECORD the information. 
reports of the progress being made by Andrews Federal Credit Union began oper
U.S. military credit unions operating in ations at Wiesbaden on 11 March 1968. It has 

since opened a sub-office at Frankfurt. As of 
Germany· 28 February these sub-offices had acquired 

These credit unions were brought about 8,897 members, made loans in the amount of 
because of investigations conducted by $8,051,132.62, and had received share deposits 
the Domestic Finance Subcommittee in the total amount of $2,599,886.91. During 
which revealed that servicemen stationed the month of February, 761 loans were made 
overseas were paying interest rates as to military personnel. These loans were dis
high as 60 and 70 percent to obtain .. tributed by pay grades as follows: 

No. of 
loans. loans 

A majority of the credit unions in Ger- E-2 ---------------------------------- 4 
many were opened about 15 months ago. E-3 ---------------------------------- 70 
Last November, a credit union was E-4 ---------------------------------- 175 
opened at Lakenheath Air Base in Eng- E-5 ---------------------------------- 198 
land and in December, a credit union E-6 ---------------------------------- 136 
was opened at Clark Air Force Base in E-7 ---------------------------------- 47 
the Philippines. E-8 ---------------------------------- 10 

E-9 ---------------------------------- 5 
On the first of April, a military credit W-1 --------------------------------- 2 

union will open in Seoul, Korea. Arrange- W-2 --------------------------------- 7 
ments have also been made to provide a 0-1 ---------------------------------- 19 
specialized type of credit union service 0-2 ---------------------------------- 31 
in Rota, Spain, and in the near future, 0-3 ---------------------------------- 34 
credit union facilities will be operatir.g 0-4 ---------------------------------- 12 
. . 0-5 ---------------------------------- 11 m Naples and AVIano, Italy. 

At the end of February, the eight over
seas credit unions had signed up more 
than 43,000 members, had received share 
deposits in the amount of r.early $5 mil
lion and made loans amounting to nearly 
$26 million. The reason the loans are 
higher than the shares is that the credit 
unions are subo:ffices of existing U.S. 
credit unions and the excess funds of the 
stateside credit unions are being put to 
use by the overseas facilities. 

It should be noted that the credit 
unions, in addition to saving servicemen 
from $200 to $500 on the financing costs 
of a new automobile, are also helping to 
fight our balance-of-payments problem 
since the servicemen borrow money that 
is returned to the United States as it is 
repaid rather than borrowing from a for-

Fort Belvoir Federal Credit Union began 
operations at Wurzburg on 1 February 1968. 
As of 28 February this sub-office had 2,614 
members, made loans in the amount of 
$1,561,878.27, and received share deposits in 
the total amount of $135,303.71. During the 
month of February, 284 loans were made to 
military personnel. These loans were distrib
uted by pay grades as follows: 

No. of 
loans 

E-1 ---------------------------------- 3 
E-2 ---------------------------------- 9 
E-3 ---------------------------------- 43 
E-4 ---------------------------------- 76 
E-5 ---------------------------------- 82 
E-6 ---------------------------------- 41 
E-7 ---------------------------------- 17 
E-8 ---------------------------------- 2 
VV-0 --------------------------------- 3 
0-1 ---------------------------------- 1 
0-2 ---------------------------------- 7 
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Pease AFB Federal Credit Union began op

erations at Ramstein on 15 January 1968. 
It has since opened a sub-office at Baum
holder. As of 28 February these sub-offices 
had acquired 11,691 members, made loans in 
the total amount of $5,725,728.59, and re
ceived share deposits in the amount of 
$561,331.68. During the month of February 
these sub-offices made 694 loans to military 
personnel. These loans were distributed by 
pay grade as follows: 

No. of 
loans 

E-2 ---------------------------------- 12 
E-3 ---------------------------------- 95 
E-4 ---------------------------------- 214 
E-5 ---------------------------------- 178 
~ ---------------------------------- 115 
E-7 ---------------------------------- 28 
~ ---------------------------------- 10 
E-9 ---------------------------------- 4 
C>-1 ---------------------------------- 7 
C>-2 ---------------------------------- 13 
C>-3 ---------------------------------- 13 
C>-4 ---------------------------------- 2 
C>-5 ---------------------------------- 3 

Lackland AFB Federal Credit Union began 
operations in Berlin on 26 December 1967. 
As of 28 February this sub-office had acquired 
2,021 members, made loans in the total 
amount of $1,606,672.46, and received share 
deposits in the amount of $326,U4.61. During 
the month of February this sub-office made 
113 loans to military personnel distributed 
by pay grades as follows: 

No. of 
loans 

E-3 ---------------------------------- 10 
E-4 ---------------------------------- 31 
E-5 ---------------------------------- 32 
E-6 ---------------------------------- 23 
E-7 ---------------------------------- 4 
E-8 ---------------------------------- 1 
VV-0 --------------------------------- 1 
C>-1 --------------------------------- 5 
C>-2 ---------------------------------- 2 
C>-3 ---------------------------------- . 3 
C>-4 ---------------------------------- 1 

Redstone Federal Credit Union began op
erations in the Mannheim-Stuttgart area on 
15 February 1968. As of 28 February this sub
office had acquired 8,655 members, made loans' 
in the total amount of $5,528,826.67, andre
ceived share deposits in the amount of $371,-
827.11. During the month of February this 
sub-office made 1,107 loans to military per
sonnel and these loans were distributed by 
pay grades as follows: 

No. of 
loans 

E-1 ---------------------------------- 1 
E-2 ---------------------------------- 9 
E-3 ---------------------------------- 64 
E-4 ---------------------------------- 268 
E-5 ---------------------------------- 341 
E-6 ---------------------------------- 240 
E-7 ---------------------------------- 63 
E-8 ---------------------------------- 11 
E-9 ---------------------------------- 5 
VV-1 --------------------------------- 3 
VV-2 --------------------------------- 11 
VV-3 --------------------------------- 3 
C>-1 --------------------------------- 15 
C>-2 ---------------------------------- 33 
C>-3 ---------------------------------- 28 
C>-4 ---------------------------------- 5 
C>-5 ---------------------------------- 6 
C>-6 --------------------------------- 1 

Finance Center Federal Credit Union began 
operations at Furth on 15 February 1968. As 
o! 28 February this sub-office had acquired 
4,191 members, made loans in the amount of 
$1,552,635.02, and had received share deposits 
in the amount of $417,058.65. During the 
month of February this sub-office made 256 
loans to military personnel and these loans 
were distributed by pay grade as follows: 

No. of 
loans 

E-2 ---------------------------------- 2 
E-3 ---------------------------------- 23 
E-4 ---------------------------------- 69 
E-5 ---------------------------------- 69 
E-6 ---------------------------------- 53 
E-7 ---------------------------------- 13 
VVC>-1 -------------------------------- 1 
VVC>-2 -------------------------------- 3 
C>-1 ---------------------------------- 8 
C>-2 ---------------------------------- 8 
C>-3 ---------------------------------- 7 

Keesler AFB Federal Credit Union began 
operations at Lakenheath, England on 15 
November 1968. As of 28 February this credit 
union had acquired 1,616 members, made 
loans in the amount of $627,933.44, and re
ceived share deposits 1n the amount of $167,-
114.73. During the month of February this 
sub-office made 230 loans to military person
nel and these loans were distributed by pay 
grade as follows: 

No. of 
loans 

E-2 ---------------------------------- 2 
E-3 ---------------------------------- 29 
E-4 ---------------------------------- 94 
E-5 ---------------------------------- 57 
~ ---------------------------------- 21 
E-7 ---------------------------------- 7 
E-8 ---------------------------------- 1 
E-9----------------------------------- 1 
C>-1 ---------------------------------- 3 
C>-2 ---------------------------------- 2 
C>-3 ---------------------------------- 10 
C>-5 ---------------------------------- 2 
C>-6 ---------------------------------- 1 

Barksdale AFB Federal Credit Union began 
operations at Clark Air Base 1n the Philip
pine Islands on 20 December 1968. As of 28 
February this credit union had acquired 
3,490 members, made loans in the amount of 
$1,333,012.62, and received share deposits in 
the amount of $407,663.74. During the month 
of February this sub-office made 1,340 loans 
to military personnel and these loans were 
distributed by pay grade as follows: 

No. of 
loans E-2 __________________________ : _______ 196 

E-3 ---------------------------------- 193 
E-4 --------------------------------- 387 
E-5 ---------------------------------- 350 
E-6 ---------------------------------- 111 E-7 ____________________________ : _____ 78 

E-8 ---------------------------------- 14 
E-9 ---------------------------------- 3 
C>-1 ---------------------------------- 3 
C>-2 ---------------------------------- 12 
C>-3 ---------------------------------- 24 
C>-4 ---------------------------------- 5 
0-5 ---------------------------------- 3 
C>-6 ---------------------------------- 1 

As of 28 February the sub-offices had signed 
up 43,175 members, received share deposits 
1n the amount of $4,986,301.14, and made 
loans in the amount of $25,987,819.69. 

Respectfully, 
EvERT 8. THOMAS, Jr., 

Brigadier General, U.S.A. (retired), 
Executive Secretary. 

THE EXPERTS DISCOVER THAT THE 
FEDERAL RESERVE IS NOT INFAL
LmLE 

<Mr. PATMAN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, the Nation 
is slowly coming to realize that our Fed
eral Reserve System is an unworkable 
hodge podge of creaking machinery that 

is doing tremendous damage to the en
tire economy. 

We now have major commentators 
from all shades of political opinion fac
ing the fact that the Federal Reserve 
and its illustrious chairman, William 
McChesney Martin, are not infallible. 

It has taken many crises and near 
economic disasters to bring this realiza
tion home. It is coming none too early. 
The American public has long recog
nized the evils and the misguided poli
cies of this ancient institution, but these 
facts have only recently filtered up to 
the leaders and the news columnists. 

Mr. S'peaker, there is unquestionably 
great disagreement about what kind of 
changes should be made at the Federal 
Reserve, but there seems to be a growing 
unanimity of opinion that there must be 
change. Fewer and fewer economists 
and writers are willing to suggest any 
longer that the Federal Reserve and Wil
liam McChesney Martin have all the 
answers. The fallacy of allowing a mone
tary system to operate on its own with
out coordination with general economic 
policies is sinking home in high places. 
I hope that we do not have to face a 
general economic collapse before this 
administration and the Congress do 
something about the Federal Reserve 
System. 

While I do not agree with all of the 
statements, I do urge my colleagues to 
read the Evans and Novak column in to
day's Washington Post, March 27. The 
Evans and Novak column outlines some 
of the recent criticisms which are being 
voiced about the collapse of our mone
tary policymaking. 

Mr. Speaker, I place a copy of this 
column in the REcoRD: 
OVERZEALOUS FIGHT ON INFLATION BY FED 

FEARED 

(By Rowland Evans and Robert Novak) 
Even though the fires of inflation stlll 

roar with no sign they will diminish, eco
nomic pollcymakers in the Nixon Admin
istration are afraid that the Federal Reserve 
Board will go too far in battling inflation 
and do grave damage to the economy. 

Specifically, they fear that the brakes put 
on the money supply by the Fed-the Na
tion's central bank-might late this year 
trigger a business decline and rising unem
ployment that President Nixon feels would 
doom his Administration. 

Nobody in the Administration 1s even 
faintly considering anything so disruptive 
as an open bid to bring the Federal Reserve 
Board under control of the VVhite House 
and Treasury. Rather, they are just hoping 
for better coordination of future Fed moves 
with Administration economic policy. 

The irony is that the harsh words are 
coming !rom a Republican Administration. 
Economic o1fcials 1n the Democratic Admin
istrations of the past eight years were circum
spect in dealing with the Fed and its much 
respected chairman, VVilliam McChesney Mar
tin-sacred cows of the financial establish
ment. The Nixon officials, supposedly the 
friends of the Fed, are less wary of sniping 
at the Fed (at least in private). 

Such snlplng has been growing outside 
Government, particularly in commercial 
banking circles, on grounds that the Fed has 
zigged when it should have zagged in re
cent years. A favorite target is the Fed's 
supertight money policy o! 1966, which pro
duced a credit crunch of nearly calamitous 
proportions. 
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Furthermore, some Adm1nlstration oftlcle.ls 
feel Chairman Martin overstepped. himself 
into polltlcs by loudly championing Presi
dent Johnson's 10 per cent surtax and then 
made an economic blooper by depending 
unduly on that tax increase to curb infla
tion. According to this analysts, Martin was 
so confident that the surtax would apply the 
economic brakes that the Fed let the money 
supply grow too rapidly last fall-inadvert
ently feeding inflation. 

Other Nixon oftlcials, particularly at the 
Treasury, share the Johnson Admlnlstration's 
high confidence in Martin personally and 
work with him harmoniously. But confidence 
in the other six members of the Reserve 
Board is considerably lower in oftlcial Wash
ington today than it was before Jan. 20. Some 
Nixon pollcymakers view the Fed as a Tower 
of Babel, its members spreading a bewilder
ing variety of polltical gospel about the Na
tion in innumerable speeches. 

Thus, in February, top Admlnlstration of
ficials read with great interest an issue of 
the high-priced economic report written by 
consultant Carter H. Golembe, a former of
ficial of the American Bankers Association, 
severely criticizing the operations and policies 
of the Federal Reserve Board. 

Even if these oftlctals did not fully concur 
in the scope of Golembe's criticism, they 
agreed with the general tenor of the memo
randum that the central banking system de
vised in Woodrow Wilson's day is overdue for 
revamping. For example, one Nixon pollcy
maker passed the Golembe report to another 
with this memo attached to it: "Extreme, but 
interesting." 

Since the Golembe report, official concern 
about the Fed has risen. Nixon officials were 
basically in sympathy with a recent lead edi
torial of the New York Times suggesting that 
the Fed's crackdown on any growth in the 
money supply since last December has lasted 
too long and should now be replaced by rein
forcing money reserves of the Nation's com
mercial banks. 

The problem of the Nixon men is manifest. 
Attempting to kill the inflationary psychology 
and promote anti-inflation by every word and 
deed, they can scarcely take the Fed to task
in public-for adjusting the money screws too 
tight. 

In fact, however, the Nixon economists be
lieve that neither higher taxes nor a tight 
money policy can stop inflation. Only greatly 
reduced Federal spending is the answer, and 
that may prove impossible, while the Viet
nam war still rages. The worry on Pennsyl
vania Avenue now is whether the independent 
Federal Reserve Board has the subtlety and 
expertise to weather this most difficult eco
nomic period. 

Mr. Speaker, we need broad structural 
reforms of the Federal Reserve System. 
It is something that cannot be delayed. 
In January, I introduced H.R. 11 which 
is designed to bring about these reforms 
and to assure the fullest coordination of 
monetary policy with economic policy. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 11 would: 
First. Coordinate our economic policy. 

This would require that the Federal Re
serve Board consult and work with other 
agencies of the Government as provided 
for in the Full Employment Act of 1946. 
In other words, the Federal Reserve 
would no longer be allowed to ride off in 
one direction while the rest of the coun
try was moving in the opposite direction. 
This is basic to providing a stable 
economy without the disruptive ups and 
downs created by a "go it alone" Fed
eral Reserve policy. 

Two. Shorten the terms of the mem
bers of the Federal Reserve Board from 
14 years to 5 years. This would enable 

the President to appoint a majority dur
ing his first term of office and would 
thereby make the Board more responsive 
to the w1ll of the people. At the present 
time, the 14-year terms are staggered in 
such a manner as to prevent the Pres
ident from appointing a majority until 
his very last year in office. This prevents 
a President from ever effectively con
trolling the Boord at any time. 

Third. Enable the President to ap
point a Chairman of his own choosing. 
H.R. 11 would provide that the term 
of the Chairman be coterminous with 
that of the President of the United 
States. It would also allow the President 
to appoint any qualified person as Chair
man. At present, the President is re
quired to pick the Chairman from among 
the existing members of the Federal Re
serve Board, thus narrowing his choice 
drastically. 

Fourth. Require that the Federal Re
serve seek appropriations from Con
gress. At the present time, the Federal 
Reserve does not come to Congress for 
appropriations. This prevents the Con
gress from exercising any kind of mean
ingful annual review of the activities of 
the Federal Reserve, or from checking 
any of its expenditures. The appropria
tions processes are essential to our 
democratic system and, in the past, have 
prevented bureaucrats and Federal agen
cies from ignoring the public interest. 

Fifth. Require the Federal Reserve to 
submit to independent audits. The Fed
eral Reserve's books are not audited. 
The General Accounting Office, which 
inspects the records of other Govern
ment agencies, is not allowed to look at 
any of the Federal Reserve's activities. 
As a result, there is no real knowledge 
of what the Federal Reserve does with 
all of its money. 

Sixth. Abolish the Federal Open 
Market Committee and turn its func
tions over solely to the Federal Reserve 
Board. 

Mr. Speaker, these are some of the 
basic highlights of H.R. 11. Overall, the 
bill is designed to bring the Federal Re
serve System in line with the principles 
of our democratic government. This 
means designing the Federal Reserve 
System in such a manner that it will re
spond to the desires and the needs of the 
people and not just to the wishes of the 
bankers. This is not a revolutionary bill 
by any means. It simply makes the Fed
eral Reserve conform to the rules and 
operating procedures followed by other 
Government agencies. 

NATION MAGAZINE DENOUNCES 
UNIFORM CONSUMER CREDIT CODE 

<Mr. PATMAN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, in recent 
weeks, there has been much confusion
some of it generated in the press-
about the so-called Uniform Consumer 
Credit Code which is being pushed in 
48 of the 50 State legislatures this year. 

Therefore, I am happy to see that at 
least one national publication, the Na
tion magazine, has clearly laid out the 

facts in an editorial in its issue dated 
March31. 

The Nation magazine gives some excel
lent advice when it says: 

It would be much wiser for all States now 
covered by their own consumer credit laws 
to reject this package that has only one 
easily detectable virtue-uniformity, 1f in
deed that is a virtue. 

Mr. Speaker, the Nation magazine is 
to be commended for so forthrightly set
ting out the issues in this very important 
controversy. Mr. Speaker, I place in the 
RECORD a copy of this excellent editorial: 

REVOLVING CREDIT 

When Congress passed the Truth in Lend
ing Act last year, it quieted the States' rights 
advocates by including a provision that would 
exempt from federal jurisdiction any state 
that passed its own law offering the consumer 
as much protection as the federal statute. 
Now in a majority of states a b111 called the 
Uniform Consumer Credit Code is being 
pushed. Some of its consumer protection fea
tures are pust as good as the federal law. 

But burled among these positive features 
one finds that the proposed Code would per
mit 36 per cent interest on revolving bank 
credit-card sales and 24 per cent interest on 
regular department store revolving credit 
sales. While that 1s high, it does not violate 
the exemption requirements, because the 
Truth ln Lending Act leaves interest rates to 
the states. The federal law requires only that 
the charges be spelled out so that people can 
more clearly see when and how they are being 
gypped. 

The goal of the lobbyists for this Code 
sounds very plausible--equal charges 
throughout the land. But in fact it would be 
regressive to make all states adjust to this 
Code. Its provisions might actually improve 
debtors' lives in some of the more backward 
states, where 36 per cent and 24 per cent 
would sound like progress, but the Code 
would raise interest rates on loans in Cali
fornia, Dlinots, New York, New Jersey, Mas
sachusetts, Pennsylvania and a good many 
other states. In fact, in the states where re
volving credit is regulated-which is about 
half the states--not one permits an interest 
rate as high as the Uniform Code's proposed 
24 per cent. 

In the first round of legislative votes, the 
Code has been defeated four times, but three 
of these losses were in thinly populated 
states--Montana, Wyoming, New Mexico-
and the other state legislature. Indiana's, did 
not permanently turn it down but only put 
off the decision for two years. So the bulk of 
the arguing is still to be done, and it will 
come in the heavily populated states where 
lies the big pay-off in the $100 blllion con
sumer credit business. 

The best chance the consumer has for see
ing the Code turned down is the infighting 
now going on between the bankers and the 
loan companies. 

Wright Patman, chairman of the House 
Banking Committee, has traced $297,000 of 
the money (there may be more he hasn't 
found) that went into the drafting-lobbying 
campaign behind the Code. At least $75,000 
of that, he says, came from the bankers. 
(That's why the Code gives them 36 per cent 
interest on purchases made with bank credit 
cards, whlle department stores get 12 per 
cent less for their own credit-card sales.) 
But when a "free entry provision" was writ
ten into the Code to allow loan companies 
to muscle into some of the dealings previously 
reserved solely for the banks, the bankers re
versed themselves and opposed the Code. At 
least on that point. In two states where the 
"free entry" provision was knocked out by 
the legislatures, the bankers reversed them
selves again and supported the Code. 

Since it is a little difficult to take sides with 
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either the banks or the loan companies, and 
since, as Judge George Brunn of Berkeley has 
said, "this is one of the most technical and 
difficult to understand pieces of legislation I 
have ever seen, difficult even for lawyers, let 
alone laymen," it would be much wiser for 
all states now covered by their own consumer 
credit laws to reject this package that has 
only one easily detectable virtue-uniformity, 
if indeed that is a virtue. 

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION 
AMENDING THE ATOMIC ENERGY 
ACT OF 1954 
<Mr. HOLIFIELD asked and was 

given permission to extend his remarks 
at this point in the RECORD and to in
clude extraneous matter.) 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, early 
in this session of Congress the Atomic 
Energy Commission submitted to the 
Congress a number of proposed bills 
which had been cleared by the outgoing 
administration in its final weeks in of
fice. Neither Senator PASTORE, vice chair
man of the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy, nor I, as chairman of the com
mittee, introduced these measures at the 
time of their submission because the 
new administration had not had the op
portunity to review and approve the 
Commission's legislative proposals. 

We have now received a communica
tion from Dr. Glenn T. Seaborg, Chair
man of the Commission, informing the 
committee that most of these bills have 
received clearance from the new admin
istration. I am therefore introducing 
these legislative proposals today by re
quest, and ask unanimous consent that 
Dr. Seaborg's letter and the AEC's anal
ysis of each of these measures be included 
in the RECORD at the conclusion of my 
remarks. 

One other measure submitted to the 
Congress in the waning hours of the last 
administration-namely, a bill to au
thorize appropriations to the Commis
sion in fiscal year 1970-has not yet 
received the approval of the new admin
istration. I will therefore continue to re
frain from introducing this bill, and per
!force the committee will continue to 
defer hearings on this measure, until we 
have received word that the new admin
istration has completed its review of the 
Commission's proposed fiscal year 1970 
budget and either supports the request 
or has specific amendments which it 
wishes to recommend. 

I believe it would be helpful to include 
in the RECORD at this point correspond
ence which Senator PASTORE and I ex
changed with the Honorable Robert P. 
Mayo, Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget on this matter. 

U.S. CONGRESS, 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 

January 24, 1969. 
Hon. ROBERT MAYO, 
Director, Bureau of the Budget, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR MR. MAYO: As you know, the Atomic 
Energy Commission on January 15., 1969 sub
mitted to the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives its 
proposed bill to authorize appropriations to 
the Commission in fisca.l year 1970. The pro
posed bills have been referred to the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy. 

We fully expect that in the coming weeks 
the new Administration will wish to review 

the budget requests of the various Federal 
agencies and departments with a view to pos
sibly revising some of them in accordance 
with the policies of the new Administration. 
In view of this, we believe it might well be 
a futile and meaningless exercise for the 
Joint Committee to perform its customary 
early, in-depth review of the Commission's 
authorization proposal prior to word from 
the new Administration that it concurs in 
the Commission's budget request or plans 
to modify the pending request. Therefore, we 
plan to defer hearings on this matter until 
we hear from you or some other appropriate 
person in the Executive Branch that the 
AEC's present budget request has been re
viewed and is supported by the new Admin
istration, or, alternatively, that the new 
Administration has specific amendments to 
the AEC request which it would like to 
recommend. 

We appreciate your cooperation and look 
forward to hearing from you at your earliest 
opportunity. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHET HOLIFIELD. 
JOHN 0. PASTORE. 

BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.O., January 28, 1969. 

Hon. CHET HOLIFIELD, 
Vice Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic 

Energy, House of Representatives, Wash
ington, D.O. 

DEAR MR. HOLIFIELD: I am Writing sepa
rately to both you and Senator Pastore to 
thank you for your joint letter of January 
24, 1969. 

I appreciate both the substance and the 
spirit of your offer to defer hearings on the 
AEC authorization until we have had a 
chance to review the budget requests. 

Although I cannot yet give you an exact 
date for completion of our review, I can as
sure that we will try to work as quickly as 
possible. As soon as I do know the date, I 
will be in touch with both you and Senator 
Pastore. 

Again many thanks for your consideration. 
Sincerely, 

ROBERT P. MAYO, 
Director. 

U.S. ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington, D.O., March 21, 1969. 

Hon. CHET HOLIFIELD, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic 

Energy, Congress of the United States. 
DEAR MR. HOLIFIELD: The Bureau of the 

Budget on March 7, 1969, advised us that 
there would be no objection to continued 
support by the Atomic Energy Commission 
of the following draft bills: 

(1) "To amend the Atomic Energy Act to 
provide that life imprisonment shall be the 
maximum criminal penalty for certain of
fenses, and to increase the criminal penalties 
for unauthorized diversion of special nuclear 
material and other offenses." (Submitted to 
the Joint Committee by my letter of January 
10, 1969.) 

(2) "To amend the Atomic Energy Act to 
authorize the Commission to enter into 
agreements of indemnification for ocean 
transport of materials." (Submitted to the 
Joint Committee by my letter of January 16, 
1969.) 

(3) "To amend Subsection 182 b. of the 
Atomic Energy Act modifying the require
ment for mandatory review by the Advisory 
Committee on Reactor Safeguards of certain 
facil1ty license applications." (Submitted t ~. 
the Joint Committee by my letter of Jan
uary 3, 1969.) 

(4) "To amend the Atomic Energy Act to 
ellm1nate the requirement for a finding of 
practical value and abolish the distinct:,·~ 
between commercial and certain research and 
development licenses for fac1lities." (Suh
mitted to the Joint Committee by my letter 
of January 16, 1969.) 

(5) "To amend the Atomic Energy Act, to 
provide for civil monetary penalties." (Sub
mitted to the Joint Committee by my letter 
of January 17, 1969.) 

Cordially, 
GLENN T. SEABORG, 

Chairman. 

I sincerely hope that the administra
tion can complete its review of this por
tion of the fisc·al year 1970 budget in the 
very near future. Otherwise, I strongly 
suspect that appropriations for the AEC 
in fiscal 1970, which are of course de
pendent upon the prior enactment by 
Congress of legislation authorizing ap
propriations to the AEC, will be delayed 
until well into the new fiscal year which 
begins on July 1, 1969. 

The AEC's analysis of the legislative 
proposals follow: 
AEC ANALYSIS OF PROPOSED LEGISLATION To 

PROVIDE THAT LIFE IMPRISONMENT SHALL BE 
MAXIMUM CRIMINAL PENALTY FOR CERTAIN 
OFFENSES 
Sections 1 through 4 of the proposed legis

lation would restore life imprisonment as the 
maximum criininal penalty for violations of 
Sections 222, 224 a., 225, and 226 of the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954. Section 1 would 
also amend Section 222 of the Act to increase 
the maximum criminal penalties for un
authorized diversion of special nuclear ma
terial and related offenses to imprisonment 
for ten years and a fine of $10,000, when the 
offense is committed without the intent to 
injure the United States or secure an ad
vantage to any foreign nation. 

Section 222 of the Atoinic Energy Act pro
vides criminal sanctions for violations of 
Sections 57, 92, and 101 and for unlawful 
interference with the Commission's recapture 
of special nuclear material or entry into any 
plant or facility under Section 108. Section 57 
prohibits possession of or dealing in special 
nuclear material without a general or specific 
license issued by the Commission. Under Sec
tion 92, the unauthorized possession, manu
facture or transfer of an atomic weapon is 
unlawful. Section 101 requires a Commission 
license for the possession, manufacture or 
transfer of a production or utilization facil
ity. Section 108 authorizes the Commission, 
when a state of war or national emergency 
exists, to order the recapture of special 
nuclear material or the operation of any 
licensed facility and to enter any plant or 
facility to carry out these orders. 

In the absence of intent to injure the 
United States or secure an advantage to any 
foreign nation, the maximum penalty for a 
violation of Section 222 is imprisonment for 
five years and a fine of $10,000. With such 
an intent, the penalty is death or imprison
ment for life (if recommended by a jury) or 
a fine of not more than $20,000 or imprison
ment for not more than 20 years, or both. 

Sections 224 a., 225, and 226 of the Atomic 
Energy Act provide criminal penalties, re
spectively, for the unlawful communication 
of Restricted Data, the unlawful acquisition 
of Restricted Data, and removal or conceal
ment of or tampering with Restricted Data. 
With intent to injure the United States or to 
secure an advantage to any foreign nation, 
the penalty for violation of each of these 
sections is death or imprisonment for life (if 
recommended by a jury) or a fine of not more 
than $20,000 or imprisonment for not more 
than 20 years, or both. 

On April 8, 1968, the United States Supreme 
Court, in the case of United States v. Jackson, 
390 U.S. 570, held unconstitutional the death 
penalty provision of the Federal Kidnaping 
Act. Because the language of the Kidnaping 
Act is comparable to the death and life im
prisonment penalty provisions of Sections 
222, 224 a., 225, and 226 of the Act, it is 
believed that these provisions might be sub-
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ject to a similar constitutional attack. The 
maximum penalties which may now be im
posed therefore appear to be imprisonment 
for 20 years and a fine of $20,000. 

It is proposed that life imprisonment 
be made the maximum penalty for vio
lating each of these sections, without re
gard to a jury recommendation. The 
Commission has concluded that the death 
penalty may properly be deleted and that 
a maximum penalty of life imprisonment 
is sufficiently severe, in view of the trend 
of opinion away from the use of capital 
punishment, doubt whether the death 
penalty serves as a substantial deterrent, 
the very small number of executions for 
any crimes in the United States during 
the past decade, and the views of some 
legal scholars and penologists that capi
tal punishment has a harmful effect upon 
the administration of justice. 

One of the most significant crimes 
punishable under section 222 is unau
thorized diversion of special nuclear ma
terial, which is a violation of section 57. 
An unauthorized diversion by a thief or 
even a terrorist, insurrectionist, or crimi
nal group might conceivably be found to 
lack intent to injure the United States 
or secure an advantage to any foreign 
nation. An Ad Hoc Advisory Panel on 
Safeguarding Special Nuclear Material 
recently recommended that the maxi
mum penalty for diversion lacking the 
specific intent be increased. The Panel 
felt that the existing penalties "may not 
be a sufficient deterrent to illicit trans
actions involving materials valued in ex
cess of millions of dollars." 

An increase in the maximum penalties for 
a violation of Section 222 to im?Jrisonment 
for ten years and a fine of $10,000 -woUld per
haps increase the deterrent effect on a poten
tial diverter. The increased penalties would 
also be comparable to those for crimes of 
similar gravity, such as theft of Government 
property (ten years' imprisonment and a 
$10,000 fine) and theft of property in inter
state or foreign commerce (ten years• impris
onment and a $5,000 fine). No increase in 
the maximum fine is proposed. Because of 
the intrinsic value of special nuclear mate
rial, imprisonment would seem to be a more 
suitable deterrent than a fine. 

The proposed amendments would have no 
budgetary effect. Enactment is not expected 
to result in additional man-years of employ
ment during the first five years following its 
passage. 

AEC ANALYSIS OF PROPOSED LEGISLATION To 
AMEND SECTION 170 OF THE ATOMIC ENERGY 
ACT 
Section 1 (a) of the draft b111 amends sub

section 11 q. of the Atomic Energy Act of 
1954, as amended [hereinafter "Act") by add
ing to the definition of "nuclear incident" ap
propriate language broadening the scope of 
the definition so that it wlll encompass in
cidents to be covered by indemnity agree
ments authorized under new subsection 170 
p. As the term "nuclear incident" is used in 
new subsection 170 p. it shall mean those 
occurrences which arise out of the trans
portation of source, special nuclear or by
product material on vessels of United States 
registry and which take place in the course 
of such transportation and outside the terri
torial limits of the United States or any other 
nation, i.e., on the high seas or within some 
international zone not belonging to a partic
ular government or nation, such as Antarc
tica. The occurrence, of course, in accordance 
with the present definition of nuclear in
cident must cause, within or outside the 
United States, bodily injury, sickness, dis-

ease, or death, or loss of or damage to prop
erty, or loss of use of property, arising out 
of or resulting from the radioactive, toxic, ex
plosive, or other hazardous properties of the 
source, special nuclear, or byproduct mate
rial, in order to qualify as a nuclear incident. 

While the language of subsection 11 q. is 
susceptible of the interpretation that the 
term "nuclear incident" as used in subsection 
170 p. includes "extraordinary nuclear occur
rence", it is the intent of the Commission 
that the language shall not be so interpreted. 
The Commission does not intend to make the 
concept of "extraordinary nuclear occur
rence" and the waiver of defenses provisions 
applicable to incidents on the high seas. 

Section 1(b) amends subsection 11 t. by 
setting forth those persons who would be 
indemnified under agreements entered into 
pursuant to subsection 170 p. The term "per
son indemnified" in such agreements has a 
more Uinited meaning than it does generally 
under Price-Anderson. As that system oper
ates domestically, any one who may be liable 
is a person indemnified. With respect to in
demnity agreements under subsection 170 p., 
the term "person indemnified" is to be lim
ited to the person with whom an indemnity 
agreement is executed (licensee or contrac
tor) and any other person who may be liable 
for public liability by reason of his activi
ties within the United States (e.g., U.S. cask 
designer and manufacturer, a stevedore in an 
American port) ; or on board the vessel trans
porting the nuclear material while such 
vessel is on the high seas (e.g., seaman); or 
who may be liable in connection with his 
ownership or operation of such vessel (e.g., 
the owner or master of the vessel); and any 
other person who has his principal place of 
business in the United States or who is the 
agent or employee of such other person and 
who may be liable for public liability (e.g., 
employee of American cask manufacturer 
who may supervise loading at the foreign 
port). -

Section 1(c) amends subsection 11 w. of 
the Act which defines the term "public lia
bility". As used in new subsection 170 p. that 
term will not include certain liabilities. Com
parable to the domestic Price-Anderson cov
erage which does not indeinnify for the loss 
of the transporting vehicle, the indeinnity 
would not cover the vessel transporting the 
nuclear material and its equipment, fuel and 
stores-which are covered by hull insurance. 
Also, the nuclear material being transported 
and the containers used would not be cov
ered. 

Section 2 amends subsection 170 e. by 
providing for a limitation of liabil1ty in the 
amount of $100 Inillion together with the 
amount of financial protection (underlying 
commercial insurance) for nuclear incidents 
covered by an agreement of indemnification 
pursuant to a new subsection 170 p. The ag
gregate liability, however, sllall not exceed 
$115 Inillion. 

Section 3 amends subsection 170 f. of the 
Act. That subsection authorizes the Comlnis
sion to collect a fee from all persons with 
whom an indemnification agreement is ex
ecuted. It gives some guidance as to what 
fee amounts should be for certain licensed 
activities. The amendment authorizes the 
Commission to establish criteria for deter
Inining an additional fee for entering into an 
indemnification agreement under new sub
section 170 p. 

Section 4 amends section 170 of the Act by 
adding new subsection 170 p. The new sub
section would authorize the Commission 
until August 1, 1977 to enter into additional 
agreements of indemnification with its li
censees and contractors engaged in activities 
in the United States covered by an indeinnity 
agreement. The new agreement would in
demnify and hold harinless the licensee, con
tractor, and other persons indemnified, from 
public liability in excess of the level of fi
nancial protection required, arising from nu
clear incidents which arise out of the trans-

portation of source, special nuclear or by
product material to or from the site of such 
activities on a vessel of United States reg
istry and which take place in the course of 
such transportation and outside the terri
torial limits of the United States or any 
other nation. 

Following the pattern of domestic arrange
ments, with respect to licensees the commis
sion must, and with respect to contractors 
the Commission may, require that financial 
protection be provided. The amount of finan
cial protection to be required would be $15 
Inilllon (the amount which appears to be 
presently available) . The Oomlnission may 
establish a greater or lesser amount of fi
nancial protection, taking into consideration 
the amount of liability insurance avallable 
from private sources (domestic and foreign), 
and the cost and terins of such insurance. 

The amount of indemnity for persons in
deinnified in connection with each nuclear 
incident would be $100 million including the 
reasonable costs of investigating and settling 
claims and defending suits for damage. 

The amount of indeinnity would be re
duced by the amount that the financial pro
tection required exceeds $15 Inillion. 

AEC BILL ANALYSIS OF PROPOSED LEGISLATION 
To AMEND SECTION 1825 OF ATOMIC ENERGY 
ACT 
The Atomic Energy Commission's Advisory 

Committee on Reactor Safeguards was es
tablished by Section 29 of the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1954, as amended, to review safety 
studies and facility license applications, ad
vise the Commission with regard to the 
hazards of proposed or existing reactor facil
ities and the adequacy of proposed reactor 
safety standards, and perform such other 
duties as the Commission may request. At 
present, Subsection 182 b. of the Act requires 
that the ACRS shall review each application 
under Section 103 or Subsection 104 b. for 
a construction permit or an operating license 
for a facility, any application under Subsec
tion 104 c. for a construction perinit or an 
operating license for a testing fa-Cility, any 
application under Subsections 104 a. or c. 
specifically referred to it by the Commis
sion and any application for an amendment 
to a construction perlnit or an amendment 
to an operating license under Sections 103 
or 104 a., b. or c. specifically referred to it 
by the Commission, and shall submit a re
port thereon. Thus, a mandatory review and 
reporting requirement exists for all power 
and test reactor applications for construction 
permits and operating licenses. 

The legislation proposed would modify the 
mandatory review requirement of Subsection 
182 b. by providing in effect that unless the 
Commission specifically requests a review 
and report on an application, the ACRS may 
dispense therewith by notifying the Com
mission in writing that ACRS review is not 
warranted. The proposed legislation would 
require that any notice from the ACRS to 
the effect that review is not warranted in a 
given case be made a part of the record of 
the application. 

Relaxation of the mandatory review and 
reporting requirements will enable the Com
mittee to concentrate its activities on the 
more novel and difficult questions of reactor 
safety. It would, moreover, place the ACRS 
in a better position to deal with the increas
ing volume of reactor applications by giving 
them the flexibility to review certain fea
tures of a reactor rather than the whole 
application. Neither the Commission nor the 
ACRS has felt that reactor cases coming in 
during the past and current year would in
clude those for which ACRS review would 
not be desirable. However, as reactors are 
becoining more standardized, it seeins ap
propriate and desirable to have the statutory 
fiexib111ty to omit ACRS review if and when 
such omission appears warranted to both the 
Commission and the ACRS. 
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ANALYSIS OF PROPOSED LEGISLATION To ELIM- Sec. 8. Substantive (but COnforming) 

INATE REQUIREMENT OF FINDING OF PRAc- amendment to section 54 to recognize sub-
TICAL VALUE stantive amendment to section 56 (made by 

INTRODUCTION section 9 of this draft blll) which extends 
guaranteed purchase prices to plutonium 

The basic approach of the draft amend- and uranium enriched in the isotope 233 
ments to el1mlnate the requirement for a produced in 102 reactors. 
finding of practical value and to in effect sec. 9. (See explanation under section 8.) 
abolish the distinction between "commer- Sec. 10. Technical (cross reference) ame~d-
cial" licenses and "demonstration" licenses ment to 63 a.(3). 
is relatively simple in concept. Essentially Sec. 11. substantive amendment to 63 c. to 
two amending actions are proposed: first, permit case-by-case waiver by Congress of 
revocation of section 102 (providing for the otherwise unquallfled requirement to charge 
finding of practical value), section 103 (au- for source material distributed under a 102 
thorizlng "commercial" licenses), and sub- license. 
section 104 b. (authorizlng "demonstration" Sec. 12. Technical (cross reference) amend-
licenses); second, substitution of a. new ment to section 101. 
section (numbered "102") in place of the Sec. 13. This section, together with sec
revoked sections and covering commercial tlons 14 and 15, comprise the substantive 
and demonstration licenses as a single class. core of the blll: namely, an entirely new sec
The new section 102 retains essentially all of tion 102 comblnlng old 103 and old 104 b. 
the statutory qualifications and 11m1tations and removing reference to the old "practical 
applicable under present law to section 103 value" concept formerly contained in old 102 
licenses. and 103. The other features of this amend-

While the basic concept of the amend- ment are: 
menta is simple, many different sections of A. The concept of issuance of licenses "on 
the Act require revision, owing to the fact a. non-exclusive basis" is preserved. 
that the present Act contains numerous B. The injunction to the Commission un-
cross references to sections 103 and 104. der old 104 b. to "impose the minimum 

The draft amendments are contained in a amount of such regulations and terms of 
proposed blll having forty separate sections. license as will permit the Commission to ful
Of these forty sections, twenty-five of them 1 fill its obligations under this Act to promote 
(and a portion of a twenty-sixth 2) are fairly the common defense and security and to pro
characterized as providing for no substantive teet the health and safety of the public and 
changes in the Act. will be compatible with the regulations and 

Having in mind the basic scheme, the terms of license which would apply in the 
analysis of each amendatory section is as event that a commercial license were later 
follows: to be issued pursuant to section 103 for that 

Sec. 1. Technical (cross reference) amend- type Of facility", has been deleted as un-
ment to 11 b. necesary in view of the abolition of the dis-

Sec. 2. This section constitutes a. sub- tinction between 103 and 104 b. type facili
stantive amendment to the research provi- ties. 
sions of section 31 a. (4) to delete the con- C. The requirement under old 104 b. that 
cept of authorizing AEC to make research "priority shall be given [in the issuing of 
arrangements to demonstrate "practical · licenses] to those activities which will, in the 
value" of reactors and to substitute in lieu . opinion Of the Commission, lead to major ad
thereof authority to make research arrange- vances in the application of atomic energy 
menta to demonstrate "advances in the ap- for industrial or commercial purposes", no 
plication of atomic energy" for industrial or longer has any significance because of 
commercial purposes. the uranium supply picture. It has been de-

Sec. 3. Technical (cross reference) ' amend- leted. 
ment to 41 a. D. The concept of a 40-year term (under 

Sec. 4. Technical (cross reference) amend- old 103) is retained. 
E. The concept of requiring information 

ment to 53 a.(3) · for health and safety purposes (under old 
Sec. 5. Technical (cross reference) amend- 103) is retained with a clarifying proviso 

ment to 53 c.(1). 
Sec. 6. This section constitutes a substan- assuring that if AEC wants to pay extra it can 

use the information for such other purposes 
tive amendment to 53 c.(4) qualifying the as would be specified by contract. 
flat requirement now contained in the Act F. Any existing 104 b. and 103 licenses are 
that the COmmission shall make a charge for statutorily converted to 102 licenses, as are 
special nuclear material distributed for use any pending applications for such licenses. 
under a section 103 license (per 57 a.(3) • One of the purposes of this amendment is to 
which, as amended by section 4 of this draft make clear that holders of operating licenses 
blll now refers to a license under 102) · As already granted are not subject to the pro
qualified, AEC must make the charge under visions of 105(c). Pending applications for 
a 102 license, "unless otherwise authorized construction permits and holders of construe
by law." To unqualifiedly prevent any waiver tion permits are subject to 105(c). 
of charges under new 102 (which, in effect, Sec. 14. Substantive--revokes section 103. 
combines 103 and 104 b. fac111ties) would not Sec. 15. Substantive--revokes subsection 
be consistent with present 53 c.(1) which, in 104 b. 
pertinent part provides that unless "other- Sec. 16. Technical (cross reference) amend
wise authorized by law, the Commission ment to 104 c. {which subsection has been re
shall not after December 31, 1970, distribute designated "104 b." in view of revocation 
special nuclear material except by sale to any of present 104 b.). 
person who possesses or operates a utiliza- sec. 17. This section makes a substantive 
tion fac1lity under a license issued pursuant change to the antitrust review requirement 
to [103 or 104 b.] 102". In effect, Congress of 105 c. It requires that all applications for 
would be retaining authority to authorize a construction permit under section 102 be 
waiver of charges on a case-by-case basis. sent to the Attorney General for antitrust 

Sec. 7. Technical (cross reference) amend- review. In the proposal, as under present law, 
menta in opening of subsection 53 d. and an exception would be provided for those 
53 d.{4), plus substantive (but conforming) types or classes of licenses which would not 
amendment in 53 d.(4) and 53 d.(5) to recog- significantly affect the application's actlvi
nize that with respect to 102 fac111ties the ties under the antitrust laws. The period dur
waiver of use and burn-up charges could be ing which the Attorney General would con
"otherwise authorized". duct his antitrust review is also changed. 

1 Sections 1, 3, 4, 5, 10, 12, 16, 18, 19, 20, 
21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 33, 
34, 35 and 38. 

2 Section 7. 

Under present law the AEC is to notify the 
Attorney General when it proposes to issue 
any license and the Attorney General has up 
to 90 days within which to advice AEC 
whether or not the proposed license is con-

sistent with the antitrust laws. By the time 
AEC proposes to.issue a license, however, the 
application has been under health and safety 
review within the AEC for at least six months. 
In the proposal, the Attorney Generalis to be 
notified promptly of the receipt by the Com
mission of a. license a.ppllcation so that his 
review will be simultaneous with the AEC's 
health and safety review. The new amend
ment requires that the Attorney General's 
advice be transmitted to the AEC not later 
than fifteen days after the date the Com
mission issues a notice of hearing (or notice 
of opportunity for hearing) on the license 
application. In addition to providing an earli
er opportunity to the Attorney General to 
begin his antitrust review, as well as a longer 
period in which to do it, the proposed revi
sion makes it possible for the parties to the 
licensing proceeding to receive early notifi
cation as to whether antitrust matters are to 
become an issue in the proceedings. In effect, 
the 90-day extension to the regulatory proc
ess under the present law is reduced by 75 
days. 

Sec. 18. Technical (cross reference) amend
ment to 106 a. 

Sec. 19. Technical (cross reference) amend
ment to 108. 

Sec. 20. Technical (cross reference) amend
ment to 123. 

Sec. 21. Technical (cross reference) amend
ment to 124. 

Sec. 22. Technical (cross reference) amend
ment to 125. 

Sec. 23. Technical (cross reference) amend
ment to 145 a. 

Sec. 24. Technical (cross reference) amend
ment to 153 c.(1). 

Sec. 25. Technical (cross reference) amend
ment to 161 m. 

Sec. 26. Technical (cross reference) amend
ment to 161 n. 

Sec. 27. Technical (cross reference) amend
ment to 161 o. 

Sec. 28. Technical (cross reference) amend
ment to 161 t. 

Sec. 29. Technical (cross reference) amend
ment to 161 v. 

Sec. 30. Technical (cross reference) amend
ment to 169. 

Sec. 31. Technical (cross reference) amend
ment to 170 a. 

Sec. 32. Partially-substantive amendment 
to subsection 170 f. to provide that fee shall 
be $30 per year per kwth "for facilities li
censed under section [103] 102." The amend
ment is substantive in that by making a 
straight substitution of "102" for "103", for
mer 104 b.-type licenses are now covered by 
section 170 f. and no reduction in the amount 
can be made (as it can be under existing law 
for 104 b.-types). 

Sec. 33. Technical (cross reference) amend
ment to 170 k. 

Sec. 34. Technical (cross reference) amend
ment to 182 a. 

Sec. 35. Technical (cross reference) amend
ment to 182 b. 

Sec. 36. Partially-substantive amendment 
to subsection 182 c. extending the notifica
tion requirements of that subsection to 
faclllties licensed under new section 102 
(which covers former 103-type licenses, as 
well as former 104 b.-type licenses). For
merly, the notification requirements applled 
only to section 103 facUlties. 

Sec. 37. Partially-substantive amendment 
to the preference provisions of subsection 
182 d. extending them to facilities licensed 
under new section 102 (which covers former 
103-type llcenses, as well as former 104 b.
type licenses). Formerly, the requirements of 
subsection 182 d. applied only to section 103 
facilities. 

Sec. 38. Technical (cross reference) amend
ment to 189 a. 

Sec. 39. Partially-substantive amendment 
to section 272 extending applicab111ty of that 
section (which pertains to the coverage of 
the Federal Power Act) to fac111ties licensed 
under new section 102 (which covers former 
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103-type facilities, as well as former 104 b.
type facilities). Formerly, the provisions of 
section 272 applied only to section 103 fac111-
ties. This amendment also clarifies that no 
additional jurisdiction is intended to be 
given to the Federal Power Commission as a 
result of this bill. 

SEc. 40. Partially-substantive amendment 
to section 273 (which pertains to licensing of 
government agencies) extending the provi
sions thereof to fac111ties licensed under new 
section 102 (which covers former 103-type 
facl11ties, as well as former 104 b.-type fac111-
ties). Formerly, the provisions of section 273 
applied only to section 103 fac111ties. 

AEC ANALYSIS OF PROPOSED LEGISLATION To 
AMEND CHAPTER 18 OF THE ATOMIC ENERGY 
AcT oF 1954 
The proposed legislation would amend the 

Atomic Energy Act by adding thereto a new 
Section 234 entitled "Civil Monetary Penal
ties for Violations of Licensing Require
ments" and by changing Section 221 to make 
clear that "actions" to be instituted by the 
Attorney General do not include administra
tive actions by the Commission. Section 234 
would authorize the Commission to impose 
fines of not in excess of $5,000 for each sin
gle violation and not in excess of $10,000 for 
continuing violations by any person licensed 
pursuant to sections 53, 62, 81, or 101 of the 
Act, of any regulations, orders or licenses 
tssued under such sections. The same re
medial authority has been conferred by stat
ute upon other regulatory agencies, such as 
the Federal Communications Commission 
and Federal Aviation Agency, to assist them 
in carrying out their regulatory functions. 
The proposed legislation is modeled upon 
similar provisions in the Federal Communi
cations Act (47 U.S.C. 503, 504) and the 
Federal Aviation Act (49 U.S.C. 1471). Such 
authority is civil only and would not bar 
criminal prosecution where appropriate. It 
would not apply to the Commission contrac
tors or other persons who are exempt from 
licensing. 

In accordance with the requirements of 
the Administrative Procedure Act and the 
Commission's regulations, the Commission 
issues notices of violation to any licensee 
who appears to have violated any of the 
Commission's regulations, orders or condi
tions of licenses, except in cases where the 
public health interests or safety require the 
omission of such notice or where the viola
tions are found to be willful. Notice of the 
proposed imposition of a civil penalty would 
be made as part of this existing notification 
procedure or by special notice. In cases where 
the notice of violation is omitted, a special 
notice of the imposition of a civil penalty 
would be provided to assure that the licensee 
is given an opportunity to explain his con
duct prior to a determination by the Com
mission of whether the penalty should be 
imposed. _ 

If after the Commission determines that 
the penalty should be imposed, the licensee 
falls to pay the amount, the matter will be 
referred to the Attorney General. The At
torney General will detennine whether a civil 
action in Federal District Court would be 
instituted to collect the penalty. After the 
Commission has referred the matter to the 
Attorney General for collection, he shall have 
full authority to compromise, mitigate or 
remit the civil penalty. 

In addition the proposed legislation would 
amend Section 221 c. of the Act to Inake clear 
that this section does not require the ap
proval of the Attorney General prior to the 
initiation of administrative action by the 
Commission not only with respect to the 
imposition of civil penalties, but also for 
any other enforcement action the Com.m!s
sion is now authorized to bring. Section 221 c. 
now provides that: 

"No action shall be brought against any in
dividual or person for any violation under 

C.XV-.500--Part 6 

this Act unless and until the Attorney Gen
eral of the United States has advised the 
Commission with respect to such action and 
no such action shall be commenced except 
by the Attorney General of the United 
States ... " 

A legislative history of the Act indicates 
that "action" within the purview of Section 
221 c. means "court action" and does not ap
ply to administrative action by the Commis
sion. However, the proposed amendment to 
Section 221 c. will prevent any possible mis
interpretation of the scope of the Commis
sion's authority to take appropriate admin
istrative action. 

WAYNE MORSE CALLS FOR A NEW 
AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY 

(Mr. RYAN asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, every year 
since I have been in Congress, I have 
sponsored an annual conference on ma
jor issues confronting the United States. 
On March 22, the Ninth Annual West 
Side Community Conference was held at 
Riverside Church in New York City. 

The topic of this year's conference was 
"World Problems and American Power." 
During the course of the panels and the 
plenary session, public figures of experi
ence and stature in foreign affairs dis
cussed the nature and extent of U.S. 
present international commitments. The 
substance of those discussions included 
an examination of our role in Africa, 
Latin America, Asia, and Europe as well 
as the present crisis in the Middle East. 

At the plenary session in the after
noon, we were fortunate to have as one 
of our principal speakers former Oregon 
Senator Wayne Morse. Senator Morse, 
who spent 24 years in the Senate and 
many years on the Senate Foreign Rela
tions Committee, spoke on the dangers 
that the extent of America's wealth and 
power pose for the future conduct of our 
foreign affairs, and on the need-as he 
put it--"for the American people to de
mand a foreign policy that commits us 
to a military withdrawal from Asia and 
elsewhere in the world where we are 
maintaining a unilateral military posture 
of dominance." 

Senator Morse's call for a new foreign 
policy-one which rejects the view that 
America can or should manipulate events 
around the world to its own liking-is 
the kind of foreign policy for which I 
have long fought as a Member of Con
gress. If we are to prevent future Viet
nams, we must heed the warning of Sen
ator Morse to "bring the American 
military under the control and checks of 
our constitutional system based upon 
government by law rather than by the 
exercise of arbitrary power" by the mul
tiple facets of the executive branch. 

So that my colleagues may also profit 
from Senator Morse's counsel, I am to
day placing the text of his speech before 
the Ninth Annual West Side Community 
Conference in the RECORD. I commend 
the views expressed by Senator Morse to 
my colleagues and urge them to take 
steps to create the kind of foreign policy 
for which Senator Morse so persuasively 
argues in this speech, which follows: 

THE U.S. ROLE IN FOREIGN POLICY IN RESPECT 
TO OUR FOREIGN COMMITMENTS 
{Address by Hon. Wayne Morse) 

In the closing months of the 90th Con
gress, there was building up in the United 
States Senate a clear-cut constitutional issue 
over the formulation and control of Ameri
can foreign policy. Entwined with the con
stitutional part of this issue was the political 
ramifications of it, which saw a President 
elected only 3 and % years earlier with one 
of the largest margins in history, compelled 
to withdraw from further candidacy. 

The situation in which the Johnson Ad
ministration found itself in March, 1968, was 
exactly the situation the framers of the Con
stitution had planned to avoid when they 
gave the war power to Congress, rather than 
to the President. Under Constitutional design, 
war is embarked upon only through joint 
resolution passed by both houses and signed 
into law by the President. It is a legislative 
process, not an administrative one. Its pur
poses and scope are plainly stated. The war 
policy thus becomes the law of the land, the 
national policy-as fully and completely as we 
can establish a national policy. 

Wa·r waged by administrative decision 
leaves every aspect of that war an arguable 
matter. Its purpose, its scope, as well as its 
day to day prosecution, are left to individual 
discretion. All are subject to second-guessing 
and public dispute. 

The bombing of North Vietnam has been a 
good example of the inadequacy of adminis
trative war. When we began bombing North 
Vietnam in February of 1965, we attacked a 
country that had not attacked United States 
territory, and which had no apparent inten
tions of doing so. The first explanation for 
the bombing was that it was in retaliation 
for a Vietcong assault upon the barracks of 
U.S. troops at Pleiku in the central highlands 
of South Vietnam 12 hours earlier. Its pur
pose was explained at that time as one of 
"showing" the Vietcong and their friends in 
North Vietnam that we could levy far greater 
destruction upon them than they could upon 
us. 

Within a few months, however, the Sec
retary of Defense began to justify the con
tinuation of the bombing as necessary for 
cutting supply lines from the North into the 
South. Lengthy descriptions were made a vall
able to the press of infiltration routes, of 
bridges destroyed, of key passes closed by 
massive explosions delivered by our B-52's. 

But the trickle of infiltration that was 
going on when the bombing started grew to 
large proportions. There were explanations 
that without the bombing, infiltration would 
have been even heavier, and not as costly to 
Hanoi. Yet the level of manpower and equip
ment that went South seems to have been 
determined essentially by North Vietnam and 
not by American airpower. 

It was not until the bombing policy had 
been in operation for a matter of years that 
it was then said to have been undertaken to 
bolster the morale of the South Vietnamese 
government, which was at a low ebb in the 
early months of 1965. 

What the real reason for the bombing 
may have been cannot be known yet by the 
American people. It is not really known by 
Congress. But the carrying of armed attack 
into the territory and population of an
other country, and at levels of intensity un
surpassed even in World War n, was not un
dertaken as a matter of a unified national 
policy to conduct war against North Vietnam. 
It was undertaken, stopped and started up 
again for reasons that only a few admin
istrators knew then and even now. 

These reasons for bombing, and for the 
various bombing pauses, were typical of our 
entire adventure in southeast Asia They are 
not a war policy. They are a use of military 
force to buttress and enforce a diplomatic 
policy that cannot succeed on its own. With 
a wealth of money, manpower, and weapons 
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that no doubt seems limitless to policy
makers, we have seen the United States come 
readily and easily to practice the old dictum 
that war is but the pursuit of diplomacy by 
different means. 

The system is often advertised and de
scribed now as something new-a necessity 
in a different kind of world than Americans 
knew in the good old days when military 
force was used only to defend American terri
tory and then upon declaration of war. 

But there really is nothing new about it 
all. For nearly three centuries Great Britain 
practiced the same tactic, using military 
power from one end of the world to another 
to gain this political end and to enforce that 
aspect of diplomacy that could not succeed 
on its own. 

Thus was an empire created. And then it 
was said that being the world's leading power, 
the burdens of leadership and responsibility 
called for even more massive involvements, in 
the Crimea, in South Africa, in France 

Britain saw great value in sending her 
milltary forces abroad, using them to en
force her foreign policies. Part of the theory 
held that it was better to fight abroad on 
someone else's territory than to let warfare 
come to the British Isles. But the policy 
brought the expenditure of such blood and 
wealth in World War I that the collapse of 
the Empire was but a matter of years. And 
the technology of war brought destruction 
to British territory in World War II even 
without the landing of hostile forces. 

Far from being a new concept, the amal
gamation of armed forces with diplomacy is 
as old as the nation-state. Its merger under 
the executive is as old as kings. Indeed, in 
explaining the assignment of the war power 
to Congress rather than to the President, 
the Federalist Papers mention that in this 
respect our Constitution is quite different 
from the British Constitution, denying to the 
American president a power held and ex
ercised by British kings. 

Most countries are saved from the easy 
use of mi11tary force abroad by a scarcity of 
means The country that cannot afford to 
enforce its foreign political objectives by use 
of military power, does not find it necessary 
to do so. The country that can afford to send 
and maintain armies and navies around the 
world, seems to find reason why it must do 
so. 

Fear of change is usually the reason that 
is found. Fear of a vacuum of power, fear 
that where America does not dominate, some
one else will, fear that if we do not enforce 
our stated will in one part of the world it 
will be ignored everywhere. 

The cost of our policy is considerable. Na
tional defense costs run over $80 billion a 
year. Weaponry is the largest single activity 
of our national government. In the case of 
Vietnam, since 1954 when we first began 
aiding South Vietnam in an effort to create 
a country where none existed, we have spent 
a grand total of $90 billion, first on economic 
aid, then on military aid as well and finally 
to sustain the fourth biggest war in American 
history 

The availability of so much power has, in 
my opinion, sadly corrupted the adminis
trative judgment of what is sound policy for 
the United States to pursue. Perhaps Viet
nam is a good example of the difficulty the 
military establishment has in trying to make 
an unsound policy work through the applica
tion of force. Half a million men and the 
dropping of more explosives than were used 
in western Europe throughout World War ll 
have not compelled North Vietnam, in the 
words of the Secretary of State, Rusk, to "stop 
doing what she is doing," which has been to 
aid guerrillas in the South. 

But at the outset, it undoubtedly looks 
easier to call in the troops and send over the 
planes than too assess whether a pro-Ameri
can government can be created to govern an 
area that never was a nation before. 

But in addition to the warping of Judgment 

is the loss of support at home that such use 
of military power entails. I think Vietnam 
is rightly called the most unpopular war in 
American history, ranking alongside of Korea 
in that unpopularity. Both were undeclared, 
foreign wars. Both were fought for what their 
administrators called "limited purposes." 
Both are described as not lending themselves 
to declarations of war, because our purposes 
in fighting did not include the destruction or 
occupation of either North Korea or North 
Vietnam. Rather, they are described as de
signed to force another country to stop doing 
something we want stopped. 

It is not usually mentioned, but both of 
these most unpopular wars not only were 
undeclared by the United States but they 
were waged against countries that had not 
attacked the United States and showed no 
sign of doing so. They were interventions on 
behalf of another country. 

It is, I think, the fact that the war is 
fought to defend someone else that American 
public opinion has such a hard time follow
ing. When the object of our protection 
changes as often as the governments in Sai
gon have changed, when corruption and 
profiteering are among their foremost quali
ties, it is not easy for the American people to 
believe for long that they deserve the Ameri
can blood and money that goes into their 
support. 

It was the expectation of the framers of 
the Constitution that by placing the war 
power in Congress, these disadvantages would 
not occur. For the Congress to commit the 
mi11tary forces would, so the Constitution 
assumes, require a widespread, general real
ization that the basic safety and interests of 
the nation were at stake. The object and 
purpose of the war would be exposed to con
gressional debate and therefore to public 
discussion. Enactment of a resolution Of war 
would give expression to a national unity of 
purpose. Despite the objections raised to a 
declaration of war in the current Vietnam 
conflict, it could set forth a limited purpose 
and objection that still would establish a 
unified national policy. 

Remember that even the Administration 
that embarks upon the use of armed force 
abroad without a declaration of war is still 
involving the Congress. What an administra
tion cannot do without money it cannot do 
without Congress. For a president to give 
the commands that set the fighting in mo
tion, and then come to Congress and ask it 
to appropriate the money needed to pay for 
the fighting is simply an effort to exclude 
Congress from the formulation of the policy. 

It has often succeeded. Congress has in
deed been excluded from the formulation of 
the policy, and has only paid the cost of 
putting it into effect. But the price has been 
high. The price has been a Congress that 
quickly comes to reflect public dissatisfac
tions and disenchantment. It is a Congress 
that feels no need or obligation to explain 
and defend a policy it had no hand in mak
ing. But if the war contnues for long with
out an end in sight, the angry public dissat
isfaction will become evident quickly. 

On the face of it, at least, the Administra
tion now coming in to office has nothing to 
gain and much to lose by letting this un
declared war continue indefinitely. If it con
tinues, the Nixon Administration stands to 
inherit the renewed dissension and the poli
tical turmoil that forced the Johnson Admin
istration to forego another term. Any plans 
it may have for domestic programs will be 
lost in the competition for funds and the 
welter of political conflict. 

A return to Constitutionalism in foreign 
policy and the use of mill tary power is in 
the interest of both people and government. 
It should be sought at once. 

The major role of our international rela
tions in recent years has been in Asia. The 
stabilization of affairs in Europe, in spite of 
the invasion of Czechoslovakia, has induced 
the State Department--Defense Department 

complex that runs our international relations 
to turn its attention to Asia. 

It has done so with no clear rationale, and 
with no showing of where American security 
interests in Asia actually lie. In fact, events, 
particularly military events, have dictated 
policy at critical turning points and have 
been responsible for our having backed into 
a full scale war in Vietnam that no policy
maker would have advised or recommended 
in advance. 

The formal rationale of our policy in Asia 
was formulated at the close of World War 
II, when we regarded as vital to our interests 
certain islands in the Pacific which had 
served as stepping stones for Japan in 
launching her war against us. We sought and 
obtained trusteeship over them. But main
land Asia was put beyond our immediate 
security needs. The attitude of the United 
States toward Indo-China, for example, was 
in keeping with our attitude toward the rest 
of colonial Asia: Burma, the Dutch Indies, 
Malaya, had been easy pickings for Japan 
largely because they were colonies of western 
powers. Elliott Roosevelt quotes his father as 
saying of the future of Indo-China, en route 
to the Casablanca conference: 

"The native Indochinese have been so fla
grantly downtrodden that they thought to 
themselves: Anything must be better than to 
live under French colonial rule!" 

Cordell Hull quotes FDR as favoring a 
trusteeship for Indo-China. 

During World War II our ally in Indo:. 
China was none other than Ho Chi Minh, who . 
was supported and supplied by American in
telllgence un1 ts. 

Roosevelt's death and the surge of the 
Communist Chinese across the Chinese main
land brought about a radical change in 
American policy, not only toward Indo-China 
but toward Asia generally. It is hard to say 
how much of the change was due to the 
elements of world politics and how much due 
to the facts of American domestic politics. 
Certainly the American people were shocked 
by the Communist takeover in China. Chiang 
Kai-shek had been a wartime ally. He and 
his family had been highly romanticized by 
the American press. Billions worth of Ameri
can weapons and war material had been given 
to China to keep her in the war against 
Japan, and thousands of Americans had 
served in the Chinese theater. 

Having just finished a war, the United 
States had no taste for going back to Asia 
for another. There was no American mili
tary intervention on behalf of Chiang. 

The shock of China's fall to Communism 
was taken out instead in the domestic po
Utical arena. Probably few in this audience 
recall the violence of the charges that flew, 
blaming the Communist takeover not on the 
Communists, nor on the failures of the Na
tionalists, but upon American diplomats. It 
was the height of the postwar era, when we 
believed our military and financial power 
was so supreme in the world that nothing 
could happen anywhere without having been 
Willed to happen, and probably planned and 
executed, by American authorities. 

By 1950 the Democratic Administration 
that had been in office during the fall of 
China, was in headlong retreat. The Secre
tary of State was daily accused of sympathy 
and even compliance with Communist objec
tives. He finally found it desirable to be
come as royal as the king. In February of 
1950 the United States recognized the French 
arrangement of the Bao Dai government in 
Indo-China, whereby France gave Indo
China the form of sovereignty without any 
of its substance. In May of 1950 the Secre
tary of State announced that we would fur
nish arms and money to the French to put 
down the independence movement led by 
Ho Chi Minh. 

THE WAR IN KOREA 

Even so, Secretary of State Acheson drew 
for the press a line enclosing the string of 
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islands lying off the Asian mainland and de
scribed it as the new perimeter of the Amer
ican security interest. It embraced Japan, 
Okinawa, Formosa, the Philippines, Aus
tralia, and New Zealand. That chain, he said, 
was part of our security, the clear infer
ence being that what lay beyond was not. 
It was widely assumed at the time that 
this press conference description served as 
an invitation to North Korea to invade 
the South, on the assumption that because 
Korea lay outside the Acheson line, the 
United States would not act. 

The United States did act, of course. But 
we did so under our obligations as a signa
tory of the United Nations Charter. Like all 
signatories, we have obligations under it that 
exceed our own national security interests. 

But here again, events began to dictate a 
change in policy. Once the United States 
became heavily involved in a war under
taken under the aegis of the United Na
tions, we began to justify it in terms of our 
own national interest. In a speech a few 
weeks ago to the National Press Club, Averill 
Harriman chided Americans for their bad 
habit of escalating their objectives in mid
war. He was talking about Vietnam. But he 
could well have been talking about Korea. 

American apprehensions about Communist 
China were in control. U.S. military and fi
nancial aid to France to pursue the Indo
China war was stepped up. It would add up 
to $2.6 billion before France finally gave up. 
The announcement of increased aid to 
France in 1950 was combined with an an
nouncement that the Seventh Fleet would 
be stationed in the Formosa Strait to pro
tect Chiang Kai-shek. 

As happened with China, no amount of 
U.S. aid could salvage the French cause in 
Indo-China. Even so, there still was no Amer
ican intervention. President Eisenhower ve
toed all such suggestions on the ground that 
they would be more costly than anticipated, 
and secondly, because he was not willing to 
act without the support and participation of 
other allies. 

What we did instead in 1954 was to set out 
upon a new salvage effort in South Vietnam. 
We installed as President a man who had 
sat out the war in the United States; we 
financed his government, equipped his army, 
and encouraged him to ignore the require
ments of the Geneva Agreement that North 
and South Vietnam be united under a single 
government. 

THE FORMOSA RESOLUTION 
At almost the same time China's bombard

ment of islands within artillery range of the 
mainland induced the Administration to seek 
advance approval from Congress for military 
action against China. 

The Formosa Resolution is a direct fore
bear of the Tonkin Gulf Resolution. It au
thorized the President, and I quote: 

"To employ the Armed Forces of the United 
States as he deems necessary for the specific 
purpose of securing and protecting Formosa 
and the Pescadores against armed attack. 

"This authority to include the securing and 
protection of such related positions and ter
ritories of that area now in friendly hands 
and the taking of such other measures as 
he (the President) judges to be required or 
appropriate in assuring the defense of For
mosa and the Pescadores." 

At issue were not Formosa and the Pesca
dores. They were not under assault, and 
China had no means of bringing them under 
assault. At issue were two tiny islands of 
Quemoy and Matsu within 3 miles of the 
mainland. 

Senator George of Georgia presented the 
Resolution to the Senate. "We must commit 
American military power to the defense of 
these islands", he said, "because their aban
donment would dishearten the Nationalists 
on Formosa." Then he said: 

"If Formosa falls into unfriendly hands, it 
would be with the greatest difficulty that we 

could defend not merely Japan, nor merely 
the Philippines, which lie a relatively short 
distance from Formosa and Okinawa, but the 
whole of Southeast Asia clear down to the 
end of the great countries that lie under the 
Equator would be endangered. That is clear." 

What is clear now from the Formosa Reso
lution is that American security interests 
were seen all across the mainland of Asia 
where they never had been, and an obliga
tion to defend countries was seen where it 
never had been seen before. Senator Smith of 
New Jersey, a ranking Republican on the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, was 
also explicit in moving the American defense 
line onto the Asian mainland: 

"Let us first consider a line drawn from 
Korea, down through China, and down 
through Indo-China. We see three danger 
spots which might well result in the entire 
Asiatic world being engulfed in Communism, 
and if that should happen, the security of the 
United States and the western free world 
would be seriously threatened ... Unless we 
maintain and strengthen the defenses and 
solidarity of our allies, unless the program 
of the Administration under President Eisen
hower and Secretary of State Dulles is car
ried out, so that the defense of those areas 
is maintained, we shall face one of the most 
critical periods in our history." 

What was not foreseen was that the price 
and futility of defending those areas would 
itself cause one of the most critical periods 
in our history. In Asia, we have worked a 
"domino theory" in reverse. To defend the 
United States, we needed Pacific Islands like 
the Marianas put under our trusteeship; 
then to protect those islands, we needed 
Japan, Okinawa, Formosa, and the Philip
pines; then to defend Japan, Okinawa, For
mosa, and the Philippines we needed the is
lands immediately off the mainland, plus Kop 
rea and South Vietnam. 

It seems likely that in Asia, there is still 
not an end to what more we must contest 
in order to keep what we have. Whether or 
not the Vietnam war ends, this trend in our 
Asian policy will draw us deeper into war 
in Asia. Unless we repudiate the Eisenhower, 
Nixon, Dulles military containment policy 
vis a vis China initiated in 1953 we may very 
well become the greatest threat to peace 
in the world. We cannot militarily contain 
China without eventual war with China in 
10, 25, 35, 50 years. Such a war will pro
duce an empty victory at best and a sure 
loss of our constitutional system of self
government. 

Now is the time to bring the American 
military under the control and checks of our 
constitutional system based upon govern
ment by law rather than by the exercise of 
arbitrary power by Presidents, Secretaries of 
State and Defense, Joint Chiefs of Staffs, 
CIAs, Formosa and Tonkin Bay Resolution 
and our blood money military industrial 
complex. 

Now is the time for the American people to 
demand a foreign policy that commits us 
to a military withdrawal from Asia and else
where in the world where we are maintaining 
a unilateral military posture of dominance. 

Now is the time for us to return to the 
foreign policy role of offering to abide by 
the binding jurisdiction of adjudication 
through multilateral negotiations of threats 
to the peace of the world conducted under 
the aegis of international tribunals and 
treaties such as the United Nations. 

Yes, now is the time for us to practice our 
professed ideals of believing in the reinsti
tution of the Rules of Law, the United Na
tions Treaty for the Jungle Law of the M111-
tary Claw as we have come to practice it in 
Vietnam and threaten to practice it else
where in Asia. 

Unless the killing of American troops in 
Southeast Asia is stopped quickly, domestic 
disunity is certain to increase because a 
foreign policy that conscripts our youth into 

military fodder to be consumed in an im
moral and unjustifiable war will be repudi
ated by our people. It is being repudiated 
by increasing tens of thousands of our citi
zens, as it should be. 

President Nixon's announcement to leave 
our troops in Vietnam for an indefinite time 
resulting in thousands more being slaughter
ed and wounded in further escalation of the 
war, his attempt to justify a scientifically 
unsound ABM monstrosity by playing upon 
the fears of our people, his military approach 
to foreign policy in general, bodes ill for 
his Administration and catastrophic for the 
Nation. 

It would appear that on the basis of what 
we have seen this far from the new Ad
ministration in respect it its role in foreign 
policy and the m111tary commitments we can 
expect from it, the only thing that will 
stop the military from marching our youth 
into a greater war is for our citizens to 
start marching across the country for peace. 

THE NEW YORKER AND THE 
ELECTORAL COLLEGE 

<Mr. MONAGAN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include extra
neous matter.) 

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, the cur
rent discussion about the proposed 
change in the existing electoral college 
method of selecting our President and 
Vice President includes suggestions that 
the electoral college be abolished en
tirely. 

A thoughtful defense of the retention 
of the electoral college appeared in the 
February 8 issue of the New Yorker. 

We are accustomed to thinking of the 
New Yorker as a humorous magazine, 
but this carefully considered article pre
sented substantial arguments for there
tention of the electoral college. 

Although I have not come to a final 
conclusion about this question and my 
inclination is to favor direct popular 
election, nevertheless I feel that the New 
Yorker's suggestions are worthy of care
ful consideration and for that reason I 
place them in the RECORD today: 

THE TALK OF THE ToWN: NOTES AND 
COMMENT 

Last December, as they have done every 
fourth year since the beginning of the Re
public, the newly elected members of the 
electoral college assembled in every state 
to choose the President of the United States. 
This forty-sixth meeting will have been the 
last if those who advocate the abolition of 
one of our most venerable institutions win 
the current battle for electoral change. 

The Founding Fathers provided in the 
Constitution that each state should elect a 
small group of men who, in turn, would 
exercise their independent judgment in se
lecting a President. Each of these men, called 
an elector, was given one vote, and each 
state was entitled to a number of electors 
equal to the combined number of its sena
tors and representatives. As a result, repre
sentation in the electoral college, as in the 
Congress, was roughly proportional to popu
lation. And if no candidate received an abso
lute majority of electoral votes, the Presi
dent was to be chosen by the House of 
Representatives. This system has survived 
to the present day, with one all-important 
difference. It rapidly became an established 
custom that all the electors of a state would 
automatically vote for the candidate receiv
ing most of the state's popular vote. Today, 
a separate slate of candidates for the post 
of elector is pledged to each Presidential 
candidate in every state. When you vote for 
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President, you are in fact voting for the slate 
committed to your favorite. For example, 
any New Yorker who voted for Vice-Presi
dent Humphrey was really voting for the 
forty-three electors of the Democratic Party. 
And even though Humphrey received a bare 
majority of New York's popular vote, he won 
all forty-three of its electoral votes. (Legal
ly, of course, any of these electors could have 
voted for someone else, and on a few rare 
occasions an individual elector has dis
honored his commitment.) 

Under this system, it is theoretically pos
sible for a Presidential candidate to receive 
a majority of the electoral votes even though 
his opponent is the popular victor. To see 
how this might happen, assume, for a per
haps uncomfortable moment, that the Presi
dent was chosen by New York and California 
alone. If Humphrey won New York by fifty 
thousand votes, and Nixon won California by 
one hundred thousand votes, then New 
York's forty-three electors would go to him, 
and Nixon would receive California's forty. 
Thus, even though Nixon was fifty thousand 
popular votes ahead, Humphrey would be 
elected President, by forty-three electors to 
forty. The fear that this might happen on a. 
national scale is behind the present demand 
to ellmina te the electoral college and select 
a President by direct nationwide popular vote. 
Such a change, which is superficially appeal
ing as a call to democratic principle, might 
have consequences for the practical operation 
of our democracy far beyond the intentions 
of its sponsors. There are some aspects of 
our present system, of course, that clearly 
threaten the legitimacy of the democratic 
process. Certainly electors should not be free 
to defy the electorate, nor should the House 
of Representatives under any circumstances 
be allowed to select a President, being a 
small group of men susceptible to deals and 
private pressures. Electors have sometimes 
acted independently, and the House has on 
occasion ignored both the popular and the 
electoral vote in selecting a President. Yet it 
would be relatively simple to eliminate these 
possib111ties-by, for example, not having in
dividuals as candidates for electors but auto
matically counting all of a state's electoral 
votes for the winner of its popular vote, and 
by providing that the candidate with the 
most electoral votes would win even if he 
did not have a majority. Or a runoff popular 
election would be held if the winning candi
date received less than a certain fixed per
centage of the electoral votes--say, thirty
five per cent or forty per cent. 

However, eliminating the electoral college 
altogether is another matter. In so doing, 
we would exchange a clumsy mechanism, but 
one that has worked, for an ideal construc
tion whose effects are conjectural. Only once 
in our history has the man who received the 
most popular votes fa.lled to receive the 
highest number of electoral votes. That was 
in 1888, when Grover Cleveland lost the elec
tion although he ran a hundred thousand 
votes ahead of Benjamin Harrison. Andrew 
Jackson in 1824 and Samuel Tilden in 1876 
were deprived of the Presidency despite a 
popular plurality, but Jackson's defeat came 
about by the decision of the House (Jack
son had a plurality of electoral votes as 
well), and Tilden lost because disputed elec
toral votes were taken from him by a hos
tlle Congress. Thus, the electoral college has 
falled to conform to the popular will only 
once in almost two centuries, and that in a 
contest so close that it's almost a technical 
quibble to say th81t the people's choice was 
defeated. 

Nor do considerations of abstract demo
cratic theory dictate a change to direct pop
ular vote. If democracy requires that those 
who govern the country be chosen by a na
tional constituency in which all citizens 
have equal weight, then both the Supreme 
Oourt and the Senate fall the test. Yet, on 
the whole, they help maintain a necessary 

balance between minority or regional inter
ests and the majority will; the Senate is 
often more conscious of national needs than 
the more representative House. Therefore, 
before changing a system that has worked 
remarkably well, the American people should 
be fairly certain that the results will be 
beneficial. As we see it, the consequences of 
eliminating the electoral college not only are 
highly speculative but might be unfortunate. 

First, such a reform, a.s Professor Ernest 
Brown, of Harvard, has pointed out, could 
well transform the frequent charges of elec
tion irregularity and fraud into demands for 
a nationwide recount. Since voting is now by 
states, such charges are usually allowed to 
lapse, for even if the result in a particular 
state should be changed, the winner would 
rarely lose his electoral majority. But if the 
popular vote alone were decisive, and the 
election close, there would be every incen
tive to demand investigations and recounts, 
and these would inevitably precipitate 
counter-demands, while the country waited 
to see who its leaders would be. In addition, 
a. direct popular vote would powerfuly 
tempt the states to compete in lowering vot
ing ages, liberalizing registration require
ments, and so in, in order to increase their 
relative influence on the election. 

Another, and perhaps more serious, ob
jection to abolishing the electoral college is 
the threat to the stab111ty of the two-party 
system, which has been a key element in 
the endurance of American democracy. 
Most third-party efforts either have never 
got off the ground or have proved transient, 
because, as Professor Alexander Bickel, of 
Yale, has noted, they have been unable to 
win electoral votes unless they operated 
from a regional base. In 1948, for example, 
Strom Thurmond and Henry Wallace re
ceived approximately the same popular 
vote, but Thurmond got thirty-nine elec
toral votes and Wallace none. Individuals 
with a common interest or conviction are 
restrained from forming an independent 
party by the knowledge that they cannot 
carry any states and therefore wlll not re
ceive any electoral votes, while their activi
ties will tend to subtract votes from the 
major-party candidate who is ideologically 
closest to them. With only the popular vote 
at issue, however, regional roots are irrele
vant, and groups united by belief or need
from blacks and those opposed to the war 
in Vietnam to the John Birch Society
might fragment the electorate into new 
parties in search of maximum political pow
er. They could, as the Liberal Party has done 
in New York, bargain with one of the major 
parties for concessions in return for its 
endorsement, or offer to withdraw in the 
midst of a campaign in return for conces
sions. Such a party might also run candi
dates in the hope of forcing a. runoff elec
tion in which its support would be eagerly 
sought. Most of the election-reform propos
als require at least forty per cent of the 
popular vote for election, with a runoff be
tween the two top candidates if no one gets 
that much. And although only Harrison re
ceived a popular minority and an electoral 
majority, fifteen Presidents have been elect
ed with less than a majority of the total 
popular vote. Therefore, almost half of our 
elections have been contests in which, theo
retically, a third party could have held the 
balance of power. In two of our three last 
Presidential elections, the popular margin 
was less than a half-million votes, and in 
America it is possibl~with money and 
energy-to organize a half-million people 
for almost anything. 

Still another objection centers on the im
pact that eliminating the electoral college 
would have on the relative importance of 
large and small states. Both the advocates 
and the opponents of reform have assumed 
that direct popular vote would reduce the 
emphasis on the large states with the most 

electoral votes. Yet reform might well have 
the opposite effect. Usually, campaigns are 
directed at a sWing vote of from ten to 
twenty per cent of the population, on the 
assumption that the rest of the voters are 
pretty firmly committed. Under the reform 
system, any candidate in search of those 
votes would have to concentrate his energies 
and his strategy on the large states, for that 
is where the people are, and also where the 
most volatile vote can be found. For example, 
Richard Nixon, Southern strS~tegy and all, 
received about the same number of popular 
votes in California alone that he received 
in all nine states of the once solid South 
(roughly three and a half milllon). Even 
though Nixon ran well ahead of Vice-Presi
dent Humphrey in the South, a change of 
little more than two per cent of his vote in 
favor of Humphrey in the four largest states, 
or a change of less than one and a half per 
cent in the seven largest, would have can
celled out his entire Southern margin. In 
fact, about half the popular vote for the two 
major candidates came from only seven 
states. No political strategist, therefore, could 
wisely counsel a candidate to take the slight
est risk in the big states in the hope of 
picking up a few more Southern or border 
states. (In fact, exactly this kind of risk
taking helped defeat Nixon in 1960.) It is 
just as likely, and far more economical in 
terms of energy and expense, that under the 
new system a candidate would assume a basic 
minimum of Southern and border votes and 
shape his campaign to the demands of large
state politics. Why should a Presidential 
hopeful take positions calculated to win 
Southern states if those same positions might 
lose him the two or three per cent of the vote 
in California, New York, lllinois, and Penn
sylvania that would be enough to cancel out 
all his gains? All this, of course, re:flects 
only the psychology of campaigns, since in 
fact the electoral vote has followed the popu
lar vote. Yet once political strategists stopped 
thinking in terms of states and the intricate 
arithmetic for the electoral college; they 
would tend to focus on areas where the 
population is concentrated and on the large 
television "market areas." (After all, in the 
nine Southern states Nixon received forty
seven electoral votes and helped keep twenty
eight more from Humphrey, while California 
gave him only forty electoral votes. Thus, the 
Southerner who voted for Nixon actually 
had more influence on the electoral majority 
than did the Californian who went Repub
lican.) 

None of these are certain consequences of 
change. Yet they are all possibillties, as are 
other results, which we cannot now foresee. 
(Our history is strewn with discarded demo
cratic reforms, such a.s the initiative and the 
referendum, that frequently defeated expec
tations and sometimes became the instru
ments of those special interests they were 
designed to protect the country from.) In 
return, we will be guarded against the possi
bility that the popular loser will be the 
electoral winner. Not only is this highly un
likely (in most close elections the electoral
vote majority has far exceeded the popular 
margin, thus strengthening the position of a 
President-elect) but even if it should hap
pen it would be in a contest so close that one 
would be hard put to it to claim that a firm 
or decisively expressed popular desire had 
been thwarted. One of the sources of our na
tional stab111ty has been our unwillingness to 
change the Constitution except when abuses 
or malfunctions have already manifested 
themselves. It has never been amended sim
ply because we feared that something might 
go wrong at some future date. Yet that is 
what is now being proposed. We will find, 
however, no system of choosing leaders that 
is guaranteed to work perfectly. Certainly a 
great deal of skepticism and prudent hesita
tion should attend any effort to "perfect" 
a system that has worked a.s well a.s ours. 
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REVIEW OF ECONOMIC OPPORTU

NITY PROGRAMS 
<Mr. PERKINS asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at 
this point in the RECORD and to include 
extraneous matter.) 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, the Gen
eral Accounting Office has kindly fur
nished me with copies of communications 
from the U.S. Department of Agricul
ture, Forest Service, and Department of 
Interior, Office of the Secretary, com
menting upon the preliminary draft of 
the review of economic opportunity pro
grams made by the General Accounting 
Office and submitted in report form to 
Congress on March 18, 1969. I would 
like to submit, for the information of the 
Members, these communications which 
are addressed to Mr. Henry Eschwege, 
Associate Director, Civil Division, U.S. 
General Accounting Office, Washington, 
D.C.: 

FOREST SERVICE, 
Washington, D.C. March 14, 1969. 

Mr. HENRY EscHWEGE, 
Associate Director, Civil Division, U.S. Gen

eral Accounting Office, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. ESCHWEGE: On March 6, the Gen

eral Accounting Office audit of the programs 
under the Economic Opportunity Act was 
reviewed with the concerned agencies. We 
participated in that review. I understand 
that comments on the audit should be sent 
to you for consideration. We would like to 
offer some suggestions to you regarding the 
overall evaluation of the Job Corps Civilian 
Conservation Center program. 

First, I want to express our sincere appre
ciation for the constructive evaluation which 
was made of our Cispus Job Corps Civ111an 
Conservation Center. We regret that it was 
not possible to inspect some of our other 
Centers. As expressed in our April 5, 1968 
letter to Civil Division Assistant Director 
Richard W. Kelley, we were apprehensive 
that only one Forest Service Center out of 
the 45 we operate would not give a repre
sentative picture of our Civilian Conserva
tion Center program. This apprehension 
appears to have been justified on the basis 
of your overall findings related to Civilian 
Conservation Centers. 

The purpose of your evaluation of the Job 
Corps program was to determine its effec
tiveness in carrying out the intent of Con
gress. The Job Corps section of the Economic 
Opportunity Act states, "It's purpose is to 
assist young persons who need and can ben
efit from an unusually intensive program, 
operated in a group setting to become more 
responsible, employable and productive cit
izens; and to do so in a way that contrib
utes, where feasible, to the development of 
National, State and community resources. 
... " The Act states, "enrollees will partici
pate in intensive programs of education, vo
cational training, work experience, counsel
ing, and other activities .... " 

We have reviewed your findings, conclu
sions, and recommendations in relation to 
the defined purposes of the Economic Op
portunity Act. We would like to discuss the 
findings in each of these areas and offer 
suggestions toward strengthening the report. 

A highly important factor in helping dis
advantaged young men become more respon
sible, employable, and productive citizens is 
to bring about social and emotional adjust
ment. As you know, the population we serve 
are from poverty backgrounds, 90 percent 
school dropouts, 60 percent from broken fam
ilies, 61 percent functionally illiterate on en
rollment and 33 percent with records of ju
venile delinquency. About one-third of the 
staff at Civ111an Conservation Centers is en
gaged in group living and professional coun
selling activities. Attitudinal and behavioral 
adjustment in Civ111an Conservation Centers 

is relatively rapid, partly because the Centers 
are small in size, the staff has personal knowl
edge of each Corpsman and he receives indi
vidualized attention. Your report states that 
"such benefits are generally intangible, how
ever, and not subject to precise measure
ments". 

We believe your evaluation of the Job 
Corps program could be considerably 
strengthened by searching out indices of such 
intangible benefits. For instance, it is note
worthy that Conservation Centers have had 
little problem in maintaining Corpsman dis
cipline and Center control during a period 
when youth are rioting at other Institutions 
throughout the country. Another index of so
cial adjustment might be found in data 
which indicates that Job Corpsmen have a 
substantially lower arrest rate than the 
average youth of the same age. Improvement 
in self-confidence which is essential to moti
vation is readily accomplished at Civ111an 
Conservation Centers and has been measured 
through study. 

Basic education is a highly important facet 
of the youth renewal program at Civ1lian 
Conservation Centers. As you know, the as
signment policy until November, 1968 pro
vided that enrollees with less than fifth 
grade reading abi11ty be sent to Civ111an Con
servation Centers and the upper half be sent 
to Men's Urban Centers. During 1967 and 
1968, about two-thirds of the new enrollees 
at Civilian Conservation Centers were read
ing at or below the third grade level upon 
admission. Your finding was that few Corps
men achieved the program goals established 
for Conservation Centers which were equiva
lent to about seventh grade public school 
level. The short average length-of-stay was 
cited as one factor which precluded them 
from advancing to the desired level. 

You may wish to update your data on edu
cation gains. Latest data shows average read
ing gains per terminee to be 2.8levels as com
pared with 1.9 in Fiscal Year 1968. Such gains 
are verified by the Stanford Achievement 
Test. Corresponding improvements in mathe
matics gains have been experienced. During 

this time, the average length-of-stay in
creased from 5.3 months to 6.1 months. While 
we are still working to increase the average 
length-of-stay and educational gains, the 
current gains can be considered remarkable 
when viewed in the perspective of the group 
of low educational achievers assigned to 
Civilian Conservation Centers. 

The inference that emphasis placed on ac
complishing work projects adversely affected 
training programs and the instance cited that 
Corpsmen were often excused from academic 
courses to work on the projects is definitely 
not representative of the program. Training 
is given priority over work project accom
plishment. Beginning readers are given daily 
reading instruction both during the educa
tion and work weeks. 

The audit report puts primary emphasis on 
the vocational training and work experience 
aspect of the Job Corps Conservation Center 
program. In this activity it has findings and 
opinions and states conclusions which are 
grossly erroneous. In its present form there
port presents a completely inaccurate picture 
of vocational training and work experience in 
Forest Service Conservation Centers. It por
trays work skills training at Conservation 
Centers as generally projects which require 
the use of the most basic hand tools such as 
axes and shovels, providing only limited 
marketable skill development training. This 
is not factual. 

We have made an analysis of work program 
accomplishment reported by Forest Service 
Centers in FY 1968 which includes the period 
of the audit. From this reported $12,085,000 
of project value, $9,339,000 of which was con
servation work, we have arrived at the follow
ing breakdown of training value: 

Training value of 
project 

Dollar value 
of project Percentage 

High_______________ ___ ______ $9,482,000 79 
Some___________ ____ __ __ ___ __ 660,000 5 
Little_____________________ ___ 1, 943,000 16 

-------------------TotaL_____ _______ ___ _ 12,085,000 100 

Examples of high training value projects include: 

Type of project Training offered Dollar value 

Road construction and reconstruction ___________________ Heavy equipment operation___ ____________ __________ $2,214,000 
Bridge construction and reconstruction __________________ Heavy equipment operation, masonry, carpentry, 236,000 

welding. 
Building construction and reconstruction ________________ Carpentry, masonry, painting__ ____ _________________ 3, 109,000 
Recreation facility construction and reconstruction ________ Carpentry, masonry, welding, painting__ _____________ 2, 922,000 

Examples of projects with only some or little training value are: 

Type of project Training offered Dollar value 

Soi ' erosion contro'----------------------------------- Some heavy equipment but largely hand labor_ ______ _ 
Reforestation and timber stand improvement_ ___________ Handtools, power saws ______ ___ _______ ____________ _ 

fl61, 000 
220,000 
209,000 
977,000 

Fence construction _____ __ ___ _________________________ Power saws, handtools, and limited heavy equipment_ 
Landscaping and site development_ ____________________ Limited heavy equipment, handtools, and masonry __ _ 

Enrollees are initially assigned to general 
work projects to learn work habits, to provide 
time for them to make a selection for voca
tional training, and to provide time to raise 
their reading and math ability so they can 
participate in higher level training. 

The report recognizes that the May 2, 1968 
Job Corps Civilian Conservation Centers Pro
gram Task Force Report revised some pro
gram concepts and policies for operation of 
academic and vocational training programs 
at Centers. It also states the opinion that 
implementation of the requirements as they 
relate to vocational training would have a 
beneficial effect on the training program. I 
am pleased to report that during the ten 
months which have elapsed since the issu
ance of that Task Force Report the program 
revisions have been implemented. Staff voca
tional training capabilities have been ad
justed, the work program revised to offer 
maximum training opportunities, precise and 

detailed curriculums provided and a system 
for documenting performance achievements 
of Corpsmen implemented. We have not 
found these program improvements to in
crease Center operating costs. 

Forest Service Job Corps Conservation Cen
ters have a well defined work skills training 
program operating succesfully. This program 
provides skills training to the apprentice 
level in the occupations of carpentry, heavy 
equipment operation, welding, automotive 
service mechanic, bricklayer apprentice
cement mason, cook, and painter. Training 
has been further strengthened by arrange
ments with national labor unions for train
ing instruction and placement assistance for 
heavy equipment training programs at two 
Centers, carpentry training programs at six 
Centers, and painter training programs at 20 
Centers. The Civilian Conservation Center 
training program has the additional advan
tage of teaching work skills in an on-the-job 
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situation which makes the learned skills 
easily transferable to later employment. 

Two other points may be worth consider
ing which relate to the emphasis the report 
places on the vocational training component 
of the Job Corps program. The first is the 
finding cited in the report that only 25 per
cent of working terminees were working in 
·areas in which they had received training 
and 75 percent were working in other areas. 
If this is so, then experience would indicate 
that social adjustment and work habits may 
be at least as important as vocational train
ing. The second is that according to your 
sample and other more extensive studies, 
Civilian Conservation Center terminees are 
working at an average of about 10 cents per 
hour less than Urban Men's Center terminees. 
When one considers that the top half of the 
enrollees, educationally speaking, have been 
assigned to Urban Centers and the lower half 
to Conservation Centers, it is difficult to es
tablish that one program is more successful 
than the other in the area of making Corps
men employable. 

We hope that these comments will be help
ful to you in preparing your report to Con
gress. If possible, we would like them in
cluded in your report. 

Sincerely, 
EDWARD P. CLIFF, 

Chief. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, D.C. 

Mr. HENRY ESCHWEGE, 
Associate Director, Civil Division, U.S. Gen

eral Accounting Office, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. ESCHWEGE: This Department, as 

a participant in the Job Corps Civilian Con
servation Center Program, has been inform
ally advised of the conclusions and recom
mendations concerning the Civilian Conser
vation Center Program contained in the 
draft report of the audit of the programs 
under the Economic Opportunity Act. On 
the basis of the information available to us, 
we are prompted to offer the folloWing com
ments in the belief that they are necessary 
to a full and fair understanding of degree to 
which the Program has achieved success in 
filling its primary purpose; that of assisting 
young men to become more responsible, em
ployable and productive citizens in a way 
that contributes to the development of Na
tional, State and community resources. 

We believe that it is important at the out
set to understand that this program in its 
conception, and as it has existed since its 
inception, has been essentially a research 
and development effort, one which is di
rected toward discovering the ways and 
means by which a society could redeem not 
only its Iailure to a segment of its popula
tion-the uneducated, unskilled, underem
ployed young men-but also to redeem the 
individual failures of the members of that 
population. It has, and will continue to have, 
an orientation and an urgency not found in 
the more traditional Federal, State and local 
programs. This program directs its · orienta
tion toward a human resource that is multi
plying itself in our ghettos, our urban and 
rural areas at a rate that far exceeds the 
availabllity of the dollars or the knowledge 
necessary to deal with it. As such, it has 
incurred the relatively higher costs that are 
attendant With research and development 
programs. We believe that any judgments 
With respect to program costs must be 
viewed in this light. 

Further, we believe that it is essential in 
vieWing the work experience aspects of the 
program to understand that we are dealing 
With an element of our population that has 
neither the aptitudes nor the attitudes that 
are necessary to make them employable. We 
know from the statistics provided to us by 
the Office of Economic Opportunity that up
wards of 60% of our Corpsmen come from 
homes where the head of the household is 
unemployed; nearly 40% come from families 
on relief. Within the Conservation Center 

Program, we are concerned With work skills 
and attitudes. The report states that the 
work experience aspects of our program call 
largely for the use of common labor and 
basic hand tools and questions whether in
tensive vocational training can be provided. 
This statement ignores the fact that highly 
complex work projects offering a variety of 
marketable skills are being conducted in 
our centers. We want to say more about this, 
but feel it is essential at this point to draw 
your attention first to the values derived in 
terms of Corpsmen attitudes from the work 
experience aspects of our program. We be
lieve that "employability" for our type of 
enrollee is comprised of equal parts of work 
skills and attitudes that are most readily 
acquired through the actual on-the-job 
training at Civilian Conservation Centers. 
Countless potential employees have told us 
"give us a boy who knows what it is to work 
and who is Willing to work and we will pro
vide the additional specialized training 
necessary so that he can hold down a job 
with us." For young men who come to us 
from backgrounds of the unemployed and 
the relief rolls, a realization and an accept
ance of what it means to do an honest day's 
work for an honest wage is essential. Even if 
our program was largely one of basic hand 
tools and common labor-which it is not-
the realization and acceptance of these 
values which take place in our Corpsmen is 
of immeasurable value to the Nation. 

More specifically, we want to point out 
that our program does offer meaningful voca
tional training in skilled areas recognized in, 
and in fact based on, the Department of 
Labor's Dictionary of Occupational Titles for: 
Automobile-service mechanic, carpenter 
(construction) ; cook; bricklayer-cement 
mason; production line welder; operating 
engineer (heavy equipment operator). These 
training standards were developed with the 
assistance, cooperation and advice of the 
recognized governing bodies of the trades and 
crafts involved, and were issued with their 
endorsement. At the present time, training in 
automotive skills is offered in 23 of our 30 
centers With a program to be implemented in 
3 additional centers by July 1. Carpentry 
skills are offered in 27 centers with 3 addi
tions planned. Bricklayer-cement mason 
skills are offered in 20 centers with 4 addi
tions planned. Heavy equipment operator 
skills are offered in every center. Welding 
skills are offered in 19 centers with 5 addi
tions planned. Cooking skills are offered in 24 
centers with 4 additions planned. 

In addition, we are conducting programs 
at one of our centers in cooperation with the 
Kentucky State Building and Construction 
Trades Council, AFL-CIO, and we have re
cently joined With the Brotherhood of 
Painters, Decorators, and Paperhangers of 
America in offering meaningful vocational 
training in painting skills at 18 of our cen
ters. This training is accomplished through 
our work programs which provide for the 
teaching of work skills in an on-the-job 
situation. The work projects through which 
the skills are acquired are directed toward the 
conservation mission of each of the Con
servation Agencies and are reviewed at the 
Departmental level to insure that they pro
vide maximum skill exposure. 

Thus, while acquiring skills in an occupa
tional area, the Corpsmen contribute to the 
conservation of the Nation's resources and 
recreational areas. Our analysis of the work 
program accomplishment within this Depart
ment's centers from the inception of the pro
gram through FY 1969 indicates that millions 
of dollars worth of improvements to our 
natural resources and recreational areas 
have been returned to the public through 
this program. While the report questions the 
validity of the appraised values within the 
program, we believe that these values are 
objective. These values are determined by 
highly-qualified agency personnel who are 
not directly associated with the Conservation 
Center Program. 

In order to provide the Corpsmen with the 
complete requiremen1t.s for employability, the 
academic portion of the program is equally 
as important as skills and attitude training. 
From its inceptiqn the Civilian Conservation 
Center educational program was tailored to 
remediate the needs and/or deficiencies of 
the target population. The latest data indi
cates that the average reading gains per 
terminee is 2.8 levels of academic achieve
ment. These gains are verified by the Stan
ford Achievement tests. Corresponding im
provements in mathematics and other edu
cational areas have been experienced. These 
improvements are considered remarkable in 
view of the low educational achievers as
signed to the Conservation Center Program. 

We understand that the Chief of the U.S. 
Forest Service has also written to you with 
regard to the report. We have endeavored to 
present additional thoughts for your con
sideration; however, we fully subscribe to 
the comments made by the Forest Service. 

We feel proud of the achievements of the 
Civilian Conservation Center Program of the 
Department of the Interior and believe that 
it is accomplishing the purpose and intent 
of the Congress. We hope that these com
ments prove to be of benefit to you in prepar
ing your report to Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
HARRY SHOOSHAN, 

Deputy Under Secretary for Programs. 

THE 5-YEAR EXTENSION OF ESEA 
<Mr. PERKINS asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I feel this 
is an appropriate time to call some per
tinent facts to the attention of the House 
with regard to the legislation which has 
been reported out of the Committee on 
Education and Labor. This legislation, 
H.R. 514, would extend the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act for a 5-
year period. 

The House will shortly have to act on 
this legislation, and these facts relate 
directly to the impact which this legisla
tion has had, is having, and will continue 
to have--on the vast complex of educa
tional systems throughout the Nation
an educational system which is as effi
cient, effective, and capable as any in the 
world. 

It is this same education system which 
we hope to make even more meaningful 
to every individual who becomes part of 
it-at the State level, local level, in the 
school, and in the home-and the Federal 
role to be played in this drama is a very 
vital and significant one. The Federal 
Government has, as a result of the enact
ment of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act and related legislation, 
made great progress in its effort to come 
to grips with a problem ignored for too 
long-that is, becoming a very active 
partner in the job of providing adequate 
educational assistance to our State and 
local school systems throughout the 
country. 

If there is any doubt in the minds of 
some of my colleagues as to why the 
Committee on Education and Labor has 
reported out a bill which extends ele
mentary and secondary education legis
lation for 5 additional years, I would like 
to refer them to the list of witnesses 
who have testified before the committee 
this year endorsing the provisions of 
H.R. 514, which, among other things, 
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does just that. This list is a representa
tive cross-section of the Nation's school 
officials from State and local systems, the 
professional educational associations, 
and many others. 

As I am sure you are aware, the Ele
mentary and Secondary Education Act 
and related legislation has proven to be 
one of the most valuable and influential 
pieces of educational legislation which 
any Congress has enacted. As I have 
stated in other REcORD inserts, many 
school superintendents attested to this 
fact in their comments regarding the ef
fectiveness of this legislation. The orig
inal act, Public Law 89-10, and the 
amendments that have been enacted in 
subsequent Congresses, has had the total 
effect of reaching into every school in 
the country-making possible new and 
needed programs, additional facilities, 
more qualified personnel, new and more 
sophisticated equipment and materials, 
and professional guidance, if desired, to 
assist in developing new programs and 
curriculum. 

These people traveled to Washington 
because they had things to say regarding 
the programs and activities under the 
ESEA which were of importance and 
value with their States. 

The meaning and impact which this 
legislation has had can best be under
stood with the statement that the wit
nesses who- testified on this legislation 
all endorsed a 5-year extension of the 
bill. 

Mr. Speaker, for the benefit of my col
leagues, so that they may see the extent 
to which the Committee on Education 
and Labor wanted views from every geo
graphic sector of the country-as well as 
all the various interests in the educa
tional community-! would like to insert 
in the REcoRD a partial listing of the 
people who appeared before the commit
tee--all of whom, I repeat, asked that 
the legislation which so vitally affects 
our elementary and secondary schools, 
be extended for 5 years. The list fol
lows: 

Dr. Graham Sullivan, Deputy Superinten
dent of Instruction, Los Angeles City Schools. 

Don Richardson, District Coordinator of 
Compensatory Education Programs. 

Dr. Tom Lawson, Office of Superintendent 
of Schools, Los Angeles. 

Henry Boas, Administrative Analyst, Los 
Angeles School District. 

Dr. William Kottmeyer, Superintendent of 
Schools, St. Louis, Missouri. 

Dr. E. C. Stimbert, Superintendent of 
Schools, Memphis, Tenn. Accompanied by: 
Dr. 0. z. Stephens, Director of Research and 
Publications; Maurice E. Roach, Director of 
Federal and State Projects. 

Dr. Mark R. Shedd, Superintendent of 
Schools, Philadelphia, Pa. 

Dr. William H. Ohrenberger, Supt., Boston 
Public Schools, accompanied by: Mr. Paul 
Kennedy, Administrative Asst. to the Super
intendent; Mr. Joseph F. Carey, Director, 
Educational Planning Center; Mr. Victor A. 
Mcinnis, Director, Title I Programs. 

Dr. Joseph Manch, Superintendent, Buffalo 
Public Schools, accompanied by: Mr. Claude 
D. Clapp, Asst. Supt. for Finance & Research. 

Dr. Norman Drachler, Superintendent of 
Schools, Detroit, Michigan accompanied by: 
Dr. Louis Monacel, Asst. Superintendent, 
Federal & State Relations; Dr. William Sim
mons, Deputy Supt., Federal & State Rela
tions for Fiscal Planning. 

Miss Cora Bomar, Director, Division of Ed-

ucational Media, State Dept. of Public In
struction, Raleigh, N.C. 

Miss Frances Hatfield, Supervisor of In
structional Materials, Board of Public In
struction, Broward County, Fla. Broward Co. 
Public Schools, Ft. Lauderdale, Fla. 

Miss Ingrid 0. Miller, School Library Con
sultant, Independent Schools District No. 
273, Edina, Minn. 

Miss Germaine Krettek, Associate Execu
tive Director, American Library Assn. 

Dr. Paul Briggs, Superintendent of Schools, 
Cleveland, Ohio. 

Dr. Bernard Donovan, Superintendent of 
Schools, New York City. 

William N. Ryan, Coordinator, E&--70, 
Breathitt County, Bd. of Educ., Jackson, Ky. 

Austin H. Armitstead, Chairman, National 
Committee on the Education of Migrant Chil
dren, accompanied by: Miss Cassandra 
Stockburger, Director, Natl Committee on 
the Educ. of Migrant Children. 

James R. Dorland, Associa-te Executive 
Secretary, National Association for Public 
School Adult Education. 

Francis D. Murnaghan, Jr., President, 
Baltimore City Board of School Commission
ers, also representing National School Boards 
Association. 

Mrs. G. Theodore Mitau, Vice Chairman 
of the Board of Education for Independent 
School District No. 625, St. Paul, Minnesota. 

Dr. Edward Palmason, Seattle, Washington. 
Dr. Richard Ando, Honolulu, Hawaii. 
Dr. Gary N. Pottorff, Vice President, Board 

of Education, Wichita, Kansas. 
John Wagner, South Bend Community 

School Corporation, South Bend, Indiana. 
Hazen Schumacher, Board Member and 

Past President, Board of Education, Ann 
Arbor Public Schools, Michigan. 

Mrs. Michael Spicer, Member School Board, 
Lawrence Township, Mercer Co., N.J. 

Mr. R. Winfield Smith, President, National 
School Boards Association and Director Up
per Perikomen Board of School Directors, 
Pennsburg, Pa. 

Mrs. Margaret Nielsen, President, Board o:t 
Education, West Bend, Wisconsin. 

Mrs. Frances M. Carnochan, Chairman, NEA 
Legislative Commission, Trenton, N.J., ac
companied by: Dr. John M. Lumley, Execu
tive Secretary, NEA Legislative Commission 
and NEA Assistant Executive Secretary for 
Legislation and Federal Relations, Washing
ton, D.C. 

Mr. David Tanke!, Director, ESEA Title I, 
Trenton Public Schools. 

Mrs. Carol Belt, Art Coordinator, Trenton 
Public Schools. 

Mr. William Raymond, Director ESEA Title 
III, Tempe Elementary School District, 
Tempe, Arizona. 

Mr. G. Warren Phillips, Superintendent of 
Schools, Valparaiso, Indiana and Chairman, 
American Association of School Adminis
trators, Federal Policy and Legislation Com
mittee accompanied by: Mr. James Kir
patrick, Secretary, American Association of 
School Administrators; Dr. Harold H. Eib
ling, Superintendent, Columbus Public 
Schools, Columbus, Ohio. 

Mrs. Bruce B. Benson, President, League of 
Women Voters of the United States. 

Mr. Willia.m C. Geer, Executive Secretary, 
The Council for Exceptional Children, Na
tional Education Association. 

Dr. John Melcher, Assistant State Su
perintendent and Director of the Bureau for 
Handicapped Children, State Department of 
Public Instruction, Madison, Wisconsin. 

Mr. Fred Weintraub, on behalf of Dr. Leo 
Connor, Superintendent, Lexington School 
for the Deaf, New York, N.Y. 

Dr. Maynard Reynolds, Chairman of the 
Department of Special Education of the Uni
versity of Minnesota. 

Dr. Elizabeth M. Boggs, Chairman, Com
mittee on Government Affairs, The National 
Association for Retarded Children. 

Mr. Irvin P. Schloss, Legislative Analyst, 
American Foundation for the Blind. 

Dr. W. H. Moore, Associate Commissioner 
of Federal Programs, ESEA, State Depart
ment of Education, Little Rock, Arkansas, 
accompanied by: Mr. Jeff D. McGehee, Chair
man, Arkansas Advisory Council on Policy. 

Dr. James F. Redmond, General Superin
tendent, Chicago Board of Education, Chi
cago, Illinois, accompanied by: Dr. George 
Balling, Assistant Superintendent for Fed
eral Relations and Dr. Arthur Lehne, Assist
ant Superintendent for Federal-State Fund
ed Programs. 

Dr. John O'Neill, President, American 
Speech and Hearing Association, Department 
of Speech Pathology and Audiology, Univer
sity of lllinois, accompanied by: Dr. Kenneth 
0. Johnson, Executive Secretary, American 
Speech and Hearing Association. 

Dr. William Simmons, Deputy Superin
tendent, Detroit Public Schools. 

Dr. Ralph Hood, Superintendent of 
Schools, Brunswick, Georgia. 

Dr. Bluford Minor, Assistant Superintend
ent of Schools and Business Manager, City 
of San Diego, California. 

Dr. J. M. Hanks, Superintendent, Ysleta 
Public Schools, El Paso, Texas. 

Dr. Reid Ross, Superintendent of Schools, 
Fayetteville, North Carolina. 

Dr. George Membrino, Superintendent of 
Schools, Chicopee, Mass. 

Dr. Edgar Fuller, Executive Secretary, 
Council of Chief State School Officers. 

Dr. Jack P. Nix, Superintendent of Schools, 
Department of Education, Atlanta, Georgia. 

Dr. James A. Sensenbaugh, State Super
intendent of Schools, Baltimore, Maryland. 

Dr. George Thomas, Director, Extended 
School Year Program, New York State Dept. 
of Education, New York. 

Mr. John Doyle, Area Director, New Haven 
Public Schools, Hamden, Conn. 

Mr. Donald Merryman, Project Director, 
Title ill ESEA, Board of Education, Balti
more County, Upperco, Maryland. 

Mr. Harvey Granite, Administrator, Title 
I, Rochester Public Schools, N.Y. 

Mr. Donald E. Snodderly, Project Director, 
Title I ESEA, Board of Education, Baltimore 
County, Baltimore, Maryland. 

Dr. Richard Vanhoose, Superintendent, 
Jefferson Co. Public Schools, Louisville, Ky. 

Dr. J. 0. Johnson, Assistant Superintend
ent for Research, Jefferson County Public 
Schools, Louisville, Kentucky. 

Mr. Fred S. Rosengarden, Director of Vis
ual Education, Chicago Public Schools. 

Mr. Jack L. Perlin, Principal, Wadsworth 
Elementary School, Chicago, lll. 

Mr. Leo Lopez, Chief of Bureau Commu
nity Services & Migrant Education, Cali
fornia State Department of Education, Sac
ramento, Calif. 

Mr. Westry Horne, Director, Education 
Program for Seasonal and Migrant Families, 
New Jersey State Dept. of Education, Tren
ton, N.J. 

Professor Adalberto Guerrero, Tucson, 
Arizona. 

Mr. Nathaniel Dixon, Director, Division of 
Elementary and Secondary Education, Mu
seum of Natural mstory, Washington, D.C. 

Dr. Reed P. Wahlquist, Principal, Kearns 
IDgh School, Salt Lake City, Utah, accom
panied by: Dr. Norman D. Riggs, Assistant 
Principal, Kearns IDgh School; Mr. c. 
Michael Newman, Director, Project I.D.E.A., 
Keams IDgh School. 

Dr. Charles C. Holt, Superintendent, South 
Bend Community Schools Corporation, South 
Bend, Indiana. 

Mr. Morton L. Linder, President, Board of 
School Trustees, South Bend Community 
School Board, South Bend, Indiana. 

Mr. Julius Truelson, Superintendent of 
Schools, Fort Worth Independent School 
District, Fort Worth, Texas. 

Dr. Fred W. Kirby, Assistant Superintend
ent of Schools, Columbus, Ga. 

Mr. Archie F. Simmons, Administrative 
Assistant and Coordinator of Federal Pro-
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grams, Leflore County School District, 
Greenwood, Mississippi. 

Mr. Julian D. Prince, Sr., Superintendent 
of Schools, McComb Municipal Separate 
School District, McComb, Mississippi. 

Mr. Ray Brackett, Director, Title I, ESEA, 
Floyd County Schools, Prestonsburg, Ken
tucky. 

Mr. Foster Meade, Superintendent, Lewis 
County Schools, Vanceburg, Kentucky. 

Mr. Bueford Risner, Superintendent of 
Schools, Bath County, Owingsville, Ken
tucky. 

Mr. Charles Straub, Jr., Superintendent 
of Schools, Mason County Schools, Maysville, 
Kentucky. 

Very Rev. Msgr. James C. Donohue, Ph.D., 
Director, Division of Elementary and Sec
ondary Education, United States Catholic 
Conference, Washington, D.C. 

Reverend Louis F. Generes, Superintendent, 
Archdiocese of New Orleans, Louisiana. 

Reverend Franklin E. Fitzpatrick, Super
intendent of Schools, Roman Catholic Dio
cese of Brooklyn. 

Reverend Harold J. Ide, Assistant Super
intendent of Schools, Archdiocese of Mil
waukee, Wisconsin. 

Reverend Emmet Harrington, Superintend
ent of Schools, Archdiocese of Portland, 
Oregon. 

Rt. Rev. Msgr. Edward T. Hughes, Super
intendent for Archdiocese of Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr. C. P. Callahan, Assistant Superin
tendent of Schools, Department of Educa
tion, Diocese of San Diego, California. 

Very Rev. Msgr. Henry Gardner, Super
intendent for Archdiocese of Kansas City, 
Kansas. 

Professor James V. Powell, Elkhorn City, 
Kentucky. 

Dr. Ira Polley, Superintendent of Public 
Instruction, State Department of Education, 
Lansing, Michigan. 

Dr. Wilson C. Riles, Director of Compensa
tory Education, State Department of Educa
tion, Sacramento, California. 

Raymond A. Horn, Director, Division of 
Federal Assistance, State Department of Edu
cation, Columbus, Ohio. 

Dr. Austin Haddock, Director, Title I, 
ESEA, State Department of Education, Salem, 
Oregon. 

Mr. Fred Williams, Coordinator of Title I, 
ESEA, State Department of Education, 
Frankfort, Kentucky. 

Dr. Alexander J. Plante, Coordinator of 
Title I, ESEA, State Department of Educa
tion, Hartford, Connecticut. 

Dr. Joseph Johnston, Coordinator, Title I, 
ESEA, State Department of Public Instruc
tion, Raleigh, North Carolina. 

Mr. Jack Hanson, Title I Administrator, 
Minnesota Department of Education, St. 
Paul, Minnesota. 

Louis A. Dughi, Assistant Coordinator, 
Federal Assistance Programs, State Depart• 
ment of Education, Trenton, New Jersey. 

V. P. Horne, Director, Public Relations, 
Kentucky Education Association, Louisville, 
Kentucky. 

Dr. Irving Ratchick, Coordinator of Title I, 
ESEA, New York State Education Depart
ment, Albany, New York. 

Mr. Frank N. Brown, Coordinator of Title 
I, ESEA, State Department of Public Instruc
tion, Madison, Wisconsin. 

Dr. Noah S. Neace, Coordinator of Title I, 
ESEA, Office of Superintendent of Public In
struction, Springfield, IlUnois. 

Mr. Frank H. Vittetow, Assistant Super
intendent of Public Instruction of State and 
Federal Relations, Department of Education, 
The Commonwealth of Kentucky, Frankfort, 
Kentucky. 

CRISIS IN THE LUMBER ECONOMY 
<Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute, to revise and ex-

tend his remarks, and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, 
last year, California was proud to pro
vide the Nation with another gem for 
its string of superlative national parks. 
Now we want to do more about meeting 
the Nation's need for wood for new 
homes at a reasonable cost. Also, what 
I am suggesting today, I hope will shed 
some light on the current lumber price 
situation and offer some constructive 
suggestions that will lead to a stabiliza
tion of lumber prices throughout the Na
tion. 

At the outset let me say, that I be
lieve we must now demonstrate that we 
can house our growing population while 
we preserve and enjoy our new Redwood 
National Park. Information that has re
cently come to my attention shows that 
this can be done if the Congress meets 
its responsibilities to assure sound man
agement of our national forests. The in
formation to which I refer is a state
ment ptesented in December of last year 
by Mr. Paul E. Neff at the Western For
estry and Conservation Association 
meeting in San Francisco; a copy of 
which is offered herewith for the RECORD. 

Mr. Neff's statement, in my judgment, 
suggests specific opportunities for in
creasing the harvest of commercial tim
ber from that area located in the coun
ties of Humboldt, Del Norte, and Men
docino which are contiguous to the site 
of the Redwood National Park in Cali
fornia. It provides some of the details 
not available in the Forest Service's 
statement made earlier this week to the 
House Banking and Currency Commit
tee. 

Very briefly, Mr. Neff points out that, 
with the addition of just 12 employees, 
the Forest Service could increase the an
nual cut in three national forests by 
more than 73 million board feet. This 
timber would come from the salvage of 
dead trees that are normally lost to use 
and can be reached now without major 
road construction. 

With the completion of needed access 
roads, these three forests could provide 
each year more than 400 million board 
feet of mortality salvage. This timber, 
alone, would accommodate the building 
of more than 40,000 new homes each 
year! 

Such timber losses as we are now 
experiencing are intolerable and our per
formance as the custodians of this great 
renewable natural resource leaves much 
to be desired. For this reason, I believe 
the Congress should promptly give the 
Forest Service the tools it needs to ex
pedite the movement of this lumber into 
the construction of homes. 

Over the years, we who represent ma
jor timber regions have been urging Con
gress and the executive branch to accel
erate the Forest Service access road de
velopment program to permit intensified 
timber harvest and forest management 
programs to go forward. As a member of 
the House Roads Subcommittee, I can 
report that my colleagues have supported 
our request to the $170 million level, as 
recommended by the Forest Service as 
the required amount. 

Regrettably, the previous administra
tion and the Appropriations Committee 

funded only $100 million toward this 
goal. I was also the principal author of 
the log export restriction bill that ulti
mately cleared the 90th Congress as an 
amendment to the foreign aid bill. I 
say this only to remind my colleagues 
that those of us familiar with forestry 
and lumber products, have done every
thing possible to alleviate the log sup
ply problem which is partially respon 
sible for the excessively high lumber 
prices. Had our recommendations been 
followed fully, I do not believe we would 
have this problem today. 

For several years, however, the for
est products industry and the economy 
of most lumber regions have been in a 
very depressed condition-it's either 
"feast or famine." Many are just now 
recovering from some very lean years, 
and this is particularly true of the small 
mill owners and lumber operations. Now 
for the first time in years, we have the 
opportunity to recover following a long 
period of adjustment. 

We can now look forward, I believe, 
to a leveling off of lumber prices and 
this, of course, will greatly benefit ev
eryone concerned. 

Therefore, I urge this Congress and 
the administration to do everything 
possible to avoid a decline in our lumber 
economy at this crucial time. 

In summary, our goal must be: 
First, to construct more forest access 

roads; 
Second, to institute better forest man

agement practices on public lands; and 
Third, to create and maintain firm 

and stable timber prices. 
In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I submit 

that the tight lumber prices of the past 
have contributed to the tight money 
policies of the present. 

If this Nation is to adequatel'y house 
its people, supply the jobs needed in 
forested areas, and properly manage our 
national forests--we, in the Congress, 
must first make additional funds avail
able for forest roads and other forest 
management practices and, secondly, de
velop a long-range method of finance 
and funding for the managers of our na
tional forests that is sound, feasible, 
and certain to yield the revenues needed 
to constitute an "investment" in this 
great natural resource. 

The statement mentioned follows: 
TIMBER MORTALITY: FEDERAL PROGRAMS AND 

EXPECTED RESULTS, LIMITATIONS AND OPPOR

TUNITIES 

A high proportion of the commercial forest 
land in Federal Ownership in the West sup
ports mature or overmature timber. Such 
stands characteristically have higher mor
tality rates in merchantable stems than 
young growth. Unless preventive measures 
are carried out on a current basis, high 
mortality rates wlll continue until such time 
as the old growth stands are liquidated, in 
some cases over 60 years hence. 

One of the first steps in reducing pest im
pacts is detection. Finding where the insects 
and diseases are before they become epidemic. 
By recognizing potential outbreaks early they 
often can be suppressed through timber sales 
or by cultural manipulation. Detection is a 
continuing job by State, private and Federal 
forest entomologists and pathologists cover
ing all forested lands of all ownerships. 

Evaluation surveys are made to appraise 
the significance of outbreaks and to deter
mine whether they wlll be allowed to run 
their normal course unchecked or whether 
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direct suppression measures should be em
ployed to reduce the outbreak to an endemic 
level. 

Detection and evaluation surveys are va
ried; most are a combination of aerial sur
veys followed by ground checks. Detection 
and evaluation surveys are continually being 
refined. There have been a considerable num
ber of changes in recent years through the 
development of aerial photo techniques, bark 
X-ray and electronic data processing. There 
are other improvements on the drawing 
board. In a few years through sensor tech
niques, it may become possible to detect sick 
trees before there are any outward symptoms. 

The prevention of insect and disease out
breaks through silvicultural and biological 
practices will become more important in re
ducing pest impacts as we develop fully 
managed forests. Miller and Keen, years ago, 
pointed out in USDA Pub. #800 that "All 
results from applied control indicate that 
the k11ling of beetles, no matter by what 
method, has only a limited effect in reducing 
tree mortality. The trend of epidemics is 
only temporarily altered by direct control 
measures." 

Present inventory statistics are inadequate 
to accurately pinpoint the total annual losses 
to mortality. Neither are accurate data avail
able as to the exact amount of current mor
tality salvaged each year. Forest Service rec
ords combine the timber cut as salvage with 
other unregulated material cut, including 
thinnings and species such as lodgepole pine 
that have not had a dependable market 
in the past. 

Up to now the available supply of Na
tional Forest timber sold in California has 
exceeded utilization. Not until fiscal year 
1966 was the ut111zation of National Forest 
timber equal to the allowable cut. Between 
1962 and 1968, the back log of uncut timber 
climbed rapidly. The present back log is 
two and one-half times the allowable cut. 
F'orest Service emphasis has been aimed at 
marketing large quantities of timber to pro
vide the timber industry the opportunity 
to cut at allowable cut levels. 

It now appears that this aim has been 
achieved and interest in additional supplies 
of timber including mortality salvage will 
be stronger. In Region 6, the volume of 
timber under contract is much less in pro
portion to the annual allowable cut. Conse
quently a more vigorous salvage program 
has been under way in recent years. 

The Forest Service, and the Bureau of 
Land Management are committed to sell 
available unregulated material, including 
salvage, to the extent funds will permit and 
market demands can utilize it. 

Funds and man-power for sale prepara
tion have not been sufficiently high to mar
ket all of the material available from federal 
timber lands. Perhaps they never will be. 
This has necessitated the establishment of 
priorities in programming of the various 
categories of timber products. These priori
ties for federal ownerships in the west are: 

1. Market insect epidemic losses and fire 
salvageable material. 

2. Market the regulated cut. This would 
include intermediate cutting where such 
cutting is included in the allowable cut. 
(Siuslaw in R-6) 

3. Market thinnings in locations where 
small-log harvesting has become an estab
lished practice. 

4. Market dead and down salvage material. 
5. Market thinnings in new areas. 
Large catastrophic losses from insects, 

wind, floods and fires have generally been 
successfully salvaged as a part of the regu
lated sale program by regular operators. For 
example, the Douglas-fir bark beetle attack 
following the Christmas floods of 1964 in 
California was estimated to have killed about 
a billion board feet during 1966 and 1967. 
By the end of 1968 close to 500MM board feet 
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will have been sold. Most of the remainder is 
inaccessible and may not be salvaged. 

The Columbus Day windstorm in 1962 
damaged 2.1 billion feet of timber on the 
National Forests of Oregon and Washington. 
A good part of this was salvaged, over 1.8 
billion feet. 

The normal annual mortality, scattered 
throughout the forest areas, is another mat
ter. Such mortality results in light volumes 
per acre and may or may not be attractive 
from a logging standpoint. This depends 
upon its accessibility, the economics of re
moval, the availab111ty of timber from regular 
sales, and the availability of operators with 
small, highly mobile equipment needed to 
operate scattered salvage shows. 

The three Douglas-fir Forests in north
western California, Six Rivers, Shasta
Trinity and Klamath have studied their 
mortality salvage situation. The situation on 
these Forests is illustrative of what might 
be expected on other Region Five Forests. 

Current inventories show the unregulated 
cutting objectives for these three Forests to 
be 28 m1111on board feet. The average un
regulated volume cut for the last three fiscal 
years is 9 million board feet. 

New inventories and allowable cuts are in 
process on all three of these Forests. These 
will produce drastically better figures than 
we now have to work with. 

As an interim step, pending completion of 
additional new inventory data, salvage op
portunities have been classified into three 
accessibility categories and tabulated below: 

forest 

Annual volume, mm. board feet, 
by accessibility category 

3 

Six Rivers__________________ 9. 0 2. 0 160.0 
Klamath___________________ 7. 5 25.0 32.5 
Shasta-Trinity______________ 20.0 10.0 140.0 

--------------------TotaL______________ 36.5 37.0 332.5 

Category 1 is that dead and down saw
timber which is currently accessible without 
construction of specified or permanent roads. 

Category 2 is reasonably accessible with 
the construction of additional specified roads 
by timber purchasers, including normal 
amounts of supplemental funding. 

Category 3 is inaccessible and would re
quire major government construction. 

Categories 1 and 2 can be looked upon as 
an opportunity for increasing salvage sales 
during the next 10 years. Category 3 is con
sidered completely impractical during the 
next 10 years. 

Manning and financing for an accelerated 
salvage program, including categories 1 and 
2 would require these increases: 

Forest 
Funds M 

dollars 
Ceilings 

man-years 

Six Rivers____________________ 58 2 
Klamath_____________________ 172 4 
Shasta-Trinity________________ 158 6 

-------------------TotaL__________________ 388 12 

In addition, it is impractical to believe 
that the above increases would result in 
selling the full additional volume unless the 
regular sale program is fully financed. For 
example, during the past three fiscal years 
all Region 5 Forests have been financed to 
sell, on the average 68MM board feet of un
regulated material. However, they were only 
given 82 percent of the finances needed to sell 
the regular program. It would be unrealistic 
to reduce the regular program since more 
volume in more desirable sales can be pre
pared per dollar than is the case with unregu
lated sales. Also, the allowable regulated cut 
is considered the first priority commitment 

to sell, therefore, under:finlancing the regular 
program has tended to reduce accomplish
ment in the unregulated program. 

Long run plans for the future place major 
emphasis on establishing intermediate cut
ting in all merchantable sized stands that 
a.re accessible each decade. This will include 
category 1 and 2 and gradually extend to 
category 3. The principal difference between 
this approach and a salvage sale approach Is 
tbat it is designed to remove in addition to 
accumulated dead and down trees those live 
trees that are expected to die withing 10 years. 
The major improvement expected is three 
fold. First, very much more attractive sales 
will result, including heavier cut volumes 
per acre and better average quality timber. 
Second, by removing anticipated mortality 
actual future mortality will be greatly re
duced. Third, some relief from competition 
will occur in the remaining trees improvtng 
their general thrift and resistance to insects 
and diseases. 

Implementation of this program is under
way on the Six Rivers and Klamath Forests 
in the recalculation of allowable cut. This is 
a necessary first step since such a program 
will influence the yield from regeneration 
cutting. 

Provisions for increased funding and man
power is a key second step and remains yet 
to be answered. 

Let me conclude by outlining what we need 
to do in California: 

A. Continue and improve insect detection 
and evaluation surveys. 

B. Develop a large operational intermediate 
cutting program, tending each accessible 
commercial forest area on the National For
ests including landscape management units 
at least once each 10 years. By this, I mean 
( 1) thinning In young stands to improve 
thrift and resistance to insects and diseases. 
(2) In old growth Douglas-fir stands, we 
need to take live high risk trees in addition 
to dead and down to reduce or prevent mor
tality while the stand's turn for harvest 
approaches. (3) In intervening areas between 
release groups in the Sierras, we need to take 
out high risk as well as dead and down trees 
so that mortality is reduced during the nec
essary intervals between major silvicultural 
treatments. 

c. We need a financing and man power 
program that will consistently make it pos
sible to plan for and put crews in the field 
to prepare and administer such an inter
mediate program. Preparatory work must 
often begin three years ahead of sale date. 
We can't start and stop intermittently 1f the 
intermediate program is to become a part of 
our standard timber program. 

D. To make intermediate cutting a stand
ard operational part of our timber program, 
we need to include this kind of cutting in 
our allowable cut statements and five-year 
action plans. We are working on such calcu
lations on the Six Rivers and Klamath Forests 
now. 

E. We also need to develop logging methods 
for this practice with industry. Additional 
highly mobile tractor and cable skidding will 
be needed. We need to perfect equipment 
capable of harvesting intermediate cuts on 
very steep slopes. 

Both the timber industry and the Federal 
timber selling agencies stand to benefit 
greatly from such a program. To be most 
successful a good bit of cooperation will be 
needed. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab
sence was granted to: 

Mr. PRICE of Texas <at the request of 
Mr. GERALD R. FoRD), for today, on ac
count of death in family. 

Mr. WAGGONNER (at the request of Mr. 
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ALBERT), for today, on account of official 
business. 

Mr. FISH (at the request of Mr. GERALD 
::R. FORD), indefinitely, on account of 
death in family. 

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. PuciNSKI, today, for 30 minutes; to 
revise and extend his remarks and to in
clude extraneous matter. 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. HANSEN of Idaho) to revise 
and extend their remarks and include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. HALPERN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MICHEL, for 30 minutes, today. 
Mr. CoNTE, for 30 minutes, today. 
Mr. QuiE, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. DANIEL of Virginia) to ad
dress the House and to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
matter:) 

Mr. REuss, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. SHIPLEY, for 10 minutes, today. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

extend remarks was granted to: 
Mr. McCORMACK (at the request of 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts) to extend 
his remarks following the statement by 
Mr. BuRKE of Massachusetts. 

Mr. KEITH to extend his remarks fol
lowing those of Mr. McCORMACK. 

Mr. MADDEN and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. SAYLOR in two instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. DoN H. CLAUSEN. 
Mr. YATES to revise and extend his re

marks in connection with special order 
of Mr. PELLY. 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. HANSEN of Idaho) and to 
include extraneous matter: 

Mr. HALPERN. 
Mr. MAILLIARD in two instances. 
Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin in two in-

stances. 
Mr. HARSHA. 
Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. 
Mr. MoRTON. 
Mr.QuiE. 
Mr. GROVER. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. 
Mr. DELLENBACK. 
Mr. MILLER of Ohio in two instances. 
Mr. McCLURE. 
Mr. ESHLEMAN. 
Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. 
Mr. POLLOCK. 
Mr. CORDOVA. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. DANIEL of Virginia) and to 
include extraneous matter:) 

Mr. FRASER in three instances. 
Mr. FuLTON of Tennessee in two in-

stances. 
Mr. DINGELL. 
Mr. GoNZALEZ in three instances. 
Mr. HAYS in two instances. 
Mr. JoNES of Alabama. 
Mr. JARMAN in two instances. 

Mr. PICKLE in two instances. 
Mr. RARICK in four instances. 
Mr. GARMATZ. 
Mr. DoRN in two instances. 
Mr. JoHNSON of California. 
Mr. GALLAGHER. 
Mr. OLSEN in two instances. 
Mr. HAwKINs in two instances. 
Mr. KEE. 
Mr. PEPPER in two instances. 
Mr. TAYLOR. 
Mr. BARING. 
Mr. RYAN in four instances. 
Mr. HAGAN in two instances. 
Mr. FEIGHAN in three instances. 
Mr. HEBERT. 
Mr. PHILBIN in four 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: 

S. 714. An act to designate the VentP.na 
Wilderness, Los Padres National Forest, in 
the State of California; to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 
Mr. FRIEDEL, from the Committee on 

House Administration, reported that that 
committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the 
following title, which was thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H.R. 8508. An act to increase the public 
debt llmlt set forth in section 21 of the 
Second Liberty Bond Act. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. DANIEL of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 

I move that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; according

ly (at 2 o'clock and 32 minutes p.m.), 
under its previous order, the House ad
journed until Monday, March 31, 1969, 
at 12 o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

629. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting amend
ments to the budgets and proposed supple
mental appropriations for fiscal years 1969 
and 1970 (H. Doc. No. 91-94); to the Com
mittee on Appropriations and ordered to be 
printed. 

630. A letter from the Director, Bureau of 
the Budget, Executive Office of the President, 
transmitting a report that the appropriation 
to the Veterans' Administration for "Medical 
care," for the fiscal year 1969, has been re
apportioned on a basis which indicates the 
necessity for a further supplemental estimate 
of appropriation, pursuant to the provisions 
of section 3679 of the Revised Statutes, as 
amended (31 u .s .a. 665); to the Committee 
on Appropriations. 

631. A letter from the Administrator, Gen
eral Services Administration, withdrawing a 
previous recommendation for prompt and 
favorable consideration of a draft of proposed 
legislation to authorize the disposal of plati
num from the national stockpile and the 
supplemental stockpile; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

632. A letter from the Secretary of Trans-

portation, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to amend title 5, United States 
Code, to authorize the payment of expenses 
of preparing and transporting to his home or 
place of interment the remains of a Federal 
employee who dies while performing official 
duties in Alaska or Hawaii, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule xxn, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BRASCO: 
H.R. 9599. A bill to provide for the redis

tribution of unused quota numbers; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 9600. A bill to amend the Immigration 
and Nationality Act, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BROWN of California: 
H.R. 9601. A blll to amend the Immigration 

and Nationality Act, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia: 
H.R . 9602. A blll to authorize the filling of 

vacant positions in the National Park Serv
ice; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania: 
H.R. 9603. A bill to amend title XVTII of 

the Social Security Act to remove the present 
llmlt on the number of days for which bene
fits may be paid thereunder to an individual 
on account of posthospital extended-care 
services; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. CLEVELAND: -
H .R. 9604. A bill to amend the Public 

Health Service Act to extend the program of 
. grants for construction and modernization of 

hospitals and other medical facilities, to pro
vide loans and loan guarantees for construc
tion and modernization of such fac1lities, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on In
terstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. CUNNINGHAM: 
H.R. 9605. A bill to provide a uniform al

lowance for certain motor vehicle mainte
nance employees in the postal field service; 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. DERWINSKI: 
H.R. 9606. A blll to provide for the redis

tribution of unused quota numbers; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DEVINE: 
H.R. 9607. A bill to amend title 18, United 

States Code, to prohibit the mailing of ob
scene matter to minors, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. EILBERG: 
H.R. 9608. A b111 to amend the Consumer 

Credit Protection Act to safeguard consumers 
in connection with trading stamp practices; 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

H.R. 9609. A bill to provide for improved 
employee-management relations in the postal 
service, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. EILBERG (for himself, Mr. BAR
RETT, Mr. NIX, and Mr. BYRNE of 
Pennsylvania): 

H .R. 9610. A blll for the elimination of 
health dangers to coal miners resulting from 
the inhalation of coal dust; to the Com
mittee on Education and Labor. 

H.R. 9611. A blll to improve the safety 
conditions of persons working in the coal 
mining industry of the United States; to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. FRASER: 
H.R. 9612. A blll to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to extend the head-of
household benefits to unremarried widows 
and widowers and single persons who have 
attained age 30 and maintain their own 
households; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 
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By Mr. FULTON of Tennessee: 

H.R. 9613. A bill to amend the Railroad 
Retirement Act of 1937 so as to increase the 
amount of the annuities payable thereunder 
to widows and widowers; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

H.R. 9614. A bill to amend the act entitled 
"An act to promote the safety of employees 
and travelers upon railroads by limiting the 
hours of service of employees thereon," ap
proved March 4, 1907; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. HALEY (by request) : 
H.R. 9615. A bill to provide compensation 

to the Crow Tribe of Indians, Montana, for 
certain lands embraced Within the present 
boundaries of the Crow Indian Reservation, 
for the validation of titles, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. 

By Mr. HANLEY: 
H.R. 9616. A bill to extend to volunteer 

fire companies and their aux1liaries the rates 
of postage on second- and third-class bulk 
mailings applicable to certain nonprofit or
ganizations; to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. 

By Mr. HARSHA: 
H.R. 9617. A bill to give farmers an addi

tional month in which to meet the require
ment of filing a declaration of estimated tax 
by filing an income tax return for the tax
able year for which the declaration is re
quired; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. HELSTOSKI: 
H.R. 9618. A bill to provide for the redis

tribution of unused quota numbers; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 9619. A bill to provide for the redis
tribution of unused quota numbers; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KOCH: 
H.R. 9620. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that any 
unmarried person who maintains his or her 
own home shall be entitled to be taxed at 
the rate provided for the head of a house
hold; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LONG of Louisiana: 
H.R. 9621. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to increase from $600 
to $1,200 the personal income tax exemp
tions of a taxpayer (including the exemp
tion for a spouse, the exemptions for a de
pendent, and the additional exemptions for 
old age and blindness) ; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MEEDS: 
H.R. 9622. A bill to amend the act entitled 

"An act to promote the safety of employees 
and travelers upon railroads by limiting the 
hours of service of employees thereon," ap
proved March 4, 1907; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. MOORHEAD: 
H.R. 9623. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of the Interior to establish the Lincoln Home 
National Historic Site in the State of Illi
nois, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. NICHOLS: 
H.R. 9624. A bill to amend chapter 44 of 

title 18, United States Code, to exempt am
munition from Federal regulation under the 
Gun Control Act of 1968; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. PATTEN: 
H.R. 9625. A bill to permit the President 

to authorize the sale of savings bonds yield
ing not more than 5 percent per annum; · 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PODELL: 
H.R. 9626. A bill to amend the Higher Edu

cation Act of 1965 to base the amount of 
an educational opportunity grant on the 
student's expenses for tuition and books, to 
increase the maximum annual grant to 
$2,000, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. PRICE of Illinois: 
H.R. 9627. A bill to amend the act entitled 

"An Act to promote the safety of employees 
and travelers upon railroads by limiting the 
hours of service of employees thereon", ap
proved March 4, 1907; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. STGERMAIN: 
H.R. 9628. A bill to amend the act en

titled "An Act to promote the safety of 
employees and travelers upon railroads by 
limiting the hours of service of employees 
thereon", approved March 4, 1907; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

H.R. 9629. A bill to establish fishing zones 
of the United States beyond its territorial 
seas, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. SHIPLEY: 
H.R. 9630. A bill to provide for improved 

employee-management relations in the post
al service, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

H.R. 9631. A bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to provide payment 
for chiropractors' services under the program 

-of supplementary medical insurance benefits 
for the aged; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. TAYLOR: 
H.R. 9632. A bill to amend the Gun Con

trol Act of 1968 to provide for an additional 
periOd of amnesty during which certain fire
arms may be registered with the Secretary 
of the Treasury; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. TEAGUE of California: 
H.R. 9633. A bill to adjust agricultural pro

duction, to provide a transitional program 
for farmers, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas (by re
quest): 

H.R. 9634. A bill to amend title 38 of the 
United States Code in order to improve and 
make more effective the Veterans' Adminis
tration program of sharing specialized med
ical resources; to the Committee on Vet
erans' Affairs. 

H.R. 9635. A bill to equalize the presump
tions applicable to, and the rates of, disabil
ity compensation in the case of peacetime 
and wartime service; to the Committee on 
Veterans• Affairs. 

By Mr. WOLFF: 
H.R. 9636. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code Of 1954 to provide the same 
tax exemption for servicemen in and around 
Korea as is presently provided for those in 
Vietnam; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. BOGGS: 
H.R. 9637. A bill to authorize the U.S. Com

missioner of Education to make grants to 
elementary and secondary schools and other 
educational institutions for the conduct of 
special educational programs and activities 
concerning the use of drugs, and for other 
related educational purposes; to the Com
mittee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. BOLLING: 
H.R. 9638. A bill to provide for the appoint

ment of an additional district judge for the 
western district of Missouri; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DENNIS: 
H.R. 9639. A bill to provide that the U.S. 

District Court for the Indianapolis Division 
of the Southern District of Indiana also shall 
be held at Richmond, Ind., to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DERWINSKI: 
H.R. 9640. A bill to prohibit political influ

ence with respect to appointments, promo
tions, assignments, transfers, and designa
tions in the postal field service, to revise the 
laws governing the appointment of postmas
ters, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. DULSKI: 
H.R. 9641. A bill to increase the maximum 

rate of travel allowance for postal employees 
assigned to road duty, and for other purposes; 

to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. ECKHARDT: 
H.R. 9642. A bill to amend title IV of the 

Social Security Act to repeal the provisions 
limiting the number of children with respect 
to whom Federal payments may be made 
under the program of aid to families with 
dependent children; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FARBSTEIN: 
H.R. 9643. A bill to amend the Economic 

Opportunity Act of 1964 to establish an emer
gency family loan program as a national em
phasis program; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

By Mr. HOLIFIELD (by request) : 
H.R. 9644. A bill to amend the Atomic En

ergy Act of 1954, as amended, to provide that 
life imprisonment shall be the maximum 
criminal penalty for certain offenses, to in
crease the criminal penalties for unauthor
ized diversion of special nuclear material and 
related offenses, and for other purposes; to 
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. 

H.R. 9645. A bill to amend section 170 of 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, 
and for other purposes; to the Joint Com
mittee on Atomic Energy. 

H.R. 9646. A bill to amend section 182 of 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, 
and for other purposes; to the Joint Com
mittee on Atomic Energy. 

H.R. 9647. A bill to amend the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, to eliminate 
the requirement for a finding of practical 
value and abolish the distinction between 
commercial licenses for facilities and certain 
research and development licenses for facili
ties, and for other purposes; to the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy. 

H.R. 9648. A bill to amend chapter 18 of 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, 
and for other purposes; to the Joint Com
mittee on Atomic Energy. 

ByMr.KARTH: 
H.R. 9649. A bill to amend the Merchant 

Marine Act, 1936, to encourage shipbuilding, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

ByMr.KEE: 
H.R. 9650. A bill to amend title II of the 

Social Security Act to provide disability in
surance benefits thereunder for any indi
vidual who is blind and has at least six 
quarters of coverage, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. McCLURE: 
H.R. 9651. A bill to provide a mechanism 

for equitable adjustments in the price of gold, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. MURPHY of New York: 
H.R. 9652. A bill to increase the penalties 

for the illegal use or possession of explosives; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MYERS: 
H.R. 9653. A bill to amend title II of the 

Social Security Act to provide for cost-of
living increases in benefits, to increase the 
minimum survivor's benefit, and to liberalize 
the retirement test; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PRICE of Illinois: 
H.R. 9654. A bill to authorize subsistence, 

without charge, to certain air evacuation 
patients; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Mr. QUIE (for himself, Mr. As
PINALL, Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr. HAN
SEN Of Idaho, Mr. KLEPPE, Mr. NEL
SEN, Mr. SISK, Mr. STUCKEY, Mr. 
TEAGUE of Texas, and Mr. ZWACH): 

H.R. 9655. A bill to enable honey producers 
to finance a nationally coordinated re
search and promotion program to improve 
their competitive position and expand their 
markets for honey; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

By Mr. ROGERS of Florida (for him
self and Mr. GmBONS) (by request): 

H.R. 9656. A bill to provide for orderly 
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trade in fresh fruits and vegetables, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. TIERNAN: 
H.R. 9657. A bill to amend title 39, United 

States Code, to provide additional free let
ter mall and air transportation ma111ng pri
vileges for certain members of the U.S. 
Armed Forces, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. WALDIE: 
H.R. 9658. A blll to direct the Secretary 

of the Interior to take certain actions, and 
make an investigation and study, with re
spect to drllling and oil production under 
leases issued pursuant to the Outer Conti
nental Shelf Lands Act; to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. WHITE: 
H.R. 9659. A bill to amend title I of the 

Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 
1965, as amended, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

H.R. 9660. A bill to amend the Railroe.d 
Unemployment Insurance Act to eliminate 
the 4-day waiting period applicable to sick
ness benefits during an individual's second 
or subsequent registration period within 
any benefit year, and to waive the 7-day 
waiting period applicable to sickness bene
fits during an individual's first such period 
where sickness (and any required waiting 
period) began in the preceding benefit year; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. KOCH (for himself, Mr. 
ADAMS, Mr. BRASCO, Mr. BURTON Of 
California, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. FRAsER, 

-Mr. HALPERN, Mr. HATHAWAY, Mr. 
HELSTOSKI, Mr. KYROS, Mr. M!KVA, 
Mr. OTTINGER, Mr. REES, Mr. REUSS, 
Mr. ScHEUER, Mr. SYMINGTON, Mr. 
'I'IERNAN, and Mr. WALDIE): 

H.R. 9661. A blll to establish an urban 
mass transportation trust fund, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Bank
ing and Currency. 

By Mr. CUNNINGHAM: 
H.J. Res. 607. Joint resolution to declare 

the policy of the United States with respect 
to its territorial sea; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. HALPERN: 
H.J. Res. 608. Join resolution to author

ize and direct the Federal Trade Commis
sion to conduct a comprehensive investiga
tion of unfair methods of competition and 
unfair or deceptive acts or practices in the 
home improvement industry, to expand its 
enforcement activities in this area, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. HORTON: 
H.J. Res. 609. Joint resolution consenting 

to the Susquehanna River Basin compact, 
enacting the same into law thereby making 
the United States a signatory party, mak-

lng certain reservations on behalf of the 
United States, and for related purposes; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. JACOBS: 
H.J. Res. 610. Joint resolution proposing an 

amendment to the Constitution of the Unit
ed States to provide for a national prefer
ential primary election to select candidates 
for the office of the President and Vice Pres
ident and to provide for the election of the 
President and Vice President by the popular 
vote of the people of the United States; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

. By Mr. EILBERG: 
H. Con. Res. 188. Concurrent resolution ex

pressing the sense of the Congress that the 
United States should begin to reduce its 
military involvement in Vietnam; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. OTTINGER: 
H. Con. Res. 189. Concurrent resolution 

that it is the sense of COngress that the 
United States should begin to reduce its 
military involvement in Vietnam; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. ROGERS of Florida: 
H. Con. Res. 190. Concurrent resolution 

recognizing the courage of Apollo 8 astro
nauts and the appropriateness of their ex
pressions of faith in Almighty God on their 
moon-circling mission, and encouraging 
the President of the United States and the 
National Aeronautics and Space Adminis
tration to allow similar freedoms on future 
space flights; to the Committee on Science 
and Astronautics. 

By Mr. CLEVELAND: 
H. Res. 349. Resolution establishing a 

Special Committee on the Captive Nations; 
to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. MOSS (for himself, Mr. ALBERT, 
Mr. MILLS, Mr. RIVERS, Mr. HOLIFIELD, 
Mr. MADDEN, Mr. MORGAN, Mr. PRICE 
Of illinois, Mr. DELANEY, Mr. ASPIN
ALL, Mr. HAYS, Mr. FLOOD, Mr. 
FRIEDEL, Mr. EDMONDSON, Mr. DIN
GELL, Mr. SISK, Mr. DENT, Mr. MC
FALL, Mr. ULLMAN, Mrs. HANSEN of 
Washington, Mr. O'HARA, Mr. SMITH 
Of Iowa, Mr. MATSUNAGA, and Mr. 
PEPPER): 

H. Res. 350. Resolution to create a Select 
Committee on the Bureau of the Budget; 
to the Committee on Rules. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo

rials were presented and referred as fol
lows: 

94. By Mr. ALBERT: Memorial of the 
House of Representatives of the State of 
Oklahoma, memorializing the Congress to 
repeal all recently passed legislation which 
restricts the constitutional right of a citizen 
to keep and bear arms; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

95. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the 
Legislature of the State of Oklahoma, rela
tive to the interest rate of Federal moneys 
utilized for water-related projects; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

96. Also, memorial of the Senate of the 
State of Massachusetts, relative to oil im
ports; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BARING: 
H.R. 9662. A bill for the relief of Josephat 

Ahing; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. LONG of Louisiana: 

H.R. 9663. A bill for the relief of the city of 
Port Allen, La.; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. McDONALD of Michigan: 
H.R. 9664. A bill to provide for the ad

vancement in grade of a certain officer in the 
U.S. Air Force Reserve; to the Committee on 
the Armed Services. 

By Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts: 
H.R. 9665. A bill for the relief of Angero 

and Theophilos Kamperides; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. PEPPER: 
H.R. 9666. A blll for the relief of Dr. Toshi

yuki Ando; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

H.R. 9667. A bill for the relief of Enrique G. 
Balart; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 9668. A bill for the relief of Fernando 
Domenicale; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. · 

H.R. 9669. A bill for the relief of Enzio 
Enrico Bertoldi, his wife, Teresa Bertoldi, and 
their daughter, Maria Bertoldi; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 9670. A bill for the relief of Giuseppe 
LaPlaca; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RODINO: 
H.R. 9671. A bill for the relief of Daniel 

Brower; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania: 

H.R. 9672. A bill for the relief of Georgina 
Infantino and son, Giovanni Infantino; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. TIERNAN: 
H.R. 9673. A bill for the relief of Dr. Tal 

Chung; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
83. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 

the City Council, Los Angeles, Calif., relative 
to the narcotics and drugs traffic at the 
Mexican border, which was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

SENATE-Thursday, March 27, 1969 
The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 

and was called to order by the Vice Presi
dent. 

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

Eternal Father, we thank Thee for the 
world about us, and for that deeper world 
within us which Thou hast made for Thy 
habitation. Remove from our lives all 
that corrupts or tarnishes the divine 
image or that is alien to Thee, may Thy 
spirit indwell and reign over us. 

We thank Thee that once in the man 
of Nazareth Thou didst enter our fieet-

ing life and make the pilgrimage in hu
man fiesh from the manger to the cross 
and beyond. And by Him and through 
Him we know the way we ought to jour
ney. Grant us then a measure of His spir
it that we may think as He thought, work 
as He worked, live as He lived, serve as He 
served, for the welfare of this Nation and 
the betterment of all mankind. 

In His name we pray. Amen. 

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

unanimous consent that the reading of 

the Journal of the proceedings of 
Wednesday, March 26, 1969, be dispensed 
with. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
APPROVAL OF BILL 

Messages in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States were com
municated to the Senate by Mr. Geisler, 
one of his secretaries, and he announced 
that on today, March 27, 1969, the Presi
dent had approved and signed the act 
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